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2013 Pinellas County Point-in-Time Count 

Executive Summary 
 

The primary goal of a Point-in-Time (PIT) count of homeless individuals is to obtain an accurate as 

possible estimate of the number of homeless individuals in the community on a given night. 

United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires that local 

Continuums of Care (CoCs) conduct an annual count of “sheltered” homeless persons 

(individuals in emergency shelters, transitional housing and safe havens). “Unsheltered” 

individuals, those found to be staying in “places not meant for human habitation” (e.g., parks, 

bus shelters, cars, etc.), must be counted every other (odd numbered) year (HUD, 2012).  

Therefore the 2013 Pinellas County Point in Time study sought to accurately count both sheltered 

and unsheltered homeless individuals. Pinellas chose Thursday, January 24th, 2013 on which to 

conduct this year’s count which asked respondents where they stayed on the night of 

Wednesday, January 23rd, 2013.  

 

Definitions of Homelessness and the Point-In-Time 
 

Discussions about the Point-In-Time count as well as homelessness in general must begin with 

determining exactly who falls into this category. Various definitional parameters exist at all levels 

of government; even among different agencies at the same level such as United States Housing 

and Urban Development (HUD) and the Veteran’s Administration. The disparity in definitions 

presents immediate complications as localities work to develop effective homeless policies.  

Further complicating matters is the fact that many of these agencies provide funding to local 

communities to provide homeless services; funding which is limited to those considered homeless 

under their specific definitions.  

Hence, the question “how many homeless reside in Pinellas County” can result in a myriad of 

responses; all of which can be correct. The Point-In-Time is no exception as the results of the 

count must be reported at the Federal level to the United States Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD) using its definition and at the State level to the Florida Department of 

Children and Families (DCF) using its definition.  

Neither definition included those individuals and families who were considered to be at-risk of 

becoming homeless: those who were living in the residence of another due to the inability to 

obtain their own permanent housing (often referred to as the “doubled-up” population) and 

individuals or families residing in hotels that were paid for by any other means outside of public 

or charitable funds. However, in order to provide local stakeholders with critical information for 

accurately assessing resource needs and deployment; these populations are included in the 

Pinellas County definition which guided the 2013 Point-In-Time count (PIT). Using these 

parameters, Pinellas County counted 6,593 people as homeless; 2,495 were known to be 

children (see table 1, next page). 
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Table 1: Total Homeless Count 

Pinellas County 
Adults 3,288 

Children 2,495 

Missing/No Response/Refused* 810 

Total 6,593 
 

 

The HUD definition for 2013 considers only those who are literally without housing as homeless. 

This includes “unsheltered” individuals or families, as well as those who are in a homeless shelter, 

transitional housing, safe haven or hotel (if the hotel is paid for by a public or charitable 

organization). Also included are individuals who were homeless immediately prior to entering an 

institutional setting such as a hospital or detention facility. Individuals and families fleeing a 

domestic violence situation and who are without housing resources are also included in the HUD 

definition. Under this definition, Pinellas County had a total of 4,036 homeless persons; 593 of 

which were children under 18 years of age (see table 2, below).  

 

Table 2: Total Homeless Count 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) 

Adults 2,633 

Children 593 

Missing/No Response/Refused* 810 

 Total 4,036 

 

This definition differed slightly from that used by the State of Florida for 2013 in that the State 

parameters did not include the population residing in institutions such as jails and hospitals. 

Under the state definition, Pinellas County had a total of 3,558 homeless persons; 556 of which 

were known to be children under 18 years of age (see table 3).  

 

Table 3: Total Homeless Count 

Florida Department of Children and Families 

Adults 2,192 

Children 556 

Missing/No Response/Refusals* 810 

Total 3,558 

 

  

*Included in this group for tables 1-3 

are individuals who were 

contacted during the unsheltered 

count, but refused to respond. 

Those who responded to the survey, 

but no date of birth or age was 

provided and the law enforcement 

count because age is not 

collected. 
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Sheltered and Unsheltered Homeless 
 

Overall, homeless are divided into two general categories: unsheltered and sheltered. 

Individuals and families who are “on the street” (living in cars, parks, homeless encampments 

and abandoned buildings) and living in hotels are defined as unsheltered. In addition, 

individuals in jails, hospitals or other institutions who reported that they were living on the street 

immediately prior to entering these facilities are also included in this category. For the purposes 

of the County report, children who identified to Pinellas County Schools as living in the residence 

of another due to the inability to obtain housing for economic reasons are included in the 

unsheltered portion of the PIT. Assuming that the missing/no response/refused subjects were 

adults, results from the 2013 PIT indicated that there were 4,377 unsheltered individuals on the 

night of the PIT; 1,954 of which were children. Caution should be used with the proportion of 

children in these numbers as their adult family members were not included in the Pinellas County 

Schools count. 

The sheltered homeless category includes individuals and families who resided in the area’s 

supervised publicly or privately operated emergency shelters and transitional housing facilities 

on the night of the PIT. In 2013, shelters in Pinellas County reported 2,216 residents on the night of 

January 23rd; 694 (or 31%) of which were children. This proportion of children in the shelter count 

is more realistic as many children are in shelters with family members. 

Demographics 

 

The following charts compare age, gender and race among the unsheltered and sheltered 

adult populations (where this information was available). Demographics were limited to adults 

as this was the most complete data available (please see full report for results pertaining to 

children). Age distributions differed slightly when the unsheltered population was compared to 

the sheltered (see figure 1, next page). A larger percentage of the young adult population 

appeared in the unsheltered group while a greater portion of adults aged 24 to 60 appeared to 

be utilizing shelters on the night of the PIT. These results should be taken with some caution as the 

unsheltered population consisted of 780 subjects (law enforcement count and refusals) where 

age was unknown; the differences are small enough that the potential addition of this group 

could alter this outcome.   
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Figure 2 depicts the gender distribution between the unsheltered and sheltered populations. 

Results indicated that three quarters of the homeless population was male with the remaining 

one quarter being female. The unsheltered survey captured a very small population of 

participants who reported being transgendered. There were no gender differences between the 

two populations in regard to who utilized shelters or was captured as part of the unsheltered 

survey. 

 

 

 

Results for for race and ethnicity indicated that just under three quarters of the unsheltered 

homeless were white with a slightly greater portion utilizing shelters on the night of the PIT (see 

figure 3, next page). A slightly different trend appeared for African-Americans which indicated 

that a slightly smaller proportion used shelters (23%) verses appearing in the unsheltered 

population (25%).  Additionally, results for African-American homeless indicated that they were 

clearly overrepresented when compared to their proportion in the overall county population 

(11%). Conversely, white homeless were underrepresented when compared to their population 

in the County (84%) (Census Bureau, 2010).  
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The percentage of respondents who reported being of Hispanic ethnicity was similar for both the 

sheltered and unsheltered populations. Homelessness for this population was slightly lower than 

the overall County population (8%) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). 

Special Populations 
 

Another goal of the PIT is to determine the extent of homelessness among specific HUD defined 

subpopulations such as veterans, chronically homeless, persons living with HIV/AIDS, severely 

mentally ill, foster care, and those with disabilities. Detailed information regarding all of the 

defined subpopulations can be found in the main report on pages 32 through 35. Chronically 

homeless and those who reported a disability are highlighted in this summary.  

Results for unsheltered homeless 

participants where responses were 

completed indicated that slightly less 

than half (47%) reported that they have 

a disabling condition, been homeless 

four or more times in three years (or 

continually homeless for a minimum of 

a year). Conversely, 83% of the families 

who participated in the PIT reported 

fitting the definition of chronically 

homeless (see figure 4). This result 

should be taken with caution due to 

the low numbers of families who 

participated in the PIT, however, it does 

lend some preliminary support to the 

thought that families “on the street” are more likely to be chronically homeless. 
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A significant portion of the unsheltered 

homeless who participated in the PIT 

count reported having a disabling 

condition (72%). This contrasted 

significantly with the 22% of sheltered 

adults who reported a disability (see 

figure 5). The most frequently cited 

disabilities reported by the unsheltered 

population consisted of mental 

health/depression (70%), physical 

disabilities (35%), alcohol and drug use 

(27%) and chronic health condition 

(27%). Sixty percent of sheltered clients 

reported alcohol and drug abuse 

problems as a disability followed by mental health (39%). This result lends support to the possibility 

that a large portion of homeless with mental health issues are not utilizing shelters. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

Using the inclusive definition, the Pinellas County PIT was able to document nearly 7,000 

homeless individuals, over one third of which were children. Basic demographic differences 

between the homeless adult population that utilized shelters and the unsheltered adults 

appeared minimal. Significant differences began to appear in the unsheltered chronically 

homeless and disabled subpopulations in that families were more likely to be chronically 

homeless than individuals and those with a disabling condition, likely mental health, were less 

likely to utilize shelter services. Of primary concern across all of the analyses in this report was the 

reliability of many of the findings due to implementation methodology and data quality issues. 

Below are some key recommendations to inform future counts: 

 Develop a plan to recruit and deploy surveyors that maximizes the potential for an 

accurate unsheltered count;  

 

 Improve data quality in order to establish reliable baselines and trends to accurately 

document the performance of the CoC; allow for reliable planning and targeting of 

local resources and maximize the ability to pursue additional funding to provide 

homeless services;  

 

 Conduct advanced statistical analyses to gain greater insight into the patterns of the 

community’s homeless population by targeting the optimal service at the right time to 

break the cycle of homelessness, i.e., interrelationships that influence chronic 

homelessness. 
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Introduction 

The Facets of Homelessness 
 

Homelessness is an issue that is neither static nor singular in its nature. It is precisely this fluidity that 

makes determining exactly how many homeless reside in a community at any given time a 

daunting task. There are those who fit the common perception of homeless; individuals seen 

living “on the street”. However in addition to this group of literally homeless, a continuum of 

housing statuses exists under the umbrella of what is counted and reported on as part of the 

point-in-time study. A discussion about homelessness must begin with determining exactly who 

falls into this category and often complicating the matter are the varied definitional parameters 

which exist among the different levels of government, e.g., Federal, state and local; but also 

among the various agencies at each level, e.g., Veterans Administration (VA) and United States 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and United States Department of 

Education (DOE). Hence, the question “how many homeless reside in the community” can result 

in a myriad of responses; all of which can be correct.  The HUD definition used for 2013 considers 

only those who are literally without housing as homeless. This includes individuals or families 

sleeping in public or private spaces not traditionally meant for human habitation such as parks, 

cars, bus stations, etc., as well as those who are in a homeless shelter, transitional housing, safe 

haven or hotel (if the hotel is paid for by a public or charitable organization). Also included are 

individuals who were homeless immediately prior to entering an institutional setting such as a 

hospital or detention facility. Finally, HUD includes individuals and families fleeing a domestic 

violence situation and who are without housing resources. This definition differed slightly from the 

one used by the State of Florida for 2013 in that the state parameters did not include the 

population residing in institutions.  

Neither definition included those individuals and families who were considered to be at-risk of 

becoming homeless; or those who were living in the residence of another due to the inability to 

obtain their own permanent housing for economic reasons (often referred to as the “doubled-

up” population). Individuals or families residing in hotels that were paid for by any other means 

outside of public or charitable funds were also included in this at-risk category and are not 

currently defined by HUD as being homeless (see housing matrix in methodology section of this 

report for more detailed information). However, to provide local stakeholders with critical 

information to accurately assess resource need and deployment this population is included in 

the Pinellas County definition which guided the 2013 Point-In-Time count (PIT).  

