MICHIGAN HOMELESS SUMMIT

BASELINE STUDY

DESCRIPTION OF METHODOLOGY 

Actual half-year HMIS counts: To obtain the various actual half-year HMIS counts contained in this report, Client data from the MSHMIS was download and analyzed in the following manner.  The data pull was made on 9/30/2006 and consisted of all clients who were active in a program and/or had received a service at anytime during the 6 month period from 1/1/2006 through 6/30/2006. The data was then restricted to clients for whom the “is client homeless?” question was answered in the affirmative and members of their household (even though in some cases the household member did not have a “yes” answer).  This adjustment was made to compensate for a common data quality problem in which assessments are not completed for the children in a homeless household. 
Once the universe of homeless individuals had been identified in this manner, the data was tallied into the five categories of single adults, adults in households, Children in households, unaccompanied youth and total homeless by filtering on age and membership in a household.  All data was de-duplicated within each of the five categories and within each of the regions to which the client was connected via a program entry and/or service transaction. The counts were also de-duplicated between regions to obtain the Statewide counts. Duplication between CoC averaged about 2.6%, while duplication between regions was only about .5%.  Additionally, the unduplicated overall homeless count for each region and statewide is slightly less than the total homeless adults and children due to the fact that a few clients presented themselves as part of a family at one time and as a single at a different time within the report period.  It should also be remembered that each individual/singles homeless count is inclusive of persons that are chronically homeless.
The count of chronically homeless individuals was then obtained by restricting the universe of homeless clients to those for whom the “is client chronically homeless?” question was answered in the affirmative, however if there was a “yes” answer but the client was part of a household of a type other than “single adult”, the individual was excluded from the count because of the incongruity with the HUD definition of chronicity, (also a fairly common data quality issue). The chronic count was then de-duplicate both within and between regions.
The final step in generating the “Actual half-year HMIS counts”  in this report was to add in the half-year de-duplicated counts of single homeless adults, homeless adults in households, homeless children in households, unaccompanied homeless youth, chronically homeless, and total homeless provided by the Kent/Grand Rapids, Saginaw, and Washtenaw implementations. It should be noted that at present there is no means of de-duplicating those jurisdictions not participating with MSHMIS, however based on the small de-duplication rates observed elsewhere, inflation of the Statewide numbers is likely very minimal.
The MSHMIS Analytical Reporting Tool (ART) was used to analyze the various characteristics discussed in the report.  This analysis did not include information from Kent/Grand Rapids, Saginaw, or Washtenaw HMIS as no record level data was available from these CoCs.  The “universe” of records included in the ART analysis mirrored that used in the regional analysis including all clients who were served between 1/1/2006 and 6/30/2006.  The database changes daily as participating agencies add new records in both real time and back date mode, and correct data errors in existing records.  The final universe build was completed only after three months had elapsed to allow agencies time to complete their planned data entry and to fix any data errors.   

As with most social services databases, some data information was missing or unknown.  Those consumers with inadequate identifying information were not included in the analysis to insure appropriate unduplication.  787 records were omitted due to lack of key identifiers.  Further, percentiles/rates within the report were based on those records where the information was “known” and were also restricted to adult clients where the data set is more complete.   
Disability data is especially challenging as disabilities are frequently not revealed at entry into the program, but only as a relationship and trust is built.  Therefore, the disability information included in the report is based on the subset of records where a discharge was completed with disability information.  Even sampling only discharge records, information was available on thousands of clients.  The total number of records in the disability sample included 7,836 unduplicated homeless adults and 3,635 at-risk adults.    This process tended to eliminate data from programs that provide brief services and do not necessarily complete formal entries and exits; and we believe presents a more accurate picture of disability.
Like disability, income data is challenging in a system where income is adjusted as it changes.  Therefore, average incomes were calculated using only that income assessed at intake for those programs that complete entries and exits.  

Regional coverage estimates: Beginning in 2006, each CoC has been asked to submit quarterly HMIS homeless coverage estimates indicating the approximate percentage of the CoC’s total homeless population that had been captured in HMIS. To accomplish this task, System Administrators were provided a Coverage Estimation Tool
, instruction and consultation.  The most recent estimates submitted by each CoC were used in determining the average regional coverage and the Statewide coverage numbers contained in this report. In calculating the Regional and Statewide averages, the individual CoC estimates were weighed by population using the July 2005 population estimates.  
It must be noted that 17 of 60 jurisdictions did not provide coverage estimates, and upon examination of these, most were found to be CoC’s with very small populations, ones in the very early stages of HMIS implementation, (or both), so their coverage estimates were set at 0%, even though in most cases there was at least some coverage/data. 
Regional half-year projected totals:  Once Regional coverage estimates had been calculated and Homeless counts determined, Regional half-year projected totals were made by factoring the counts by the coverage estimates.
Although the methodology described above provides interesting data and represents a first step in determining the extent of homelessness from the partial HMIS data now available, the half year projections included in this report cannot be regarded as scientific or conclusive because of the many limitations with such a methodology (lack of coverage, changing coverage within the time period, and variations in the coverage estimation process between CoCs). HUD is in the process of finalizing specific protocols for extrapolating from HMIS data.  As the HMIS matures, extrapolation methods will improve and the data set will gradually stabilize as individual roll-out plans are completed.    
Annual homeless estimates based on population data: Besides the “Regional half-year projected totals” contained in this report and describe above, this report also contains “Annual homeless estimates based on population data” which are provided as an additional point of reference.  The process for estimating total homeless based on the number of persons in poverty is described in the Nation Coalitions for the Homeless, “How Many People Experience Homelessness,” 2006 and is based on the landmark  point in time study “National Survey of Homeless Assistance Providers” (NSHAP)
&,,
.  This study identified the prevalence of homelessness among those living at or below the poverty level, and found percentages to range from 6.3% at one point in October, 1996 to 10.0 percent in February, 1996. These percentages were applied to Michigan’s 2003 poverty estimates
 by region and yield the annual estimates. The NSHAP is often used as a comparative analysis with HMIS data and offers a good reference point in assessing the validity of projections from HMIS data where coverage is incomplete.  
� The complete Study Methodology may be found at � HYPERLINK "http://www.mihomeless.org" ��www.mihomeless.org�.
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