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Introduction
Cynthia M. Umber,

Bureau of the Census

vamiww=1110,

Abraham Lincoln was both poetic and succinct about the reason for data collection when he
said, If we could first know where we are, and whither we are tending, ik e could better judge
what to do and how to do it." He might have been quite surprised to find that his words
provided the theme for a technical conference on methods of enumerating homeless persons.

Method has a critical effect on results and much controversy has surrounded methods for
counting homeless persons. The central purpose of the conference was to improve research
methods and data collection on homeless persons to provide results reliable enough to make
judgements about where we are. Those present at the conference provided valuable insights
as they dissected methods already tried by a stalwart bend of early researchers, sought to
integrate diverse lines of endeavor, shared new ideas, and spoke thoughtfully of challenges for
future data development and research.

Those who participated in the conference were researchers and policy makers In federal and
state governments, university researchers who had taken part in the frontiers of research
projects to count homeless persons, and advocates for homeless persons (see list of
participants in the appendix). The conference was a rare opportunity for direct communication
among leading researchers from diverse fields and the policy makers and program adminis-
trators who struggle to understand the practical implications of the scientific findings and use
the information for real and perplexing problems. Their thoughtful exchanges returned again
and again to core questions and the realization of the complexity of homelessness and the
diversity of the individuals Involved.

The conference explored technical details of surveys on the homeless. On the first day,
conference participants looked at federal data needs, the assumptions used in mitional
estimates, the various methods that had been tried both nationally and locally, how specific
methods affect results, the blues from choice of site and informant, and examples of statistical
issues that are specific to unique groups such as the mentally IR, alcohol and drug abusers, and
the physically disabled.

On the second day, a smaller group of invited methodologists and government researchers
and planners explored specific statistical questions in depth and made recommendations for
future research. The topics were: (1) sampling issues; (2) definitional issues; (3) the cost
effectiveness of various methods; (4) data quality; (5) longitudinal studies, administrative
records, and statistical models; and (8) methods to estimate the population "st risk" of
homele ,,sness.

Research on the homeless may be at a turning point now. Early in the post decade, smell
groups of investigators worked in near isolation with inconsistent, sometimes unsophisticated
methodologies, conflicting findings, and with Otte agreement Pkout priorities or concepts. A
later generation of studies were statistically more sound, but for the most part, locally based
and descriptive rather than explanatory. The gradual accumulation of knowledge now provides
a momentum and high potential for more effective, analytical research to inform public policy.

The case was made more than once at the conference for a more flexible approach of
presenting data In identifiable subsets to enhance comparability. Even though the term
"homeless" is used commonly, ft evokes different pictures for different people. When studies
have different definitions with little classification detail comparisons cannot be made. The
categories may not reflect what people think they mean. This has led to confusion, inappro-
priate comparisons, and arguments.
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Those at the conference began to devise a clearer conceptual framework and direction for
future stulles about homeless person.s. Analogies were drawn from other fields of classifica-
tions which provided results that could be used for action. For example, to gather poverty
statistics, we do not ask, "are you poor, middle income, or rich?" Rather, we ask for specific
sources and amounts of income. An waif of income data are then used in many different
contexts. A specific poverty index has been devised and is generally used, but for some
purposes, 125 percent or 200 percent of the poverty line is used instead, if one wishes to
challenge the composition of the index, one can find out which elements are or are not
included. Basic data are available to devise alternative indexes of poverty or sometimes new
data are desired. A second analogy was to the classification of persons as unemployed. Some
persons move in and out of unemployment more than once in a year. Consistentclassification
is needed for people in very different circumstances such as seasonal workers during their off
season, migrant workers betvaen jobs, persons on layoff, on strike, in the hospital, self
employed, and so on. Homeless persons also live in many different circumstances that need to
be considered in data collection and data classification.

Many of the investigators present at the conference were those who had made seminal
contributions in the last decade in surveying homeless persons. They shared what had worked
in their studies and what had not, sources of bias, and how they thought research could be
improved. Statisticians who were expert in particular aspects of survey research but who had
not worked specifically on counting homeless persons were there to share solutions to similar
problems from other fields. In this way, the conference consolidated the relevant research
experience of the past decade and provided a foundation for further scientific advances. While
many perplexing questions remain, not ail problems were imponderable and techniques for
finding some answers are at hand. Examples are given throughout the papers that follow.

Central themes emerged that can serve as broad, guiding principles for development of the
field for public policy uses, and for creating a durable agenda for future work to advance
effectively our knowledge of homelessness. The guiding principles include:

(1) Develop a conceptual framework that describes the heterogerwsity of "the homeless"
through Intelligent segmentation", of the homeless population into policy relevant
frau Ps.