An additional layer complicating the conversation about homelessness is that nested within the 

living situations described above, there exists a range of different experiences with 

homelessness; frequently described as transitionally homeless, episodically homeless and 

chronically homeless. These nuances are critical because individuals may not appear in the 

Point-In-Time count if their time spent as homeless did not coincide with the time the count was 

conducted; therefore the study cannot accurately assess how many individuals experienced 

homelessness in the community; only those who were homeless at the selected time. Secondly, 

research has consistently documented that there is a broad variance in how each of these 
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groups responds to and utilizes a community’s resources resulting in a profound impact on the 

success of policies related to alleviating homelessness (Kuhn and Culhane, 1998).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This study found that the largest group of homeless, the transitionally homeless; were found to be 

homeless for only a short period of time before they were able to move into a stable housing 

situation. While they were the largest group, they tended to use the fewest shelter days. This 

population was also shown to be the lowest risk for recidivism into homelessness. In addition, 

Kuhn and Culhane (1998) found this group tended to be the youngest of the three categories, 

had the smallest portion of non-whites and were the least likely to suffer from mental illness and 

substance abuse. In contrast, the chronically homeless was the smallest group, but they tended 

to use the shelters most consistently and for the longest period of time (they consumed about 

half of the total shelter days in the study); in addition, they were generally older, non-white and 

exhibited high rates of mental illness and substance abuse. This group also tended to use shelters 

while avoiding engaging in other social services. In between fell the episodically homeless which 

were similar to the chronically homeless in terms of mental health and substance abuse issues, 

but tended to be younger in age than the chronically homeless. 

The primary goal of the 2013 Point-in-Time count of homeless individuals in Pinellas County was to 

obtain an accurate as possible estimate of the number of sheltered and unsheltered homeless 

individuals in the community on a given night. HUD requires that local Continuums of Care 

(CoCs) conduct an annual count of “sheltered” homeless persons located in emergency 

shelters, transitional housing and safe havens on a determined night. “Unsheltered” individuals, 

or those found to be staying in “places not meant for human habitation” (e.g., parks, bus 

shelters, cars, etc.) must be counted every other (odd numbered) year (HUD, 2012). Pinellas 

chose Thursday, January 24th, 2013 on which to conduct this year’s count which asked 

respondents where they stayed on the night of Wednesday, January 23rd, 2013. Additional 

counting was conducted at meal sites on Friday, January 25th, 2013 through Sunday, January 

27th, 2013 due to the fact that these locations feed homeless, but were not in operation on the 

day of the count. The street count is a community’s primary means for gaining knowledge about 

homeless persons who may not be utilizing public services; it also can provide geographic 

information about where the street homeless are residing in a particular region and alert to 

Transitionally Homeless – Persons who become homeless due to an incident. 

Examples include job loss, loss of housing due to disaster such as a fire, eviction, 

divorce or abandonment. 

Episodically Homeless – People who move in and out of homeless episodes, usually 

in short time frames 

Chronically Homeless – People who become homeless and stay in that condition 

for extended periods of time.  
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potential service gaps in the continuum. The fact that it is cross-sectional; or a “snapshot” of the 

status of the homeless population at a selected time means that it may miss some of those who 

fall into the episodically homeless categories because they might have obtained housing during 

the time the count was conducted. Similarly, it will likely also not capture a portion of the 

transitional population who experienced homelessness at some point during the year after the 

PIT was conducted in January, but were able to obtain and maintain permanent housing before 

next count. 

Coordinating and deploying resources to conduct a study of this magnitude is a colossal effort 

that requires the cooperation of local government agencies, providers and citizens. Questions 

frequently arise about why time and energy is spent to count this often unsympathetic and 

hidden population. The response is that information obtained during point-in-time counting 

informs both the obvious: communities are required to provide this information to United States 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in their annual Continuum of Care (CoC) application in 

order to demonstrate the need for resources; and for less visible, yet critical, reasons such as 

raising public awareness, assessing specific needs of the homeless, developing effective public 

policies and benchmarking progress toward ending homelessness. Surveys completed by 

homeless individuals provide information concerning demographics, living arrangements, 

education, employment status, and several other key factors intended to inform these efforts. 

This report presents the results derived from this year’s data collection. 

 

  



10 | P a g e  

 

Point-In-Time Methodology 
 

An unsheltered count is required by HUD each odd year, making both sheltered and 

unsheltered counts required for 2013. Continuums of Care (CoCs) are required to conduct both 

a sheltered and unsheltered county during the last ten days of January (HUD, 2012). Pinellas 

County chose Thursday, January 24th, 2013 with follow-up counting completed on Friday, 

January 25th, 2013 through Sunday, January 27th, 2013 at specific meal sites not in operation on 

the day of the count. The data collected produced a cross section or “snapshot” of the status of 

the homeless in a community. 

The following contains the definitions by which the determination of homelessness is based, the 

details of the process used by Pinellas to conduct the count and the challenges faced during 

the implementation of the study. This section concludes with a series of recommendations for 

improvements; the only goal of which is to strengthen the implementation and produce the 

most accurate count possible.  

Definitions and Housing Matrix 
 

Literally Homeless 
 

At the time the 2013 census was conducted, individuals and families who met one of the 

following conditions were considered to be literally homeless: 

 

 An individual or family with a primary nighttime residence that is a public or private 

place not designed for or ordinarily used as a regular sleeping accommodation for 

human beings (car, park, abandoned building, bus/train station, airport, camp 

ground); 

 A supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designed to provide temporary 

living arrangements (includes hotel/motels paid for by Federal, State, or local 

governments or charitable organizations, congregate shelters, and transitional 

housing for homeless persons). This includes persons residing in Safe Haven provider 

programs; 

 Fleeing a Domestic Violence Situation with no other residence, resources or support 

network; 

 Hospital or other institution, if the person was sleeping in an emergency shelter or 

other place not meant for habitation (cars, park, street, etc.) immediately prior to 

entry into the hospital or institution. 
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Imminent Risk and At-Risk of Homelessness 
 

The local point-in-time count is not limited to those currently residing on the street or in shelters. 

For County reporting purposes, the census is also responsible for gauging the extent that 

individuals are either at “imminent risk” or “at-risk” of becoming homeless due to persistently 

unstable housing situations (see appendix 1 for complete housing matrix charts).  

Imminent Risk: 

 Individual or family is being evicted within 14 days from their primary nighttime residence; 

AND  

 No subsequent residence has been identified; AND 

 The household lacks resources or support needed to obtain other permanent housing. 

 

At-Risk 

 Have annual incomes below 30% area median income (AMI); AND 

 Do not have sufficient resources or support networks immediately available to prevent 

them from moving to an emergency shelter or another place defined under the literally 

homeless category; AND 

 Meets at least ONE of seven conditions below:  

o Has moved for economic reasons two or more times during the 60 days 

immediately preceding the application the application for homelessness 

prevention assistance; OR 

o Is living the a home of another due to economic hardship; OR  

o Has been notified in writing that their right to occupy their current housing or living 

situation will be terminated within 21 days after the date of application for 

assistance; OR 

o Lives in a hotel or motel NOT paid for by federal, state, or local government 

program for low-income individuals or by charitable organizations; OR 

o Lives in severely overcrowded housing such as a single room occupancy or 

efficiency apartment unit in which more than two persons, on average reside or 

another type of housing in which there reside more than 1.5 persons per room, as 

defined by the U.S. census bureau; OR 

o Is exiting a publicly funded institution or system of care such as a health-care 

facility, mental health facility, foster care, or other youth facility, or correction 

program or institution; OR 

o Lives in housing that has characteristics associated with instability and increased 

risk of homelessness as defined by the HUD-approved local consolidated plan 

(OneCPD, 2012; National Alliance to End Homelessness 2012). 

 

Homeless Subpopulations 
 

Continuums of Care (CoCs) are required to report the number of sheltered and unsheltered 

persons in a range of defined subpopulations (HUD, 2012). These subpopulations consist of 

specialized groups within the overall homeless population and include chronically homeless 

(individuals and families), veterans (specifically female veterans), the severely mentally ill, 
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chronic substance abusers victims of domestic violence and persons living with HIV/AIDS. The 

definitions and procedures as defined by HUD are as follows: 

Chronic Substance Abuse: Persons with substance abuse problems (e.g., alcohol abuse, 

drug abuse or both) that are expected to be of long-continued and indefinite duration and 

substantially impairs the person’s ability to live independently. 

Victims of Domestic Violence: Persons who have been victims of domestic violence at any 

point in the past. 

Persons living with HIV/AIDS: Persons who have been diagnosed with AIDS and/or have 

tested positive for HIV.  

Chronically Homeless Individual: An unaccompanied homeless adult individual (persons 18 

years or older) with a disabling condition (diagnosable substance use disorder, serious 

mental illness, developmental disability, chronic physical illness or disability; or the co-

occurrence of two or more of these conditions), who has either been continually homeless 

for a year or more OR has had at least four separate occasions of homelessness in the past 

three years. To be considered chronically homeless, persons must have been sleeping in a 

place not meant for human habitation and/or in emergency shelter/ safe haven during that 

time.  

Chronically Homeless Family: A household with at least one adult member (persons 18 or 

older) who has a disabling condition (diagnosable substance use disorder, serious mental 

illness, developmental disability, chronic physical illness or disability; or the co-occurrence of 

two or more of these conditions) and who has either been continuously homeless for a year 

or more OR has had at least four separate occasions of homelessness in the past three years. 

To be considered chronically homeless, persons must have been sleeping in a place not 

meant for human habitation and/or in emergency shelter/safe haven during that time.  

Veterans: Persons who have served on active duty in the Armed Forces of the United States. 

This does not include inactive military reserves or the National Guard unless the person was 

called to active duty. 

Severely Mentally Ill: Persons with mental health problems that are expected to be of long-

continued and indefinite duration and substantially impairs the person’s ability to live 

independently. 

Foster Care: Persons who, prior to turning 18 years of age, were placed away from their 

parents or guardians and for whom the State agency has placement and care responsibility 

(45CFR1355.20).  
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Components of the Point-In Time Count 
 

The data comprising the homeless Point-in-Time count is derived from a number of discrete 

sources, which, when combined, give a community a picture of how many homeless reside 

there on a given night. The primary components consist of the sheltered and unsheltered count 

(see figure 1). Pinellas County utilizes the unduplicated count method recommended by HUD to 

develop the census of homeless (HUD, 2012).  Unduplicated count essentially translates into 

physically counting each individual homeless person who is encountered during the street 

count, or captured in one of the local data collection systems during the window of time 

covered by the PIT. De-duplication is completed through the analysis process by systematically 

comparing each data source providing identifiable data at the individual level to remove those 

who appear more than one time. While minimized as much as possible, some duplication may 

be present where only aggregate data is reported as part of the count (e.g., shelters who do 

not report individual information to HMIS). 

 

 

 

 

The Unsheltered Homeless Count 
 

When most individuals think of the Point-In-Time census, the street count is likely what comes to 

mind as it is often considered the most visible aspect of the census and the piece designed to 

count those who are literally homeless and “on the street”. The remaining sources which 

comprise the unsheltered count consist of individuals who were incarcerated at the Pinellas 

County Jail on the night of the count, the law enforcement count and the count of students 

who identified themselves as homeless to the Pinellas County School District (See figure 2).  

 

 

Unsheltered
Sheltered Point-In-

Time

Street Survey Jail Count
Law 

Enforcement 
Count

Saint Vincent 
de Paul

School Count Unsheltered

Figure 1: Components of the Point-In-Time  

 

 

Figure 2: Components of the Unsheltered Count 
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The Street Survey 
 

The 2013 survey was based on a design developed by Applied Survey Research (ASR). ASR has 

done extensive development and testing of homeless street surveys for many counties in 

California and instruments they have developed are considered a best practice by HUD (see 

appendix 2 for a copy of the survey). The survey was shortened significantly from the 2011 count 

version due to some difficult in keeping individuals engaged with the longer survey. The revised 

survey was two pages long and took approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete in comparison 

to the 2011 survey that took approximately 30 minutes to complete.  

To minimize missing information, each question had a number of options for those participants 

who refused to answer, offered an answer that was not an option on the survey, or did not know 

the answer to a particular inquiry. This was done so that, regardless of the participant response, 

the survey responses could be completely filled out.  

Volunteers and Training 

 

Volunteer surveyors were recruited from across the ranks of the community. Participants 

included, but were not limited to interested citizens, students from area universities, formerly 

homeless and service provider staff. Volunteers were recruited from those who volunteered in 

previous years and through the Homeless Leadership Board website.  

Survey trainings were held throughout Pinellas during the early part of the month of January 

2013. Trainings were conducted at various locations throughout the county and scheduled over 

a wide range of times so volunteers could attend a convenient session.  All volunteers were 

required to attend one of the approximately hour -long sessions where volunteer safety and the 

survey where reviewed. 

 

Volunteer Surveyor Deployment 

 

Pinellas County land area covers 280 square miles and the logistics of covering this expanse with 

available resources are challenging. For the purpose of the PIT count, the County is divided into 

North, Mid and South regions. Thursday, January 24th, 2013 was selected for the primary date of 

the count with minimal counting being done on subsequent days to minimize duplication. A 

central coordination site was selected for each region of the county and at least one staff 

member from each agency served as the regional coordinator whose primary duties consisted 

of deploying teams of volunteer surveyors (equipped with surveys and incentives), to locations 

where homeless persons may be encountered. In addition, the site coordinator(s) were 

responsible for collecting completed surveys from volunteer teams returning to the coordination 

site and reviewing the surveys turned in by volunteers to ensure all questions were completed.  
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To direct volunteer deployment, the homeless research team utilized a spreadsheet which 

contained information regarding locations where homeless people were found which was 

collected during previous counts. The homeless outreach teams from Directions for Mental 

Health, the City of Tarpon Springs, City of Pinellas Park, Family Resources, and City of St. 

Petersburg played crucial roles in bringing their experience and knowledge with the homeless in 

their respective areas of the County in order to pinpoint locations where homeless adults, 

families with children, and unaccompanied youth could be found. 

In collaboration with Hillsborough County, a phone bank was implemented in an effort to 

capture many individuals who would not likely be encountered during the course of a street 

survey. This includes individuals and families who are considered to be unstably housed because 

they are “doubled up” or sharing the housing of another individual or family. The availability of 

the phone bank was advertised via flyers placed around the community e-Pinellas and 

a ”crawler” which aired approx. every 15 minutes providing number and requesting if the 

viewers were homeless and living in Pinellas or Hillsborough to call. The phone bank was staffed 

with volunteers between 4:30 a.m. and 11:30 p.m. who conducted the survey with callers (see 

appendix three for flyer).  

The Jail Count 

 

The jail count is comprised of individuals residing in the Pinellas County Jail on the night of 

January 23rd, 2013 who reported an address of “transient” at booking, were arrested while living 

on the street; or in a place which falls under the definition of not being meant for human 

habitation (see literally homeless definition above) prior to entering the facility. If the subject was 

on the street and gave the address of an emergency shelter (even an inaccurate or fictitious 

address) they are not considered to be unsheltered. It should be noted that much of this 

information is self-reported and there is speculation that a percentage of detainees may be 

falsely reporting a shelter as their last known address, however, the extent of this is unknown.  

The 2013 jail count consistently provided some demographic data such as gender and race. 

Variables less consistently reported included the city, state and zip code of where the detainee 

usually stayed, as well as veteran status. Again, this may be due to the self-report nature of the 

data collection. However, the provision of these additional variables was a marked 

improvement over the aggregate information provided for the 2011 PIT. The inclusion of race, 

gender, location and veteran status allowed for more detailed reporting to be completed for 

the unsheltered count (see tables 39 and 40 on page 41).  

The Law Enforcement Count 

 

This portion of the count consists of individuals counted in the remote encampments. Many of 

them are along the Pinellas Trail in the north part of the County or western portions of St. 

Petersburg. Included were encampments found under bridges or along railroad tracks. 
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Individuals located in the encampments included here tend to get food from local food banks 

rather than attend one of the feeding sites located around the County.  

Data derived from the law enforcement count is reported in the aggregate except for gender 

and location. It is thought that the probability of duplication is low due to the fact that many of 

these subjects are not identified through the normal unsheltered survey process because they 

do not mix with groups of people. This portion of the unsheltered count is conducted by law 

enforcement personnel due to safety concerns associated with sending volunteers to these 

remote areas (see table 38 on page 40).  

The Pinellas County Schools Count 
 

The school count consists of those students who responded that they were homeless or 

“doubled up” (individuals or families who are sharing permanent housing) in a survey conducted 

at the beginning of each school year. Homeless students can also come to the attention of the 

school’s Homeless Emergency Assistance Team (H.E.A.T) specialists at any time during a school 

year. To use this data, the point-in-time analysis team collaborates with the school’s research 

and accountability department to obtain a count of homeless students at the time of the 

January census.  

This data is incorporated into the count by checking the individual-level information against 

both the unsheltered and sheltered count to locate duplicate subjects. If an individual from the 

school data is also located in the sheltered or unsheltered data, the subject is removed from the 

school count and their information is left as part of the sheltered or unsheltered count (See table 

55 on page 48 for the detailed information).  

 

The Sheltered Count 

 

The sheltered count gathers two sets of data from those providing homeless services in Pinellas 

County: (a) an enumeration of individuals and families who, on the night of the count, are living 

in a supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designated to provide temporary living 

arrangement (congregate shelters, transitional housing, domestic violence shelters and any 

hotels/motels paid for by charitable organizations, federal, state, or local government programs 

for low-income individuals); and (b) a paper agency survey asking for aggregate information on 

the number of clients served from all homeless service providers. This data is compiled following 

the date of the formal count (but still references the number of clients on the night the count 

was held) and compared to find discrepancies in count numbers prior to forwarding for analysis 

and reporting.  

Most of the individual-level data is extracted from the homeless management information 

system (HMIS). The exception to this includes those shelters that do not report data at the 

individual-level to the HMIS system. This group includes domestic violence shelters and 
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transitional housing, shelters for runaway and homeless youth under 18 years of age, Pinellas 

County Housing Authority and St. Petersburg Housing Authority.  Agencies report information 

such as target population and an aggregate count of the following: people, households and 

subpopulations served (see table 53, page 46). Providers who complete an agency survey, but 

who do not enter directly into HMIS aggregate count information is submitted to the analysis 

team for inclusion in the final census.  

 

The Agency Survey 

 

All homeless providers must complete a survey for each program providing services to clients on 

the day of the count. The survey contains details about the program as required by the HUD; 

known as Program-Descriptor Data Elements. These include aggregate counts of individuals and 

families served on the day of the count; aggregate counts of the number of individuals and 

families turned away on the day of the count; and aggregate counts of sub-populations served. 

For those entering directly into the Homeless Management Information System (HMIS), the data 

in the submitted agency survey is compared with the total number of clients served in HMIS by 

the TBIN (Tampa Bay Information Network) staff. If the numbers do not match, the TBIN staff 

contact the provider to investigate the discrepancy. Once all the discrepancies were resolved, 

the agency survey data was entered into Survey Monkey, a web-based survey tool that 

collected and counted the aggregate information.  

 

For those homeless providers who enter data directly into the HMIS, a report is run identifying by 

program the total number of clients who were provided a service or were already in a program 

on the day of the count. A general aggregate count of clients served on the day of the count is 

compared with the total number of clients served as noted on the Agency Survey returned to 

the TBIN staff. Once the HMIS client served numbers matched the number of clients served on 

the agency survey, a detailed client-level report for all clients who were provided a service or 

were already in a program on the day of the count is created with the following data fields (see 

table 2):  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2: HMIS Data Fields 

Client ID     Ethnicity 

First Name     Gender 

Last Name     Veteran Status 

Social Security Number                  Disabling Condition 

Social Security Data Quality   Prior Living Situation 

Date of Birth                   Zip Code of Last Permanent Address 

Date of Birth Data Quality   Housing Status 

Primary Race                   Income and Sources 

Secondary Race    Disability Information 

Non-Cash Benefits  
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The client-level data is exported into a spreadsheet and clients are unduplicated by sorting 

columns by hand and comparing: Client ID, First Name, Last Name, Social Security Number, 

Gender and Race. All duplicate clients are removed from the spreadsheet based on most 

current program or service entry date. When completed, this spreadsheet is forwarded to the 

analysis team. Those providers who complete and Agency Survey and who do not enter directly 

into HMIS, their aggregate count information is submitted to the analysis team for inclusion in the 

final count totals. 

Data Collection, Analysis and Quality  
 

All unsheltered surveys were collected from the various administration points and forwarded to 

the lead HMIS agency; 211 Tampa Bay Cares. The first step was to complete the housing status 

question on the paper surveys based on the respondent’s answer to question #14 “Where did 

you stay Wednesday night, January 23rd 2013”.  All surveys were sorted by housing status and 

those who qualified under “stably housed” were removed.  

The second step was to take the clients coded as “literally homeless”, “housed and at imminent 

risk”, “housed and at-risk” and search for them in TBIN using their first name, last name, date of 

birth, and social security number as verification. The respondents who were already entered in 

TBIN were examined using their entry/exits and shelter stays for duplication in the shelter count. 

All respondents who stayed in a shelter on the night of January 23rd 2013 were also removed. A 

number of client records were not found in TBIN. These clients were added to the system as a 

new client and assigned a unique client identification number.  

When the data was submitted to the analysis team, staff added a few surveys that had just 

enough identifying information to use for de-duplication purposes (e.g., no name on survey, but 

date of birth and gender were present). Of this group, 91 surveys did not have sufficient 

information to be useful and were not included. Significant amounts of missing data were not 

limited to this group of surveys. The remainder of the street surveys were returned which regularly 

contained varying amounts of the question unanswered. This left staff with no option other than 

to recode all missing information as “no response” for the purposes of producing a missing data 

report. Large amounts of missing data clearly has a negative impact on the accuracy and 

reliability of the results contained in the final report (please see results for accounting of specific 

concerns pertaining to each data set utilized for the PIT). It should also be noted that all of the 

survey questions for the street survey were designed to be able to be completed with a 

response; even if the response was “don’t know” or “refused”. Data quality does not end at 

collection.  It is recommended that experienced researchers assist with preparing the data 

structure and supervise data entry personnel to ensure that information taken from the surveys is 

accurately recorded into the data base used for analysis and reporting. 

TBIN data is configured in such a way that one individual can be represented in the data on 

multiple lines. To be able to use SPSS to complete the analysis, a data transformation must be 

conducted so that each respondent’s information appears on only one line. It is only at this time, 

that the process of comparing individuals across the various identifiable-level data sets and 
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removing duplicate subjects could be completed and the remainder of the analysis could be 

finished.  

The third step was to code the data. TBIN was used for all questions in the survey where a single 

answer was used. An additional excel spreadsheet was used for all questions where the 

respondent could select more than one answer as valid. The unique TBIN client identification 

number was used to merge the two data sets. The final step was to add to the Excel 

spreadsheet a final number of clients where there was not enough client identifying information 

to look up/enter in TBIN. These clients were assigned a unique number beginning with A001. 