(2) Acknowledge that no single definition is universally acceptable. Therefore a range of
purposes should be accommodated through data collection and tabulation. Through
research, develop a list of conditions of homelessness, find the settings where people
with the named conditions are likely to be found, interview everyone at the location (that
is, no meaner* to eliminate people from the survey), and provide more detail in data
presentations about the range of characteristics of persons at the sites (that is, develop
a "continuum of markers" associated with the conditions of homelessness).

(3) Coordinate federal data development and research which would have benefits such as:

reducing overlap in data collection by standardizing data requests to the states and
developing a national data system;

encouraging agencies to share advances Ir statistical techniques and methodology;

coordinating gaps in data development and research; an.

coordinating federal research to be sure all appropriate agencies are involved, to
identify emergent concepts and priority areas for substantive research, and to establish
a forum for consolidating research experience and sharing research results.

'See opening remarks by Anna Kondratas.
aSee remarks by David Cordray.
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(4) Extend the use of existing household surveys to identify the factors that trigger
homelessness and the vulnerable population "at risk" over time.

(5) Establish longitudinal surveys and models with explicit assumptions to deepen our
understanding of the dynamics of homelessness.

(6) Use probability-based surveys more and unobtrusive observation surveys less for
including in the knowledge base an assessment of needs and treatments.

(7) Funding for both basic and experimental research is needed in this field on (a) the
magnitude and types of problems of homelessness end (IA the delivery of tierViCeS from a
longitudinal perspective. Such research stretches the traditional methods of statistics at times.
As such, some have the view that it has not fared very well in Federal grant applications. It was
suggested that Federal agencies should use special review groups of persons who are more
familiar with the issues and special problems of this type of research than are standard review
groups.

(8) Provide "consumer warnings" about the data. Document the methodology used end
groups included in a study so that comparisons among studies can be made appropriately.3
Where possible, explain the implications of not including certain groups. Also, report the level
of uncertainty (at least for sampling error; judgment about nonsampling error where possible)
for estimates.

(9) Provide opportunities for policy/program persons to articulate their priorities and data
needs before data are developed and before technical decisions constrain the data that will
eventually be produced.

CONFERENCE THEMES PRESENT CHALLENGES FOR ME FUTURE

Against the backdrop of the central themes listed above, we can develop over the next
decade an array of emerging and undeveloped topics for research and data on homeless
persons. The gaps show how much is left to be done. Imaginative new conceptual estd
methodological approaches are needed for sustained growth of knowledge in this field. In line
with this, the conference provided an agenda for substantive areas of research and data base
development to complement the research completed thus far.

Expansion of data bases is essential for meeting policy goals. The logic of coordinating data
needs among federal agencies surfaced repeatedly. Some looked to the conference to
recommend research methods that local areas could use to produce data for federal aid
applications. Representatives from state and local governments expressed concern about the
cost and technical expertise needed for extensive deta collection at the local level. They also
feft that too much of the burden for supplying data about homeless persons has fallen on
service providers. Often providers receive duplicate requests or slightly different requests for
information which is an inefficient use of limited personnel. Some conference participants felt
that standard, periodic collection of basic data would be more useful and efficient.

Others suggested we could move towards a three-tiered approach to data collection:

(a) Local governments or service providers would provide simple, standard date about
individuals on a continuing basis that would be nationally comparable (privacy issues
would have to be considered);

'Soo somPip of useful Items for documentation in the paper by Burt and Tasuber, °Overview of Seven Studies Thet
Counted Homeless Persons."
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(b) Federal funding of some sophisticated studies (including longitudinal surveys) of selected
local areas. This would give ideas about the focus for larger national studies, much as
epidemiological studies are used In health; and

(c) Develop a periodic national survey to provide detailed data about the characteristics and
personal history of specific groups of homeless persons. In addition to providing a basic
data base, this would provide plausible research areas to follow up on to get at the causes
and effects of homelessness. Many recommended that an interagency task force be
formed to coordinate research and explore in more depth the options and needs for data.

SELECTED COMMENTARY FROM CONFERENCE DISCUSSIONS

The formal papers given at the conference follow these introductory comments. The
discussions evoked by the formal papers brought out many arresting points and concerns. The
issues listed below are Illustrative of a three-fold agenda that describes gaps in current
knowledge in terms of definitions and estimates, causes and effects of homelessness, and
research methods.