However, there is no way to know if any of these clients were duplicated in the sheltered count. 

The decision was made to include them as unique.  

Data from the school count are then compared to those in the sheltered and unsheltered 

databases. The school count does not include 33 students who were also present in the 

sheltered TBIN database. Data are then analyzed and presented separately below for the six 

sources of data upon which the count is based; unsheltered homeless, sheltered homeless, the 

school count, the jail count, the overnight count, and an unsheltered family count conducted 

by volunteers. The Pinellas County Housing Survey yielded data that permitted a more in-depth 

analysis concerning a range of subjects associated with homelessness. A detailed analysis of 

these data is presented in addition to counts and demographic data from other components of 

the count. 
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Point-In-Time Results 
 

Total Homeless Count 
 

Table 1 depicts the total number of homeless adults and children counted as part of the 2013 

Point-in-Time count using the inclusive definition which encompasses individuals and families 

who were considered to be at-risk of becoming homeless: those who were living in the residence 

of another due to the inability to obtain their own permanent housing for economic reasons 

(often referred to as the “doubled-up” population) and individuals or families residing in hotels 

that were paid for by any other means outside of public or charitable funds. 

 

Table 1: TOTAL HOMELESS COUNT 

 Number 

Unsheltered Adults 1009 

Unsheltered Refusals/Unknown 342 

TBIN Sheltered Adults 1518 

Non-TBIN Sheltered Adults 153 

Adults in School Database 112 

Law Enforcement  438 

Jail  372 

Saint Vincent de Paul  154 

Total Adults 4,098 

Unsheltered Children 151 

TBIN Sheltered Children 143 

Non-TBIN Sheltered Children 144 

Children in School Database 2057 

Total Children 2,495 

    

TOTAL INDIVIDUALS 6,593 

 

 

Unsheltered Adult Results 
 

The following table depicts the results of what is considered the “heart” of the PIT count for the 

unsheltered population. The question asks “where did you sleep on Wednesday night, January 

23rd, 2013?” Responses to this question are critical in order to accurately classify where a 

respondent fits on the housing continuum for Federal and State reporting; as well as for 

obtaining an overall count for local purposes. “N” refers to the actual number of respondents in 

the category (see table 2, next page).  
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Table 2: 'Where did you sleep on Wednesday night, January 23, 2013? 

 N Percent 

Emergency Shelter(including hotel or motel paid for with emergency 

shelter voucher) 
61 6.0 

Hotel or motel paid for by organization 1 .1 

Foster care 0 .0 

Place not meant for human habitation** 428 42.4 

Transitional housing for homeless persons (including homeless youth) 13 1.3 

Jail, prison or juvenile detention facility 5 .5 

Substance abuse treatment facility 3 .3 

Mental health facility 2 .2 

Hospital (non-psychiatric) 4 .4 

Safe Haven 0 .0 

Stayed with family 111 11.0 

Stayed with friends 117 11.6 

Hotel or motel paid for without emergency shelter voucher 50 5.0 

Owned by client, no housing subsidy 4 .4 

Owned by client (with housing subsidy) 0 .0 

Rental by client (no housing subsidy) 46 4.6 

Rental by client (with housing subsidy) 7 .7 

Don't Know 6 .6 

Missing 144 14.3 

Refused 7 .7 

Total 1009 100%  

 
Follow-up question charts to determine at-risk or imminent 
 

  

 

As expected, the largest portion of respondents claimed that they had spent the previous night 

on the street (42%). This was followed by individuals who responded to the where did you sleep 

last night question with the response that they stayed with friends or family or in a place owned 

or rented by them. This group was specifically provided with a series of follow-up questions about 

whether they were being evicted within two weeks and if so, did they have funds to obtain new 

housing. These questions provide the information needed to assess what portion of this group is 

at-risk of homelessness or likely to be imminently homeless. Tables three and four (next page) 

shows the distribution of responses to these questions.  As previously stated, the question, “where 

did you stay last night” and the accompanying follow-up questions serve to classify housing 

status, determine risk of homelessness for individuals who responded that they were housed and 

provide an accurate overall count of who is literally homeless to meet Federal and State 

reporting requirements. These are critical pieces of information that must be contained in all 

street surveys; without it the usefulness of the survey itself is greatly diminished. It is with the goal 

of improving the accuracy of this group of questions as well as the survey as a whole that the 

following data quality concerns are addressed:  

 One hundred and forty four (144) surveys collected during the unsheltered or “street” 

count did not indicate where the individual slept on the designated night of Wednesday, 

January 23rd, 2013; 

*Street, woods, park, car, other vehicle, outside, abandoned building, garage, bus station, airport, 

campground, etc.  
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 Responses to the series of follow-up questions designed to determine whether a 

respondent is at imminent risk of homelessness were frequently missing; 

 

 All questions on the street survey contained various proportions of missing data; 

 

 Ninety-one (91) surveys did not contain enough identifying information (required for 

deduplication) to be useable in the overall count. 
 

Table 3: Are you or those living with you being evicted or forced to leave in the 

next 14 days? 

  N Percent 

Hotel or motel paid for without emergency 

shelter voucher 

Yes 1 2.0% 

No    6 12.0% 

Don't Know 2 4.0% 

Missing 41 82.0% 

Total 50   

Owned by client, no housing subsidy Missing 4 100.0% 

Rental by client, no housing subsidy Yes 1 2.2% 

No 1 2.2% 

Missing 44 95.7% 

Total 46   

Rental by client, with other (non-VASH) 

housing subsidy 

No 1 14.3% 

Missing 6 85.7% 

Total 7   

Staying or living in a family member's room, 

apartment or house 

Yes 3 2.7% 

No 3 2.7% 

Don't Know 1 .9% 

Missing 104 93.7% 

Total 111   

Staying or living in a friend's room, apartment 

or house 

Yes 2 1.7% 

No 7 6.0% 

Don't Know 2 1.7% 

Missing 106 90.6% 

Total 117   
 

 

Table 4: Will you have a place to stay and money to support you at a new place? (among those who 

stated they were being forced to leave) 

  Yes  No Don't Know N 

Hotel or motel paid for without emergency shelter voucher  0 0 1 1 

Rental by client, no housing subsidy  0 1 0 1 

Staying or living in a family member's room, apartment or house 1 2 0  3 

Staying or living in a friend's room, apartment or house 0  2 0 2 
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Demographics 

Age 

 

From the comprehensive age data in table 5, it is clear that the largest group of unsheltered 

adults (86%) fell between the ages of 24 and 60 years of age with those 23 and younger 

contributing approximately six percent of those counted during the PIT and individuals 61 years 

of age and older comprising just over eight percent. Valid percent is used here (and throughout 

the report) to describe the portion in each category with the exclusion of missing data. 
 

Table 5: Unsheltered Adult Age Distribution 

Age N Valid Percent 

18 6 

5.9% 

19 7 

20 8 

21 10 

22 10 

23 17 

24 6 

 

85.9% 

25 13 

26 16 

27 9 

28 17 

29 21 

30 18 

31 12 

32 14 

33 15 

34 17 

35 17 

36 19 

37 20 

38 15 

39 17 

40 24 

41 14 

42 15 

43 14 

44 16 

45 20 

46 23 

47 28 

48 35 

49 32 

50 49 

51 39 

52 49 

53 39 

54 37 



24 | P a g e  

 

55 30 

56 30 

57 32 

58 21 

59 25 

60 23 

61 12 

8.2% 

62 11 

63 8 

64 11 

65 7 

66 6 

67 4 

68 4 

69 3 

70 2 

71 5 

72 2 

73 2 

77 1 

83 2 

Valid Total 979 97% 

Missing 30 3% 

Total 1009 100%  

 

Gender 
 

As expected, males comprised the largest portion of unsheltered individuals at 69% with females 

at 28%. The unsheltered count also included two individuals who identified as transgendered 

(see table 6). 

 

Table 6: Gender of Unsheltered Adults 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Female 281 27.8 28.7 

Male 696 69.0 71.1 

Transgender 2 .2 .2 

Refused 7 .7   

Missing 23 2.3   

Total 1009     
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Race/Ethnicity 
 

Unsheltered Individuals who classified themselves as white comprised the largest portion of those 

reported as homeless at 71%. This was followed by African-American at 20% and all other races 

reporting very small percentages to make up the remainder. The overwhelming majority of 

unsheltered adults reported that they were not of Hispanic descent (see tables 7 and 8).  

 

 

Table 7: Race of Unsheltered Adults 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

American Indian or Alaska Native 12 1.2 1.2 

Asian 4 .4 .4 

Black or African American 198 19.6 20.4 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 5 .5 .5 

Other 33 3.3 3.4 

White (HUD) 718 71.2 74.0 

Don't Know 1 .1   

Refused 29 2.9   

Missing 9 .9   

Total 1009     
 

 

Table 8: Ethnicity of Unsheltered Adults 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Hispanic/Latino 49 4.9 5.6 

Non-Hispanic/Non-

Latino 
830 82.3 94.4 

Don't Know 3 .3   

Refused 117 11.6   

Missing 10 1.0   

Total 1009     
 

 

Household Structure 
 

The household structure of the homeless population is critical for both State and Federal 

reporting purposes as well as local planning. Responses to this question provide insight to issues 

such as what proportion of the homeless population are single individuals. Results contained in 

table 9 indicate that the majority of unsheltered respondents reported that they were single 

person households with the majority (61%) of these being male, followed by female at 16%. In 

addition, responses to this question allows analysts to determine how many of the homeless 

consist of households with children. For 2013, nearly three percent of respondents reported that 

they were a two parent household with children.  
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Table 9: Which of the following best describes your current living 

situation? 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Two Parent Family (With Children) 29 2.9 3.0 

Two Parent Family (No Children) 36 3.6 3.7 

Single Female 159 15.8 16.5 

Female Single-Parent 68 6.7 7.1 

Non-Married Family (No Children) 28 2.8 2.9 

Single Male 614 60.9 63.8 

Male Single-Parent 19 1.9 2.0 

Legal Guardian 0 .0 .0 

Grandparent 6 .6 .6 

Caregiver 3 .3 .3 

Don't Know 1 .1   

Refused 30 3.0   

Missing 16 1.6   

Total 1009     
 

Homeless families with children have traditionally been difficult to capture during the PIT count; 

therefore, it is commonly accepted that this figure is likely an undercount and not an accurate 

reflection of the number of local families with children experiencing homelessness at any time. 

Whether improved canvassing for families on the day of the count will yield results is unclear, 

there are a number of survey quality issues which negatively impacted the information gathered 

during the 2013 count. All possible care should be taken to resolve these so that the information 

that is obtained can be utilized to the fullest extent.  For example, there were an additional nine 

percent who reported they were male or female single parents. However, it cannot be 

definitively determined that these respondents truly comprised households with children due to 

the fact that questions in the survey which asked whether their children were under 18 years of 

age and in the parent’s custody were missing on most of the surveys. Responses to these 

questions are needed to determine the number of children in each household, whether the 

children are under 18 years of age and reside with the parents (or are in foster care). Additional 

questions, for which information was almost completely missing included child demographics 

and school attendance. 
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Survey Location 

 

The following tables (10-11, below) describe the location where surveys were taken during the 

unsheltered portion of the PIT count. Table 11 indicates that most of the surveys were completed 

in the South region of the County, followed by the North and Mid-County regions. Please see 

appendix four for a map depicting the borders of each region.  

 

Table 10: Survey Area of Unsheltered Adults 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

North County 307 30.4 32.5 

Mid County 164 16.3 17.4 

South County 473 46.9 50.1 

Missing 65 6.4   

Total 1009     
 

Table 11, below provides some additional information regarding the types of sites where surveys 

were completed. The most frequent site was the street, followed by the phone bank and meal 

sites. 