1. Definitions and Estimates

Annual estimates. Most estimates of the number of homeless persons are for a particular
point in time. Projects to produce annual estimates of homeless persons have been based on
the assumption that people become homeless only once in a year's time, an assumption which
research has recently shown to be wrong. With that assumption, the researcher takes the
number of people who have been homeless for a short time period (usuallya month) and then
assumes the same number become homeless every month of the year; that number is
multiplied by 11 and added to the number derived from the survey. This will produce an
overestimate.

Sometimes data users warn the number of persons that have experienced homelessness in
a year. But others need the count of service requests. These are two quite different figures and
require different methods to obtain.

Length of time homeless. This is an important variable that should be included in studies.
The following questions are needed: month and year became homeless for current episode;
the number of prior episodes if any; the month and year earliest episode began; and the
proportion of time spent homeless since the beginning of the first episode.

2. Causes and Effects of Homelessness

a. Those that are endemic to long-term homelessness:

Process of becoming homeless. Most research does not address the process of becoming
homeless. In studies of other target groups, ouch as drug and alcohol users, AIDS patients,
illiterate adults, and very poor persons, researchers find that many members had experienced
homeleuneu at some time.

b. Those that are transitional instabilities:

Exits from homelessness. Transitions in and out of homelessness need more careful
conceptualization. Several researchers have done or are doing studies of people's movements
in and out of homelessness (for example, Irving Piliavin, Marjorie Robertson, and Audrey
Burnam). If "exit" means "no longer living in a shelter or on the street for two or more weeks,"
Piliavin found that in Minneapolis, over 70 percent of the homeless people exited for at least
two weeks (the average was about 50 days) and the majority became homeless again within a
year. If a more stringent definition is used, such as ilufing only persons paying at least a



portion of housing costs from earnings, only about 10 percent of those who had left the shelter
or street for at least two weeks would be defined as exiting homelessness in the Pi Litwin study.
All longitudinal samples are subject to attrition; parametric procedures are often used to adjust
for this but there are many questions about those procedures and nonparametric procedures
are being investigated.

3. Research and Methodological Issues

Surveying shelters and service centers only. If virtually all homeless persons use services at
some point, some surveys could be simplified and costs reduced greatly by focussing on the
locations where services are delivered and eliminating the street portion of the research
protocol. Whether the street portion should be eliminated depends on the uses of the data. For
example, if the primary aim of a local study is to improve service delivery, this approach makes
sense. For other purposes, research is needed to determine how many would be missed
entirely by this approach, what the implications are of the misses, and how this fits into an
overall assessment. This is a prime example of where we need to provide "consumer
warnings" about what is in or not in the data set.

Some conference participants said they thought more street people are avoiding traditional
service sites (that is, buildings) as outreach programs increase. This points to the need to
include the information of outreach workers. Some speculated that in some cities, homeless
persons can get food from restaurants and other places rather than go to soup kitchens (New
York City end Hawaii were given as specific examples). It is not clear that this is a significant
proportion of the street population in most areas.

The service site approach is probably less useful in small towns and rural areas because of
the lack of service facilities. Food distribution centers, such as food pantries, should be included
in studies. Some cautioned that the more we use service providers as informants, the less likely
we are to find the people who do not use services. Others countered that finding the well
hidden is too costly and surveys shouldconcentrPte on the people who use services since they
are already serving more people than they have funds for.

Shelter and street lists. Surveys use shelter and street lists for sampling. The street sites
homeless people use change often. As a result, "expert informants" do not always have good
advice as to which blocks are most likely to contain homeless people. We are also learning that
in some areas, a significant proportion of people do not stay all night at shelters. As a result,
there may be overlap between the shelter and street population in the early morning hours
(usuaily after 4 a.m.).

Respondent error. More studies are beginning to check answers respondents give. For some
questions, respondents may not know or remember the answer (especially for long past or
multiple events). For some, they may feel sensitive about answering (for example, whether they
are homeless, whether they received an honorable discharge from the military). Record checks
can be used but sometimes records are wrong. Paying respondents for participation may
distort reports about homelessness.

Capture-recapture methodology. There was disagreement about the value of "capture-
recapture," a modelling method for estimating the size of the homeless population. In this
method, homeless persons are observed multiple times and the frequency of observation is
used to model the size of the entire population. Movement in end out of an area, which has not
been estimated well in the past, is one of the primarydifficulties with this method. Several local
studies do use this method.

Ethical issues. More than one researcher noted that after interviewing homeless persons,
many interviewers were upset about the stories they had been told. No one knows how the
questions affect homeless persons as unhappy memories are dredged up.

2
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Economic conditions of cities. Martha Burt reported on a study she did of the characteristics
of cities that were related to levels of homelessness. The most important factors were
employment structure and quality of lobs available. The percentage of one-person households
was the best predictor of homelessness. Poverty rate was not related to the homeless rate. This
has led her to the view that homeleuneu it an aspect of our changing economic condition and
falling living standard for working people, especially those with poor education or skills.

Rural studies. Beverly Toomey described the key informant network ("snowball technique"
whtch is also known as "multiplicity sampling") they developed in their study of homelessness
in rural Ohio. Informants included park rangers, welfare directors, mental health workers,
homeless coalitions, ministerial associations, libfarians, gas station attendants, and laundromat
keepers. A large proportion of the rural homeless they *Iund were doubled up in the
households of other people.

SUMMARY

Homelessness is a complex issue and presents many challenges for research and data
collection that, while not precise, is good enough for practical purposes. The collective
knowledge of those attending the conference gave us direction and new ideas for meeting the
challenge of Abraham Lincoln to know where we are and whither we are tending.

3



Conference Welcome

Pat Collie
Executive Director, Interagency Council on the Homeless

The Interagency Council on the Homeless has made it s priority to provide information on
homelessness to the people who are actually worldng with the homeless. We also provide
technical assistance to providers end others and make recommendations to Congress about
what we can do as a country to improve our direction and reach our goal, which is to help end
homelessness. Part of our mandate is going to be addressed today, which is to provide
technical assistance end infermation as well as identify recommendations.

So, we hope that working with you, the experts who happen to be collected here in this room
today and having the benefit of all the knowledge that you have gained over the years that you
are going to share with us, we wM be able to develop reliable and cost effective methodologies
that the Federal Government can use and that the states and local groups can use as well. As
we all know, this is a struggle that we have had for a while and it will be really valuable to be
able to collect information on the homeless, and to at least agree that we're going along the
same path by discussing the effectiveness of approaches which have been tested.

One critical goal of the Administration is to provide integrated, comprehensive care which
combines housing with supportive services. I think Anna Kondratas and others will talk more
about that as we go along. But, Ws very hard to direct funds to specific subpopulations of the
homeless if we don't know the numbers, if we don't have an idea of the population that is out
there. So not only will we hopefully have a valid methodology to use, but one that we will be
able to use for subcomponents of the population.

want to say that rm excited about this. I knowthat this is something that we absolutely need
and have needed for a long time and l am very, very grateful that you were willing to come here
and to share your expertise with us and to really work through this most complicated problem
to help end this tragedy.

So vele) that, I'd like to now introduce you to our next speaker, who is here to welcome you,
Charles Jones, the Associate Director for Decennial Census, Bureau of the Census. Please help
me to welcome him.



Statement of Conference Objectives and
Introduction of Speakers

Charles Jones
Associate Director for Decennial Census

Bureau of the Census

Thank you Pat and thank you participants for joining us today et this conferenle. We at the
Census Bureau and the Department of Commerce am proud that we can have a role in
co-sponsoring this important opportunity to discuss enumeration of homeless persons. We
hope to examine where we are and whither we are tending in meeting the need for data about
homeless persons.

As Associate Director for the Decennial Census at the Census Bureau, it is a particular
pleasure for me to participate in e conference not related to the 1990 census. For the last year
many of us at the Census Bureau and the Department have been consumed with carrying out
the largest statistical enterprise in our Nation. We are not yet finished with the census. We are
now moving from the date collection stage into the important data dissemination stage. So we
can't set back and prop up our heels but we do have some breathing room to reflect on what
has been accomplished so far as well es to contribute to important forums much as this.

Before I proceed with my responsibility this morning, which is to state the conference
objectives and introduce our first two speakers, I want to say a few words about the status of
the 1990 census. I don't know what you may have read in the papers about the census, but
there's a good chance it wasn't true. So I want this room of key data users to know you can still
count on the 1990 census.

Our goal in the 1990 census was to take a full, fair, and accurate census. We think we did that.
Of course, there were some small problems with the 1990 census as there have been with
every census. But there were some striking successes as well. We had a sound plan for taking
the census and we implemented it fully. Some people thought the census was over in April but.
in fact. Important followup and coverage improvement operations occurred throughout the
spring and summer and into this fall. We wore responsive to difficulties and added extra
procedures as necessary. And we concentrated most of our efforts on the most difficult to
enumerate segments of the population.

We were able to complete the full complement of planned coverage improvement opera-
tions and undertook a major new recenvassing initiative to make sure the counts were as
complete as possible. These coverage improvemen. programs have worked, although we will
not know how well until we have finished our planned evaluation studies. We know these
programs have worked because they have added some 2 million persons to the census counts
since we released the preliminani local counts in August. A disproportionate share of the added
persons have been minorities.