 

Table 11: Location of Unsheltered Adults 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Alpha House 1 .1 .1 

Camp 69 6.7 7.2 

Citizen's Alliance for Progress 1 .1 .1 

Day Labor Site 8 .8 .8 

Daystar 17 1.7 1.8 

Food Pantry 13 1.3 1.4 

Food Pantry/Bethel AME 15 1.5 1.6 

Food Pantry/Clearview United Methodist 2 .2 .2 

Food Pantry/Northwest Presbyterian 9 .9 .9 

Food Pantry/RCS Food Bank 4 .4 .4 

Food Pantry/The Shepard Center 1 .1 .1 

Meal Site/Unknown 88 8.7 9.3 

Meal Site/ Helping Hands 1 .1 .1 

Meal Site/ Mt. Hermon Missionary Baptist Church 6 .6 .6 

Meal Site/ Peace Memorial Presbyterian Church 6 .6 .6 

Meal Site/ St Timothy Lutheran Church 19 1.9 2.0 

Meal Site/ Unitarian Universalist Church 28 2.8 3.0 

Meal Site/Salvation Army 4 .4 .4 

Meal Site/St. Vincent De Paul 69 6.8 7.3 

Meal Site/Suncoast Haven 26 2.6 2.7 

Meal Site/Trinity House 14 1.4 1.5 

Motel/Unknown 6 .6 .6 

Motel/ Kenwood Motel 3 .3 .3 

Motel/ Monticello Motel 2 .2 .2 
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Motel/ Mosley Motel 2 .2 .2 

Motel/Red Roof Inn 5 .5 .5 

Park 79 7.8 8.3 

Phone Bank 99 9.8 10.4 

Public Building 34 3.4 3.6 

Street 254 25.1 26.8 

Street/St. Vincent De Paul 4 .4 .4 

YWCA 2 .2 .2 

Other 58 5.7 6.1 

Missing 61 6.0   

Total 1009     
 

 

Table 12 (below) provides some estimates of how long unsheltered respondents have been 

staying at the locations where they were surveyed. This provides some insight into the stability of 

the unsheltered population. Survey results indicated that fewer than one quarter of respondents 

reported staying at their locations for more than one year.  

 

 

Table 12: How long stayed at current location for Unsheltered Adults 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

One week or less 161 16.0 16.8 

More than one week but less than one month 156 15.5 16.3 

One to three months 184 18.2 19.2 

More than 3 months but less than one year 208 20.6 21.7 

More than 1 year 250 24.8 26.1 

Don't Know 6 .6   

Refused 34 3.4   

Missing 10 1.0   

Total 1009     
 

 

Homelessness and Pinellas County Residency 
 

A second location question asks participants to indicate the zip code of their last permanent 

residence. Sixty seven percent of respondents provided a Pinellas County zip code. This 

information combined with table 16 which indicates that the majority of homeless in the 

community have been in the County for more than one year. Table 13 (next page) provides the 

distribution of responses by zip code. 
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Table 13: Zip Code of last permanent housing address for 

Unsheltered Adults 

Zip Code  N Zip Code  N 

33701 152 33761 5 

33702 17 33762 14 

33703 8 33764 5 

33704 11 33765 21 

33705 46 33770 21 

33707 12 33771 9 

33708 6 33774 6 

33709 16 33777 5 

33710 17 33778 8 

33711 20 33781 42 

33712 20 33782 9 

33713 43 34652 6 

33714 34 34684 9 

33755 24 34689 28 

33756 54 34698 12 

33760 37 Other* 292 

  Total 1009 

    

 

 

 

 

As alluded to above, there is a persistent notion that a significant portion of homeless in the 

community come from other locations due to the mild weather. This was overwhelmingly found 

to not be the case for unsheltered respondents in that 78% stated that they had been in Pinellas 

for over one year (see table 14). Based on this result, it is highly likely that local individuals and 

families comprise the largest portion of those experiencing homelessness.  

 

 

Table 14: How long have you been in Pinellas County? 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

1 week or less 12 1.2 1.3 

More than one week but less than 1 

month 
23 2.3 2.4 

1 to 3 months 37 3.7 3.9 

More than 3 months, less than 1 year 98 9.7 10.3 

More than 1 year 786 77.8 82.2 

Don't know 7 .7   

Refused 39 3.9   

Missing 8 .8   

Total 1009     

 

  

*this includes zip codes that were not valid (e.g. 99999), those with less than 5 

persons, and those that were missing 
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Episodes and History of Homelessness 

 

In addition to providing information necessary to determine the number of chronic homeless, 

information about individual’s previous episodes of homelessness provides critical insight to the 

episodic nature of homelessness. Findings indicated that slightly fewer than 40% of respondents 

were experiencing their first or second episodes of homelessness, followed by 19% who reported 

between three and six episodes. Thirty one percent reported that they had been homeless more 

than six times in the past three years; or homeless for the entire three- year duration.  The 

remaining 10% either refused, did not know, or the data was missing (see table 15).  

 

Table 15: Counting today, how many times in the last 3 years have you been 

without permanent housing? 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

One Time 257 25.5 28.5 

2 Times 134 13.3 14.8 

3 Times 96 9.5 10.6 

4 Times 48 4.8 5.3 

5 Times 29 2.9 3.2 

6 Times 23 2.3 2.5 

More Than 6 Times 121 12.0 13.4 

Entire 3 years 195 19.3 21.6 

Don't Know 25 2.5   

Refused 64 6.3   

Missing 17 1.7   

Total 1009     
 

Table 16 (below) provides information about the length of the respondent’s current episode of 

homelessness. Twenty seven percent reported that they had been homeless less than three 

months and just over 20% stated that they had been homeless for more than three months, but 

less than one year. A fairly significant portion, 41% stated that they had been homeless for a year 

or more.  
 

Table 16: How long have you been homeless this time? 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

One week or less 41 4.1 4.6 

More than one week but less than one month 76 7.5 8.6 

One to three months 151 15.0 17.0 

More than 3 months but less than one year 206 20.4 23.2 

More than 1 year 414 41.0 46.6 

Don't Know 22 2.2   

Refused 90 8.9   

Missing 9 .9   

Total 1009     
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Length of homelessness is followed by asking the respondent to share what circumstances made 

them lose their housing (table 17). Over half (58%) reported that they lost their housing for 

economic reasons. It should be noted that respondents were permitting to choose all reasons 

that applied to their situation. Therefore, an individual could have reported losing permanent 

housing for economic reasons and also selected mental health or emotional problems.  
 

Table 17: What caused you to lose your permanent housing? 

 N Percent 

Not enough income, lost job, financial problems 585 57.9% 

Foreclosure 33 3.3% 

Eviction 103 10.2% 

Family Problem 95 9.4% 

Alcohol or drug problems 138 13.7% 

Mental health or emotional problems 112 11.1% 

Runaway 5 0.5% 

Medical 80 7.9% 

Turned 18 and was forced to leave foster care 4 0.4% 

Criminal History/arrest/Incarceration 84 8.3% 

Left to escape abuse 32 3.2% 

Natural Disasters 3 0.3% 

Recent Immigration 3 0.3% 

Other 122 12.1% 

Don't know 18 1.8% 

Refused 32 3.2% 

Total  1009 
 

 

Refusals 
 

Table 18: Unsheltered Refusals and Incomplete Data 

  N Percent 

Refusals 251 73.4 

Non-usable surveys 91 26.6 

Total 342   
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Special Populations 
 

HUD defined special homeless populations include veterans, individuals with a history of having 

stayed in foster care as a youth, chronic homeless (families and individuals), severely mentally ill, 

substance abusers, individuals living with HIV/AIDS, and those who experienced domestic 

violence must be included in the Point-in-Time count.  

Veterans  
 

Included in the veterans count are individuals who have served on active duty in the Armed 

Forces of the United States. This does not include inactive military reserves or the National Guard 

unless the person was called to active duty. The survey asks whether the respondent has served 

on active duty in the United States Armed Forces, National Guard or other reservists (if they were 

called to active duty) or received health care or benefits from a Veteran’s Administration 

center. Recently, more focus has been directed toward ensuring that female veterans are 

recognized in the count.  Results from the 2013 PIT indicated that nearly 15 percent of the 

unsheltered population reported that they were veterans (see table 19). Only four female 

respondents claimed veteran status during the PIT. 

 

Table 19: Veteran Status for Unsheltered Adults 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Yes 148 14.7 15.1 

No 836 82.8 84.9 

Don't Know 1 .1   

Refused 18 1.8   

Missing 7 .7   

Total 1009     
 

 

Foster Care History 
 

Youth may become homeless when they leave foster or institutional care (including running 

away, aging out, or being discharged). Data collected during Pinellas’ unsheltered PIT count is 

capable of assessing whether any respondent has been in foster care as well as the portion of 

unaccompanied youth or young adults who likely voluntarily left or “aged out” of foster care. 

Table 20 (next page) shows that just over 11% of respondents reported a history of foster care 

regardless of their age at the time of the survey.  
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Table 20: Before you turned 18, were you in foster care? 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Yes 116 11.5 11.9 

No 856 84.8 88.1 

Don't Know 5 .5   

Refused 22 2.2   

Missing 10 1.0   

Total 1009     
 

While the vast majority of the overall population did not report a history of foster care, a much 

larger portion of the young adults surveyed did report having spent at least some of their youth 

in the foster care system (30%). The following table shows the portion of unsheltered young adults 

(between 18 and 24 years of age) who reported being in foster care. It is widely agreed that 

unsheltered youth experiencing homelessness have been consistently undercounted because 

they are often not connected to services or shelters (Federal Strategic Plan to Prevent and End 

Homelessness, 2010). 

 

Table 21: 18-24 Year Olds Who Reported a History of Foster 
Care 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Yes 19 29.7 31.1 

No 42 65.6 68.9 

Don't Know 1 1.6   

Refused 1 1.6   

Missing 1 1.6   

Total 64     
 

 

Disabilities 
 

The presence of disabilities among individuals experiencing homeless is common. Results from 

the PIT confirmed that Pinellas County is no exception with nearly 72% reporting the presence of 

at least one disabling condition (see table 22).  

 

Table 22: Disabling Condition 

among Unsheltered Adults 

  N Percent 

Yes 722 71.6 

No 287 28.4 

Total 1009   
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Table 23 (below) shows the distribution of the nature of the disabilities reported by participants 

during the unsheltered portion of the PIT. Respondents were encouraged to report each of their 

disabilities. However, from this data it is difficult to determine the nature and extent of co-

occurring disorders. For example, a participant could report mental health problem and also 

respond that they have a depression diagnosis and/or post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). 

Hence, it is important to remember that one client can report multiple disabilities, therefore, an 

individual can be represented in one or more of the categories listed in table. 

 

Table 23: Are you currently experiencing any of the following that limit your ability 

to work or take care of yourself? 

  N Percent 

Physical Disability 357 35.4 

Mental Health Problem  333 33 

Chronic Health Condition 274 27.1 

Alcohol/Drug Abuse 277 27.4 

Developmental Disability 63 6.2 

AIDS/HIV Related Illness 7 0.7 

Depression Diagnosis 370 36.6 

Hearing/Visually Impaired 182 18.0 

Domestic Violence 96 9.5 

Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) 191 18.9 

Total  1009   
 

Mental Illness, Substance Abuse, Domestic Violence, HIV/AIDS 

 

Within the disabilities, HUD requires COC’s to provide additional reporting on specific subgroups. 

These include severely mentally ill, chronic substance abuse, persons who have been victims of 

domestic violence and individuals living with HIV/AIDS. The following tables (24-27) show the 

data for individuals who responded that they had these specific disabilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 24: Severely Mentally Ill 

Adults 

  N Percent 

Yes 496 49.2 

No 513 50.9 

Total 1009   

 

Table 25: Chronic Substance 

Abuse among Unsheltered 

Adults 

  N Percent 

Yes 277 27.5 

No 732 72.5 

Total 1009   
 

Table 26: Domestic Violence 

among Unsheltered Adults 

  N Percent 

Yes 96 9.5 

No 913 90.5 

Total 1009   
 

Table 27: Persons with HIV/AIDS 

among Unsheltered Adults 

  N Percent 

Yes 7 0.7 

No 1002 99.3 

Total 1009   
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Chronically Homeless Individuals and Families 
 

To determine whether unsheltered survey participants qualify as a chronically homeless 

individual, information must be collected to determine whether they have a disabling condition 

(diagnosable substance use disorder, serious mental illness, developmental disability, chronic 

physical illness or disability; or the co-occurrence of two or more of these conditions); have been 

continually homeless for a year or more; or has had at least four separate episodes of 

homelessness in the past three years. To be considered a chronically homeless family, one adult 

member of the household must meet the conditions mentioned above.  

Among those experiencing chronic homelessness, needs are prevalent and acute, despite 

disabling health conditions, most people experiencing chronic homelessness are not enrolled in 

Medicaid or other health insurance programs.  

 

Table 28: Chronically Homeless 

  Yes No 

  N Percent N Percent 

Individuals 436 46.5 502 53.5 

Families 12 16.9 59 83.1 

 

 

Unsheltered – Saint Vincent de Paul 
 

The Saint Vincent de Paul (SVDP) soup kitchen provides feeding services to anyone who 

appears; not just for those who are homeless. As a result, respondents who report that they are 

not homeless are present. Respondents were crossed with the sheltered and unsheltered 

databases for the purpose of de-duplication. The results in the following tables are for those who 

were not located in either the unsheltered or sheltered data.  

 

The largest portion of respondents reported that they were literally homeless; either living on the 

street (45%) or were in a shelter on the night of January 23rd, 2013 (15%). The largest portion of 

the remaining respondents (19%) provided answers which indicated that they did not meet the 

definition of literally homeless, but are likely unstably housed, (e.g., living in a hotel paid without 

voucher, doubled up with family or friends).  Sixteen percent of those served by Saint Vincent de 

Paul reported that they resided in a place they owned or rented. The use of feeding services by 

this group indicates that citizens who are not currently homeless may be very near to becoming 

homeless; or that a majority of their income is devoted to housing leaving little for food. In a final 

note, the results from this count also indicated that three respondents had spent the previous 

night in a foster care setting (see table 29, next page).  
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Table 29: Saint Vincent de Paul Soup Kitchen count living situation* (Deduplicated) 

  N Percent 

Emergency shelter, including hotel or motel paid for with emergency shelter 

voucher 
23 14.9 

Safe Haven 1 .6 

Place not meant for habitation inclusive of non-housing service site 

(outreach programs only) 
69 44.8 

Transitional housing for homeless persons (including homeless youth) 2 1.3 

Foster care home or foster care group home 3 1.9 

Jail, prison or juvenile detention facility 1 .6 

Hotel or motel paid for without emergency shelter voucher 2 1.3 

Owned by client, no housing subsidy 1 .6 

Rental by client, no housing subsidy 23 14.9 

Rental by client, with other (non-VASH) housing subsidy 1 .6 

Staying or living in a family member's room, apartment or house 7 4.5 

Staying or living in a friend's room, apartment or house 21 13.6 

Total 154   
 

 

Table 30 shows the distribution of the zip codes of participants’ last residence. The majority claimed to have 

previously resided in 33701(33%) and 33705 (32%) zip codes; both located in St. Petersburg. 

 

Table 30: Zip Code of last residence for Persons in Saint Vincent PIT Count 

Zip N Percent Zip N Percent 

11730 1 .6 33713 11 7.1 

30719 1 .6 33714 3 1.9 

32601 1 .6 33715 1 .6 

33018 1 .6 33756 1 .6 

33626 1 .6 33762 1 .6 

33701 51 33.1 33763 1 .6 

33703 1 .6 33774 2 1.3 

33704 1 .6 33781 1 .6 

33705 49 31.8 33784 1 .6 

33706 1 .6 34236 1 .6 

33707 1 .6 43204 1 .6 

33708 1 .6 43601 1 .6 

33709 5 3.2 45648 1 .6 

33710 1 .6 62656 1 .6 

33711 3 1.9 88888 3 1.9 

33712 4 2.6 99999 1 .6 

   Total 154 100 
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Age and gender distribution of the St. Vincent de Paul respondents mirrored that of the 

sheltered and unsheltered count with the largest percentage of homeless falling into the 24 to 60 

year old range (88%) and a few reporting to be young adults between the ages of 18 and 24; 

and older adults over age 61 and older (11%). Again, males make up the largest portion of 

respondents at 83% (see tables 31, below and 32, next page). 

 

Table 31: Age of Persons in Saint Vincent de Paul PIT Count 

Age N Percent 

18 1 
1.3% 

22 1 

26 1 

87.7% 

28 4 

29 1 

31 2 

32 1 

34 4 

35 1 

36 5 

38 2 

39 1 

40 1 

41 1 

42 3 

43 2 

44 8 

45 2 

46 7 

47 4 

48 6 

49 2 

50 6 

51 9 

52 7 

53 7 

54 11 

55 9 

56 5 

57 6 

58 8 

59 7 

60 2 

61 4 

11% 

62 2 

63 3 

64 3 

65 1 

66 2 

67 1 

72 1 

Total 154  
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The racial distribution for respondents utilizing St. Vincent de Paul was significantly different than 

that reported for either the sheltered, unsheltered or jail count. White respondents still comprised 

over half of those surveyed, however, African-Americans made up a much larger portion of 

those counted (42%) at this site verses any of the other locations. Similar to findings for the 

sheltered and unsheltered, the vast majority were not Hispanic or Latino (98%) (see tables 33 and 

34). 

 

Table 33: Race of Persons in Saint Vincent PIT Count 

  N Percent 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2 1.3 

Black or African American 65 42.2 

White 87 56.5 

Total 154   

 

Table 34: Ethnicity of Persons in Saint Vincent PIT Count 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Hispanic/Latino 1 .6 .7 

Non-Hispanic/Non-Latino 151 98.1 99.3 

Don't Know 2 1.2   

Total 154     
 

 

Results for disability status found that a greater portion (31% )of those using Saint Vincent de Paul 

services reported having a disability than those surveyed in the shelters where 22% reported a 

disability (see table 35). Type of disability was not included in the survey of this group.  

 

 

 

Table 35: Disability Status of Persons in Saint Vincent PIT Count 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Yes 48 31.2 31.4 

No 105 68.2 68.6 

Don't Know 1 .6   

Total 154     

 

 

Table 32: Gender of Persons in Saint Vincent PIT Count 

 N Percent 

Female 27 17.5 

Male 127 82.5 

Total 154  
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The other special populations reported for this count were those with a history of domestic 

violence victimization and veterans. Results indicated that very few of those utilizing Saint 

Vincent de Paul services reported that they were veterans (8%) or were ever victims of domestic 

violence (2%). However, it should be noted that most of the responses for domestic violence 

were missing (see tables 36 and 37).  

 

 
Table 36: Domestic Violence Reported by Persons in Saint 

Vincent PIT Count 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Yes 3 1.9 6.0 

No 47 30.5 94.0 

Don't Know 1 .6   

Refused 3 1.9   

Missing 100 64.9   

Total 154     
 

Table 37: Veteran Status Reported by Persons 

in Saint Vincent PIT Count 

  N Percent 

Yes 13 8.4 

No 141 91.6 

Total 154   
 

 

Unsheltered – Law Enforcement Count 
 

As stated previously, Law Enforcement including the Sherriff’s Office and local municipal police, 

is relied on to conduct a tally homeless residing in encampments located in wooded or other 

remote areas where there are likely too many safety concerns in sending volunteer surveyors. 

The drawback of this count is that no surveys are conducted, so little information outside of 

gender distribution is obtained about this population.  

 

In line with the information from the surveyed unsheltered population, the law enforcement 

count found that 82% of the 438 people residing in these remote areas were male (see table 38, 

next page). The number of homeless counted by law enforcement was fairly equally distributed 

with no one area producing a significantly large portion of homeless through this method. The 

largest tally was in the City of Saint Petersburg tally at 17% followed by the City of Clearwater at 

12% and unincorporated North Pinellas at 10%. It should be noted that this could be, at least in 

part, a reflection of time and personnel devoted by each agency to locating and canvassing 

these areas.  Ideally, individuals in these areas would be asked to participate in the street survey, 

however, recognizing that this may not be possible, it is recommended that this count include 

data variables to determine whether those counted in these areas were adults or children. 
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Table 38: Law Enforcement Overnight Count with Location and Gender 

Location Male Female Missing Gender Total 

Clearwater 37 13 1 51 

Dunedin 15 0   0 15 

Gulfport 11 1 0  12 

Largo 24 5 0  29 

North County Beaches  23 2 1 26 

Oldsmar 17 0  0  17 

Pinellas Park 20 17 1 38 

Safety Harbor 18 1 0  19 

St. Petersburg 61 12 0  73 

South County Beaches 30 4 0  34 

South Pasadena 17 0  0  17 

Tarpon Springs 23 5 0  28 

Unincorporated North County 32 7 3 42 

Unincorporated South County 25 10 2 37 

Total 353 (82.1%*) 77 (17.9%*) 8 438 
 

 

Unsheltered - Jail Count 
 

The following tables depict the results for those who were in the Pinellas County Jail on the night 

of January 23rd, 2013 and who provided an address of transient at the time of booking; or who 

self-reported as homeless. This population meets the federal definition of literally homeless as 

they fall under those who were in an institutional setting at the time of the count, who reported 

that they were sleeping in an emergency shelter or other place not meant for habitation (cars, 

park, street, etc.) immediately prior to entry. 

Findings for gender distribution were similar to those of the unsheltered and sheltered in that 

those who reported to be homeless were predominantly make (86%). The racial and ethnic 

distribution was similar in that the largest portion of those reporting to be homeless was white 

(66%). The portion of African-American’s who stated that they were homeless immediately prior 

to entry was slightly higher than the unsheltered and sheltered results (26% jail, 23% sheltered, 

20% unsheltered) (see table 39). As previously stated, the cooperation of the Pinellas County 

Sheriff’s Office allowed for great improvements in the jail count. The only recommendation is the 

inclusion of date of birth and race to assist with assessing the overall age distribution and refining 

deduplication. 
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Table 39: Jail PIT Count by Race/Ethnicity 

  N Percent Valid  Percent 

Asian 3 0.8 0.8 

Black 98 26.3 26.4 

Hispanic 25 6.7 6.7 

White 245 65.8 66 

Missing 1 0.3   

Total 372     
 

 

Due to the amount of missing data (271 cases missing), it was difficult to gauge the accuracy of 

the veteran information. From the information reported, there were 22 homeless veterans in the 

Pinellas County Jail on the night of the PIT.  

 

Table 41: Jail PIT Count by Veteran Status 

Military Branch N 

Army 10 

Navy 4 

Air Force 1 

Marines 5 

Coast Guard 1 

National Guard 1 

None 79 

Missing 271 

Total 372 
 

Unsheltered – Adults in Pinellas County Schools 

 

Data obtained from the Pinellas School District contained some adults who reported that they 

were homeless (see table 42). These adults are likely students who turned 18 years of age while 

attending public school. The majority reported that they were sharing the housing of other 

persons (“doubled up”).  