How accurate is the 1990 census? It I. too early to say. A clearer picture will develop when
we have finished the data collection and processed the data from the census, and when we
have completed our coverage measurement evaluations.

5



Meanwhile, the data will soon begin to flow. We fire nearing one of the most important
milestones in the decennial census cycle: on or before the end of next monthDecember 31,
1990we will deliver to the President the state population counts and the number of seats to
which each state is entitled in the House of Representatives. We will dlso meet our lepi
mandate to produce the small area data for redistriOng mid deliver these to the states by
April 1, 1091. Later in 1991 the dutalled computer summary tapes, containing a wealth of
information, will begin to come out.

Now, I will move on to why we are here today. The meeting agenda sent out with the
invitations lists five conference goals. Although, you have all seen these, I think it would be
worthwhile to go over them one more time:

First to determine data needs of the federal government for planning and funding
programs.

Second, to collect and review major existing methodologies.

Third, to determine how different methodologies and definitions affect the counts and the
ability to meet program requirements.

Fourth, to provide an opportunity for methodologists working on this issue to meet and
discuss their approaches in detail.

Fifth, to recommend a future direction for data collection.

To get us started this morning toward meeting these goals we have Barbara Bryant, Director
of the Census Bureau, and Anna Kondratas, Assistant Secretary for Community Planning and
Development at the Department of Housing and Urban Development.

First, Barbara will talk about "Deciding Where We Are: The Effect of Method and Definition
on Counts of Homeless Persons."

Barbara is the 31st Director of the Census Bureau and the first woman director. She was
appointed under a recess appointment by the President in September 1989 and was officially
confirmed by the Senate August 4, 1990. She brings with her over 20 years of experience
directing social research. At her official swearing in ceremony Secretary Mosbacher noted:
'We are very fortunate to have Dr. Bryant as our leader in this great effort, the decennial census.
She parachuted into the job at the last minute." Parachuted is an apt verb since the census is
war and Barbara has provided much needed reinforcement and leadership to our effort. I am
happy to present the Director of the Census Bureau, Barbara Everitt Bryant.

Our next speaker is Anna Kondrates, Assistant Secretary for Community Planning and
Development at the Department of Housing and Urban Development. Anna is responsible for
the management of HUD's programs to assist end end homelessness. Formerly she wee the
Administrator of the Food and Nutrition Service at the Department of Agriculture. And she is
coauthor of the book Out o f the Poverty Trap. lt is my pleasure to introduce Anna Kondratas.
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Deciding Where We Are: The Effect of
Method and Definition on Counts of

Homeless Persons

Barbara Everitt Bryant, Director
Cynthia M. Umber, Population Division

Thomas A. Jones, Office of the Assistant Director
Bureau of the Census

You have rat heard a description of the formal goals of our meeting. I think we can all agree
that we have our work cut out for us. And if we can accomplish these goals, we will have
achieved quite a lot.

This conference follows the Census Bureau's efforts to improve coverage of components of
the homeless population in the 1990 census. Our experience in mounting the largest-ever
national project to reach out to this segment of the population makes us feel it is appropriate
and timely for us to co-sponsor this conference, which brings people together from various
fields to share what has been done so far, what has worked well, and what has not. We want
to review important studies that have been conducted. That will help all of us to position
ourselves to move forward to the next generation of studies. I believe we have prepared an
interesting agenda that will allow us to do that.

Oddly enough, we have a well planned, well structured agenda that, if we are lucky, could
lead to "chaos." I probably should explain what I mean by "chaos." I'm not advocating anarchy,
disarray, discord, muddle, or confusion. I'm referring to the science of chaos, which was
developed in the 1970's and which is taking much of academia by storm. Natural scientists
developed the science of chaos as a way of seeing order and pattern where formerly only the
random, erratic, and unpredictablein short, the chaotichad been observed.

I don't claim to be a student of this new science, but in a passing acquaintance with the
literature of chaos, two themes seem to stand out that I think we should try to incorporate into
this conference.

First, the theorists of chaos found, as James Gielek says, that "central discoveries often come
from people straying outside the normal bounds of their specialties." We have to take risks. We
have to be free thinkers. We have at this conference people who have conducted research on
counting homeless persons. We want them to share some of the pearls and some of the grit
that they have found in their studies. By bringing together participants from diverse back-
grounds and by developing the agenda as we have, we want to try to see old problems in a new
light. We hope to recognize problems and solutions we did not see before. We have here at this
conference sociologists, statisticians, demographers, anthropologists, and psychologists. My
hope is that with such a cross section we can have, If not a revolution in thinking, at least some
useful revelations that will alter the way we talk about the issue of counting the homeless.