 

Table 42: Adults (over 18 on PIT night) in Pinellas Schools 

  N Percent 

Emergency or Transitional Shelter 4 3.6 

Living in Hotels or Motels 4 3.6 

Place Not Meant for Habitation 1 .9 

Sharing the Housing of Other Persons 103 92.0 

Total 112   

Table 40: Jail PIT Count by Gender 

  N Percent 

Female 51 13.7 

Male 321 86.3 

Total 372   
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Sheltered Adult Results 
 

The information contained in the following group of tables is derived from the Homeless 

Management Information System (HMIS) database for Pinellas County. Providers of shelter 

services enter individual level client information into this database. Overall, 1,518 adults were 

residing in local shelters on the night of Wednesday, January 23rd, 2013 (see table 43, below).  

 

 

Table 43: Adult Count by Shelter Type 

  N Percent 

Emergency Shelter 982 64.7 

Transitional Housing 493 32.5 

Safe Haven 43 2.8 

Total 1518   

 

 

While the unsheltered count contained the largest number of data errors and quality issues, 

data for the sheltered count also generated the following concerns which should be earmarked 

as areas needing improvement for future counts: 

 

 Variables regarding chronic homeless and disability were unreliable;  

 

 The data lacked information required for State reporting; specifically variables related to 

prior episodes of homelessness in last three years, number of separate times homeless, 

cause of homelessness, length of stay in the county prior to becoming homeless, foster 

care history.  

 

Accurate and reliable reporting specifically regarding chronic homelessness and disability are 

critical as these variables are required for State and Federal reporting. Similar issues were found 

in the data supplied by providers who do not report client information in TBIN: 

 

 Information to determine chronic homelessness was absent;  

 

 Homeless subpopulation data for federal PIT appeared incomplete;  

 

 Demographic data not included (e.g., gender/age/race/ethnicity/veteran/disability 

status);  

 

 lacked information for State PIT reporting (prior episodes of homelessness in last 3 years, 

number of separate times homeless, length of current homeless episode, cause of 

homelessness, length of stay in the county prior to becoming homeless, foster care 

history); 

 

 Questions concerning the number of households versus persons were not asked 

separately. This made the non-TBIN count less accurate; 

 

 Non-TBIN sheltered children: The data gathering format did not allow respondents to 

specify the exact number of children included in the count. 
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Results in table 44 indicated that the largest provider of shelter services on the night of the PIT 

count was Pinellas Safe Harbor at just over 37%, followed by Pinellas Hope at just under 25%.  

 

 

Table 44: Sheltered TBIN Count by Shelter Type and Provider 

  N Percent 

Emergency 

Shelter 

Catholic Charities, Pinellas Hope 243 24.7% 

Homeless Emergency Project (HEP) Emergency Shelter 78 7.9% 

Homeless Emergency Project (HEP) Homeless Outreach, Housing 26 2.6% 

Pinellas County Sheriff's Office, Pinellas Safe Harbor 365 37.2% 

Pinellas Hope, Medical Respite Services 6 .6% 

RCS Grace House 28 2.9% 

Salvation Army St. Petersburg Emergency Shelter 73 7.4% 

St. Petersburg Free Clinic, Beacon House Transitional Shelter 18 1.8% 

St. Vincent de Paul, Night-Time Shelter 47 4.8% 

Turning Point Inebriate Intervention Center 86 8.8% 

YWCA Family Village Emergency Housing Program 12 1.2% 

Total 982 100.0% 

Safe Haven 

Boley Centers Mid-County Safe Haven (Morningside)  18 41.9% 

Boley Centers Permanent Supportive Housing, Safe Haven 

Apartments 
25 58.1% 

Total 43 100.0% 

Transitional 

Housing 

ALPHA House Transitional Living Program 8 1.6% 

Boley Centers Homeless Supported Housing Program, The Oaks 

Apartments 
11 2.2% 

Boley Centers, Jerry Howe Transitional Apartments 14 2.8% 

Brookwood Florida-Central Transitional Housing 7 1.4% 

Catholic Charities, Pinellas Hope Phase II 82 16.6% 

Christian Recovery Centers, The Faith House 32 6.5% 

Homeless Emergency Project (HEP) Transitional Housing 141 28.6% 

Salvation Army St. Petersburg Transitional Housing 31 6.3% 

Salvation Army, Clearwater Transitional Living Center 8 1.6% 

St. Petersburg Free Clinic, Women's Residence 17 3.4% 

St. Vincent de Paul Center of Hope, Transitional Housing 76 15.4% 

WestCare - The Mustard Seed Inn 61 12.4% 

YWCA Family Village Transitional Housing Program 5 1.0% 

Total 493 100.0% 
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The age and Gender distribution of the shelter population closely mirrored that of the 

unsheltered population. The largest group of shelter clients (88%) were between 24 and 60 years 

of age and were predominantly male (76%) (see tables 45 and 46).  

 

 

Table 45: Age distribution of Sheltered Adults 

Age N Percent 

18-23 63 4.2 

24-60 1331 87.7 

61+ 124 8.1 

Total 1518 100  

 

The racial composition of shelter users on the night of the PIT count differed slightly from the 

distribution results for the unsheltered population in that a slightly higher percentage of African-

American homeless were present in the shelters (23%). However, the largest portion of shelter 

clients was white (74%). The portion of shelter users of Hispanic background was very similar to 

that found in the unsheltered population (see tables 47 and 48).   

 

Table 47: Race of TBIN Sheltered Adults 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

American Indian or Alaska Native 12 .8 .8 

Asian 8 .5 .5 

Black or African American 346 22.8 22.9 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 2 .1 .1 

White 1115 73.5 73.7 

Other 29 1.9 1.9 

Other Multi-Racial 1 .1 .1 

Don't Know 2 .1   

Refused 2 .1   

Missing 1 .1   

Total 1518     
 

 

Table 48: Ethnicity of TBIN Sheltered Adults 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Hispanic/Latino 93 6.1 6.2 

Non-Hispanic/Non-Latino 1418 93.4 93.8 

Don't Know 4 .3   

Refused 1 .1   

Missing 2 .1   

Total 1518     
 

  

Table 46: Gender of TBIN Sheltered Adults 

  N Percent 

Female 370 24.4 

Male 1148 75.6 

Total 1518 100  
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When compared to the unsheltered population, veterans appeared to be more likely to use 

shelters on the night of the PIT count (23% for sheltered compared to 15% for non-sheltered) (see 

table 49). However, until an accurate unsheltered count is completed, it is difficult to determine 

whether more of the veteran population is using shelters or if veterans are undercounted in the 

unsheltered portion of the PIT.  

 

 

Table 49: Veteran Status of TBIN Sheltered Adults 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Yes 347 22.9 22.9 

No  1169 77.0 77.1 

Missing 2 .1   

Total 1518     
 

 

A limited amount of special population information is collected by the shelters and provided to 

TBIN. Information is collected regarding a clients’ domestic violence history and disabilities. The 

portion of the sheltered population who reported that they had been a victim of domestic 

violence in the past was fairly small, however, this result must be viewed with caution as 43% of 

the data was missing for this variable (see table 50). It should also be noted that this figure does 

not include those clients who were residing in the area’s domestic violence shelters on the night 

of the count. This population is included in the non-TBIN shelter section.  

 
 

Table 50: Domestic Violence among TBIN Sheltered Adults 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Yes 125 8.2 14.7 

No 726 47.8 85.3 

Don't Know 10 .7   

Refused 1 .1   

Missing 656 43.2   

Total 1518     
 

 

The sheltered count also provides some information about the portion of clients using shelter on 

the night of the PIT who also reported having a disability. Results indicated that a little more than 

20% of those who spent the night in the shelter reported that they had a disability (see table 51, 

next page). Table 52 indicated that most shelter users who did report a disability indicated that it 

was a mental health issue, followed by alcohol and drug abuse. It is important to remember that 

one client can report multiple disabilities, therefore, an individual can be represented in one or 

more of the categories listed in table. 
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Table 51: TBIN Sheltered Adults 

with one or more Disabilities 

  N Percent 

Yes 339 22.3 

No 1179 77.7 

Total 1518   
 

 

 

Non-TBIN Sheltered Adults 
 

There are emergency shelter, transitional and supportive housing providers who do not report 

individual-level client information to TBIN. This group of providers primarily includes domestic 

violence shelters that must, by law, keep client information confidential and shelters that house 

children under the age of 18 years. As table 53 shows, this group of providers was serving a total 

of 153 clients on the night of the PIT count. 

 

Table 53: Non-TBIN Sheltered PIT Adult Count 

    N 

Transitional Florida Resurrection House 31 

  
Agency for Community Treatment 

Services 
8 

  CASA II 25 

  RCS TLP 27 

  Total 91 

Emergency CASA 38 

  Safe Place to  Be - St. Petersburg   

  SafePlace2B - Clearwater   

  The Haven of RCS 24 

  Total 62 

  All Non-TBIN TOTAL 153 
 

  

Table 52: Type of Disability among TBIN Sheltered Adults 

 N Percent 

Alcohol Abuse 177 30.6 

Drug Abuse 126 21.8 

Both alcohol and drug abuse 45 7.76 

Mental Health Problem 227 39.2 

HIV/AIDS 4 .7 

Total 579 100 
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Unsheltered and Sheltered Children 
 

The following tables contain the count of children in the community who were reported to be 

homeless on the night of Wednesday, January 23rd, 2013. Three different data sets are utilized to 

gauge the number of homeless children for the purposes of the PIT count: the unsheltered survey 

data, the TBIN shelter data and data from the Pinellas County School System.  

 

Unsheltered Children 
 

Results from the unsheltered survey located 151 children under 18 years of age (see table 54, 

below). Of these, 53 were considered literally homeless under the federal definition with six 

children reported to be living on the street in a place not meant for human habitation. The 

largest group (70) of children located via the unsheltered survey was found to be residing in a 

hotel not paid through a voucher or “doubled up” with family and friends. These are living 

situations that are defined by HUD as being “unstably housed” rather than homeless. Similar to 

households with children, youth under the age of 18 were likely undercounted in the unsheltered 

count as these data relied entirely on a) adult willingness to report living with children on the 

street; and b) unaccompanied youth under the age of 18 being canvassed and willing to 

participate in the PIT survey. 

 

Table 54: Unsheltered Children by Location* 
*Does not include 7 who were also in sheltered database 

 N Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Emergency shelter, including hotel or motel paid for with 
emergency shelter voucher 

45 29.8 31.3 

Place Not Meant for Habitation 6 4 4.2 

Hospital (non-psychiatric) 2 1.3 1.3 

Stayed with family 20 13.2 13.9 

Stayed with friends 16 10.6 11.1 

Hotel or motel paid for without emergency shelter voucher 34 22.5 23.6 

Rental by client, no housing subsidy 18 11.9 12.5 

Rental by client, with other (non-VASH) housing subsidy 3 2 2.1 

Don't Know 1 0.6   

Refused 2 1.3   

Missing 4 2.6   

Total 151     
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Homeless Children in Pinellas County Schools 
 

Partnership with the Pinellas County School District provides information regarding children who 

self-report homelessness at the beginning of each school year; or when they change from 

attending one school to another. The nature of the data gathering process in which 

homelessness is assessed at school entry does not allow for capturing the transitional nature of 

homelessness. Many of those who report that they were homeless at the beginning of the school 

year in August may have found stable housing by time the PIT count is done in January, but most 

remain classified as homeless for the duration of the year. As a result, there is low overlap 

between unsheltered, sheltered, and school datasets.  This data is requested from the schools at 

the same time the PIT is conducted.    

 

Results (table 55, below) indicated that the largest portion of children in the school data 

reported that they were sharing the housing of other persons; or “doubled up” 76%. The next 

largest groups were residing in emergency shelter or transitional housing (11%) and hotels (11%). 

A very small percentage reported that they were actually living on the street (1%).  

 

 

Table 55: Children in School Database* 

  N Percent 

Place Not Meant for Habitation 25 1.2 

Emergency or Transitional Shelter 231 11.2 

Awaiting foster care 23 1.1 

Living in hotels or motels 223 10.8 

Sharing the housing of other persons 1555 75.6 

Total 2057   

*Those not duplicated in Sheltered or Unsheltered Databases 
 

 

Sheltered Children 
 

As expected, the distribution of homeless children in emergency shelters and transitional housing 

was similar to that for the adults in that the majority were located in emergency shelters (see 

table 56, below).  

 

Table 56: Children in TBIN Shelters 

  N Percent 

Emergency 97 67.8 

Transitional 46 32.2 

Total 143   
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Gender, race and ethnicity distributions for the 143 sheltered children produced much different 

findings than those of the adult shelter count. Gender was much more equally distributed with 

female children edging out males by over 10% (see table 57).  
 

 

 

Table 57: Gender of Children in TBIN Shelters 

  N Percent 

Female 81 56.6 

Male 62 43.4 

Total 143   
 

 

 

 

Race and ethnicity distributions contained in table 49 also indicated that white children 

comprised the majority of sheltered children at just under half, nearly 40% of sheltered children 

on the night of the PIT count were African-American followed by 11% other or other multiracial. A 

much larger portion of the population reported that they were Hispanic or Latino (see tables 58 

and 59).  

 
 

 

Table 58: Race of Children in TBIN Shelters 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Asian 1 .7 .7 

Black or African American 55 38.5 38.7 

White 71 49.7 50.0 

Other 13 9.1 9.2 

Other Multi-Racial 2 1.4 1.4 

Missing 1 .7   

Total 143     
 

 

 

 

 

Table 59: Ethnicity of Children in TBIN Shelters 

  N Percent Valid Percent 

Hispanic/Latino (HUD) 41 28.7 28.9 

Non-Hispanic/Non-Latino (HUD) 101 70.6 71.1 

Missing 1 .7   

Total 143     
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Children in Non-TBIN Shelters 
 

As expected, the non-TBIN shelters hosted nearly as many children as those reporting client 

information to TBIN due to the fact that for many of these shelters, children under the age of 18 

are their target population. A few of the other non-TBIN shelters serve victims of domestic 

violence, many of whom have children who enter the shelter with them.  

 

 

Table 61: Non-TBIN Sheltered PIT Child Count 

    N 

Transitional Florida Resurrection House 31 

  Agency for Community Treatment Services  0 

  CASA II 24 

  RCS TLP 26 

  Total 81 

Emergency CASA 28 

  Safe Place to  Be - St. Petersburg 7 

  SafePlace2B - Clearwater 4 

  The Haven of RCS 24 

  Total 63 

  Total 144 
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Discussion and Recommendations 
 

Although required for federal and state compliance and funding, the value of the PIT study is not 

limited to requirements.  It has the potential to be an essential tool in assessing the prevalence of 

homelessness in its various forms, planning appropriate public responses and evaluating the 

effectiveness of previous efforts.   

 The PIT count’s primary role is to obtain an estimate of the number of homeless and at-risk 

individuals and families in Pinellas County at a given moment in time.  In addition to the PIT, a 

number of other reports regarding the homeless population are generated each year, i.e., 

AHAR.  However, these other sources of information are limited to individuals and families who 

utilize shelter beds and community services. For individuals and families who are “on the street” 

and do not tend to use shelters or regularly connect to community services the PIT is the only 

means of painting an accurate picture of this segment of the population. Hence, conducting a 

count that is as accurate as possible is key to providing reliable information used to establish and 

monitor trends, meet HUD reporting requirements, obtain funding through grants or federal 

sources and allowing the community to respond by planning for directing resources for 

addressing homelessness.  The foundation for an accurate count begins long before actually 

surveying street homeless and analyzing the data for a final report. The path begins with 

consistent planning and support from community stakeholders, recruiting a sufficient pool of 

well-trained volunteer surveyors, and a precise deployment plan. The accuracy of the data that 

comprises the final accounting of the amount and nature of homelessness, especially “street” 

homelessness hinges upon the quality of this groundwork.   

 

The recommendations outlined below are intended to provide improvements to the PIT process 

that would better capture the potential value added elements of the study. If successfully 

implemented, these options would likely contribute to improving the accuracy of the data 

collected which in turn improves the quality of the information provided to stakeholders and the 

community.    

 

Planning 

 

Almost every community that conducts a successful public places count emphasizes the 

importance of participation and “buy-in” from different groups, including a variety of 

community groups, social service providers, advocacy groups, volunteer organizations, faith-

based groups, police departments, universities, and business organizations. Therefore, sponsors 

should communicate more robustly with the community. Begin the process of discussing the 

unsheltered homeless count with members of the local Continuum and others in the community 

prior to formal planning. 
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Even though the actual implementation of the unsheltered portion of the PIT occurs during the 

last 10 days in January of each odd numbered year, it is recommended that formal planning for 

such a large county-wide initiative occur at least 11 months prior to the date of the survey. No 

less than eight months planning time is recommended by the Federal Department of Housing 

and Urban Development (HUD) in their Guide to Counting Unsheltered Homeless People, (2008). 

Focused planning and project management should occur specifically around primary issues that 

have contributed to compromising the accuracy of both the 2011 and 2013 PIT,  such as 

volunteer surveyor recruitment, surveyor training, surveyor deployment and data quality control.  

 

Surveyor Recruitment 

 

Volunteer recruitment was notably low for the 2013 count. Many communities also experienced 

a drop in volunteer participation, suggesting that a more aggressive campaign may need to be 

considered for upcoming point-in-time implementations.  

 

Consistent relationships should be developed with places and organizations that are likely 

sources of volunteer surveyors. An additional benefit of maintaining relationships with these 

sources is that they can likely produce a foundation of reliable surveyors who participate in the 

count each over multiple years. Volunteers may include students and young people who have 

an interest in community service, community residents with an interest in developing a greater 

understanding of the homeless people in their neighborhoods, or key local stakeholders who 

may be in a position to mobilize personnel or funds for homeless programs.  

 

Some communities have even used this count to build relationships among people who 

approach homelessness from very different perspectives, for example pairing a law 

enforcement official with a mental health advocate on a street count team – or to offer the 

chance for networking among service providers and potential funders. Contact with potential 

volunteers should begin at least six months prior to the actual count, and maintained through 

the use of a variety of media up to the date of the count.  

 

Surveyor Training 

 

Effective training of volunteer surveyors is critical to produce an accurate count of unsheltered 

homeless people. All participants must know the ground rules, how to record information on the 

forms, where to report results, what to do in case of trouble, and other procedures for the count. 

It is recommended that everyone (both new and previous volunteers) receive training each 

time the unsheltered count is implemented. Training is important for new volunteers and also 

serves as a reminder of the count procedures to recurring surveyors. The training should also 
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serve as a means to alert everyone to any procedural changes that may have been 

implemented since the previous count. Volunteer surveyors should leave the training with 

knowledge of count procedures, basic research ethics and practices, as well as familiarity with 

the survey. The intensity of training will depend on the level of experience of the volunteers.  

 

Two additional recommendations: that the timing of the trainings is fairly close to the actual time 

of the count so that volunteers retain their skills; and that counts done in geographic areas such 

as ours make the training accessible to all of the individuals and organizations participating in 

the data collection effort. Holding separate trainings tailored to those volunteers who will act as 

team leads, is key to reinforcing procedural processes; as well as data collection instructions to 

the other volunteers. Team leads can also monitor data collection so that surveys are 

completely filled out and information is gathered consistently.  

 

Surveyor Deployment and Survey Collection 

 

Accurate deployment of volunteer surveyors is critical for two reasons: a) deployment should 

focus on counting as much of a subpopulation (families, veterans, unaccompanied youth) as 

possible and; b) surveyors need to be sent to areas where unsheltered homeless are currently 

known to congregate at the times they are known to be there. In a large geographic area it is 

unlikely there will be sufficient volunteer surveyors to completely cover all areas, so careful 

thought and planning must be given to deploying volunteers in a manner that will generate as 

much data as possible about specific subpopulations of interest to HUD and the community. To 

identify the locations that should be covered, solicit input from a variety of sources during the 

design phase of the count. As this information is gathered, focus should be given to building 

relationships that can result in a more effective count with a broad base of participation. 

Informative partners may include outreach workers, previous or current homeless individuals, 

shelter and non-shelter services staff, police, human services organizations, business associations, 

community development organizations, and other community groups.  

 

A well-constructed deployment plan should minimally consist of the following:  

 Dividing the count locations into organized “sections” that a team of surveyors can 

reasonably cover during the time of the count; 

 Determining the relative safety of the different locations and assigning locations to 

appropriately sized and experienced group of surveyors; 

 Providing volunteer surveyors clear and accurate instructions regarding the location to 

which they report on the day of the count and at what time;  

 Deciding whether to cover the sections by foot or by car; 

 Providing maps of the sectors so surveyors know where to conduct their work; 

 Establishing a reliable method of communication;  
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 Multiple coordinating locations throughout the area where volunteers know they are to 

bring completed surveys, replenish needed supplies and have contacts available for 

questions; 

 Contingency plans for unexpected occurrences on the night of the count for sufficient 

staff to deal with problems. 

 

Pre-assessing the selected study areas will produce better count results. A pre-assessment of 

proposed sites will alert organizers to any problems or issues in each study area, including hidden 

locations that enumerators might overlook, as well as differing patterns of use between the day 

and night. Pre-screening also provides an opportunity for organizers to clarify confusing study 

area boundaries and characteristics. Pre-testing should occur far enough in advance of the 

count for communities to make any needed adjustments. Consistently tracking areas where 

unsheltered homeless congregate will produce an improved surveyor deployment plan for the 

day of the count. 

It is also recommended that policy makers use this and other opportunities during the planning 

time to inform both the homeless population in the community and the general public that the 

count is going to take place. It is good practice to give vulnerable populations some advance 

warning of the upcoming count via outreach or advertising particularly since the count is likely 

to take place when they are sleeping. 

All of the steps outlined above serve to promote the accuracy of the PIT count by maximizing 

data quality. Further quality control steps are advised for counts like Pinellas’ which covers a 

large geographic area. One recommendation is that experienced count coordinators be 

stationed at survey collection points throughout the county. This position, when utilized 

effectively, plays a critical role in ensuring data quality by guiding volunteer surveyors and 

reviewing incoming surveys for completeness and accuracy; and minimizing many of the issues 

which has compromised the data collected during previous counts. 

 

Other General Recommendations 

 

The unsheltered PIT study has to be implemented over a large geographical area and requires 

planning of significant length, detail and organization. In light of the small permanent staff 

available to support a study of this scale, contracting with a project manager is recommended. 

In addition, paper surveys currently used for the unsheltered portion of the PIT should be phased 

out as soon as feasible in favor of an electronic format which can be utilized by volunteer 

surveyors. Such a process allows for quicker turnaround of data, improved data quality and the 

integration of spatial analysis to provide visual tools to complement statistical results. 
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Appendices 
 

 

 

See accompanying file 2013 PIT County Report Appendices for this 

information 