Second, the chaologists seem to stress fundamentals. That doesn't mean reinventing the
wheel but it does mean, as I see it, reexamining basics from a fresh perspective. And
reexamining basics and fundamentals is what this conference I. all about.

Nothing is more fundamental to the issue of counting the homeless than definition and
method. What we hope to accomplish with this conference is to achieve an understanding of
how various methods and definitions affect the counts and characteristics we will end up with.
We also want to determine data needs. Technical people often work in a vacuum, and at the
end of the process, policy and program people are disappointed with the product. Policy and
program people need to communicate with technicil ilople about their specific data needs at
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the stage of devefroing the data, that is, at the stage of defining and choosing methodologies.
tt is at this stage t.at technical decisions will constrain the type of data that will eventually be
produced. We need coordination at the development stage to maximize the usefulness of the
end product.

Technical definitions and methods chosen affect the data, which in turn affects our view of
where we are. If you do not have data, the problem tends not to be defined. if you have poor
data, the problem can be defined incorrectly. If you have conflicting date, the problem can be
overshadowed by the debate on the data. It is difficult to plan programs and allocate resources
with ambiguous data.

Let's look at the problem of definition, for example. There's disagreement about whether the
homeless include just those living in shelters and on the street or whether the homeless should
also include those who are doubled-upor otherwise precariously housed. There is vagueness
about just what a shelter is. Should low-cost, nonsubsidized units such as in YMCA's and
single-room-occupancy buildings be part of the shelter universe even though the cost is usually
paid by the occupant? In our March S-night operation, conducted as part of the 1990 census,
some cities included them on their shelter lists and some did not. Then there are ambiguities
in legislation, such as the McKinney Act, which says persons who are in institutions other than,
jail should be considered homeless. But nursing homes and mental hospitals are institutions.
Does the act mean that these should be part of the homeless universe? What about persons
living in abandoned buildings who have brought in furniture? Some people call them
"homeless," some say they are squatters. Policymakers and data users need to tell statisticians
what they went and what their objectives are. When we choose a sampling frame for our
surveys, we effectively define the population for which deta will be available.

The definitional problem gets even more complex when you try to define categories of
homeless people, such as the mentally ill or substance abusers. This problem is nicely
described by Alice Johnson, one of our participants, in the December 1989 issue of Social Work
Research and Abstracts. She notes that in the case of determining mental illness, six types of
assessment have been used, ell of which can lead to different results.

Because of the definitional disagreements and ambiguities, the Census Bureau did not
attempt to provide an official definition of homeleuness nor will we provide a total count of the
homeless population in the 1990 census. Our S-Night operation, tike other coverage improve-
ment activities in the 1990 census, was never expected or intended to obtain complete
coverage of the homeless as there Is no agreed upon population definition. Rather, we will
provide counts of selected components of the homeless population.

Now, let me turn to the issue of methodology. In August 1988, the General Accounting Office
submitted a report on the methodological soundness of current population estimates of the
number of homeless persons in the United States to the Senate Committee on Labor and
Human Resources. Of the 27 estimates, 3 were national and 24 were state or local. The GAO
rated none of these studies "very high" in terms of technological soundness. It rated 10 studies
as "high," all local studies. Seven studies were rated "moderate" and 10 were rated low" or
"very low."

The GAO classified the studies into three types: those that used expert judgmentas the basis
of the esdmate; those that relied on administrative records or records about the utilization of
services; and those based on surveys or censuses. Nine of the ten studies that were rated high
were based on a survey or census. All of the studies based on expert views were rated low or
very low.

Now, it is not my intention to endorse GAO's rating system, especially since the Census
Bureau's lone foray into counting components of the homeless came after GAO's report and
was not rated. My point is that up to now, a host of different approaches have been tried with

s
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differing results. GAO concluded that "there is a small number of studies that provide
reasonably sound estimates of the homeless in specific localities. However, no single study in
this group addressed all source of bias associated with inquiries of this type."

Well, we are basically at the point where we are still searching for the right method or
methods for counting the homeless. We hope that this conference will illuminate some of the
methods that should be dropped and make wearer the family of methods that we should
continue using and ways to improve them.

You are going to hear several presentations this morning and this afternoon on methodol-
ogy, as well as on the topic of data needs, which is the first stage of development.

As our discussions progress, I hope we can avoid being overly protective of our methods so

that we can examine critically what worked and what did not so we c3n all move ahead to the
next generation of studies.

I came across this quote by Tolstoy recently, and I think it isapt, if a little wordy: "I know that
most men, including those at ease with the greatest complexity, can seldom accept even the
simplest and most obvious truth if it be such as Would oblige them to admit the falsity of
conclusions which they have delighted in explaining to colleagues, which they have proudly
taught to others, and which they have woven, thread by thread, into the fabric of their lives."

Pot more simply, what Count Leo meant was that it is sometimes hard to admit when one is
wrong and to accept that another approach might be better. I don't think we have that problem
among any of our participants here. The mere fact that we are holding this conference is an
admission that, whether in the area of definition or method, no one is satisfied with where we
are. Working together and sharing our accumulated knowledge, I am confident that we can
make progress on these issues.



Judging Where We Are Going and How to Do It:
Federal Data Needs for Making Policy Related

to Homeless Persons

Anna Kondratas
Assistant Secretary for Community

Planning and Development
Department of Housing and Urban Development

Thank you very much. I'm really delighted to be here. I have looked forward to this
Conference for a long time. I think it's long overdue, because policymekers need intelligent
discussions of the kinds of things that you are here to discuss how we put numbers together,
what they really mean, what they indicate, and how they can help us to help people. Too
frequently discussions on these topics are emotional and unilluminatine

The reason I say this Conference is long overdue is because if it had happened eight years
ago, we might have had a far more intelligent homeless policy at the Federal level. Numbers are
not political banners and they should not have been used as political banners, but that's
essentially what they were over the last decade. Numbers should be uaeful tools. We must
never forget, however, that they are only tools and that they are never the Whole Truth with a
capital "T.." That's my approach and attitude towards them and I hope we can learn much at this
conference that will make our programs more useful.

Unfortunately, I will have to leave for part of the day, together with Pat Car Hie, but it's en
exciting interruption. We are going to the White House to witness President Bush signing the
McKinney Act of 1990, which will provide an additional $800 million for homeless programs. As
you know, the McKinney Act has already provided over $2 billion for homeless programs and
we hope we can make the programs better with your assistance.

As I mentioned, the reason for accuracy is to enable us to help people and that is why we
need the numbers In the first place. The Federal Government's need is for operational
definitions. Barbara Bryant gave a very good summary of the kinds of problems we run into
because there Is no one definition of homelessness. So far as the current needs of the Federal
Government are concerned, an overall total is far less importantthan intifliont segmentation,
so that we can design programs that are suitable for the different types of homeless persons.
A program for the lumneless mentally ill on the streets is far different from a program for victims
of domestic violence in suburbia, or homelesis welfare mothers who cannot afford to pay rent
in high-cost housing markets.

These are all very different social problems, and a single label like homelessness is less than
useful in making policy, particularly when it tends to emotionalize the issues. We need to be
able to end homelessness and we can only end homelessness if we address a whole array of
social problem& We need homeless numbers to be operational.

As you know, one of the problems we have always had in defining poverty, and why it is
unlikely we will ever have a total homeless number or homeless definition that is undisputed,
is because homelessneu, like poverty, is not something with discrete boundaries. There's a
continuum of shelter needs and lack of adequate shelter. It's not either/or. Homelessness and
poverty are relative concepts. If all we argue about is definitions, we will never accomplish our
common goal, namely, ending homelessness as we attack the social problems leading to
homelessness, a blight on American democracy.

20
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One other thing that I would like you to keep In mind, and that I will be keeping in mind as

I listen to you addressing some of these very difficult problems of countins is that expansions

of the definition 'of homelessness can be counterproductive. Government has to marshal

resources and target resources to accomplish the most for the money. Sometimes it may seem

to advocates that they can apply the moat political pressure for more funding if we come up

with numbers as high as we possibly can. But actually, inflated numbers resulting from fuzzy

nonoperational definidons make k extremely difficult to target resources and actually design

effective programs for specificproblems, and can result in backlash against the homeless as the

public perceives the programs to be ineffective.

Again, I welcome you here, I'm very excited to be here and I hope this is only the beginning

of really productive relationship between researchers and scholars and policymakers and

program administrators. Thank you.

21
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Facilitator Remarks

Susan filiskure
Chief, Decennial Planning Division

Bureau of the Census

Good morning, I am pleased to add my welcome to that of our earlier speakers. As chief of
the Decennial Planning Division at the Census Bureau, I am among those of us who have
worked on the challenge of assuring that everyone, including people who are homeless by any
definition, was counted in the 1990census. We have been looking forward to this gathering to
share our experiences and to hear yours.

The rest of pis morning, we will be hearing from various experts about Federal-level data
needs, about data derived at the Federal level, and methodological approaches. My rote as
facilitator will be to help avoid unscientific chaos in our schedule and discussion. We want to
make sure we have sufficient time for our discussion, while hearing the full contingent of
presentations. So let me begin by introducing Chris Walker of The Urban Institute.
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Federal Data Collection Needs and Requirements
for Policies and Programs to

Assist the Homeless

Chris Welker
Urban institute

The theme of this conference is enumerationcounting peopleand how our methods
affect results. However important, counts of the population are only-a part of Federal data
needs related to homeless program development and policymaking. In fact, counts of the
homeless may be linked only weakly to homelessness as a policy issue. The primary reason the
Census Bureau tried to include homeless persons in the 1990 Census was because their overall
goal is to count the entire population. Secondarily, they were trying to respond to public
demand for information on the homeless population. Indeed, local counts more often are
driven by the need to make policy specifically for this population, in which case housing status
is central to the object of policy. In some ways, counting the homeless is the last thing the
Federal agencies need to do. Whether in response to Congress or their own program
management needs, Federal managers are initially driven by the need to measure and track
expenditures and services: obligations and outlays, shelter beds, service units are of primary
concern. Therefore, in addition to discussing the appropriateness of homeless population
counts generally for policy purposes. this paper describes a range of Federal efforts In
homeless program data collection. I am primarily interested in the feasibility of expanded
information sharing and coordinated data gathering across Federal agencies, and across levels
of government

Federal date needs consist of information linked to interest: agency service to a clientele and
management of policy problems for that clientele inform data collection. The homeleuness
issue is unique in the degree of overlap among agencies on policy responsibility and
information generation. For a single agency to make policy based on sound information in this
environment is doubly difficult: this population is by nature tough to find out about; jurisdiction
and policy responsibility is fragmented. Cooperation among agencies to generate useful
information for policy and program management purposes is a promising way to overcome
some of this difficulty.

This interagency overlap of program clientele produces no inexorable impulse to coopera-
tion on policies or programs (and hence on information), but it does create opportunities. For
example, the Memorandum of Understanding betvAtien the Departments of Health and Human
Services and Housing and Urban Development pledges cooperation in a new anti-poverty
effort. It would be difficult to imagine a policy issue more conducive to cooperative policy end
program development than homelessness; an issue where the goals of delivering serviceson
the one hand traditionally the province of HHSand creating physical capacity on the
other HUD's charge are so dearly linked.

That these policy linkages exist and are recognized is a necessary but insufficient condition
for cooperative efforts to collect, organize, and analyze information on a shared homeleu
clientele. To develop useful information across agencies, program managers must adhere to
reasonably consistent standards of definition, level of analysis, data coverage, collection
method, date aggregation, and type of respondent At the same time, this consistency must be
achieved without imposing uncompensated costs, which may accrue either to an agency that
strives to meet a standard of data coverage ind quality clearly inappropriate to its management
tasks, or to data providers. The latter is particularly troublesome in a Federal system, and
especially where Federal informational mandates are not accompanied by the funds to pay for
compliance.

To return to agency interests, each agency must develop policy, evaluate programs, and
manage them. Any assessment of information needs and the appropriateness of required data
collection must be clearly tied to this trichotomy of objectives: policy development, program
evaluation, and program management. Each implies a different standard of acceptable data
quality and method and frequency of collection. Progrmak and policy development will typically
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rely on one-time data collection efforts from samples of the grantee or clientele population,
supported by other, routine, program data. Program evaluation may require intensive one-time
data collection, but is much more likely to rely on periodic grantee reporting and other
management information derived from agency records. Program management Is most depen-
dent on grantee reporting, including other management data such es financial drawdown
reports. Boundadas, as always, aren't clear: program management date can support evaluative
work within a single agency. Program evaluation in one agency can support policy develop-
ment work in another.

In the discussion to follow, I will outline (1) Federal data collection objectives and the
information needs tied to those objectives, (2) opportunities and problems in coordinated
information generation. and (3) intergovernmental issues in compliance.

FEDERAL AGENCY OBJECTIVES AND INFORMATION NEEDS

Policy and Program Development

Whether Federally-sponsored, Federally-mandated, or purely ;ocal, the collection and
analysis of homeless population counts contribute little to direct program delivery. That is, this
information is not at Winked to outcomesa served clientelebut more generally to a target
population. These date are more useful for overall program policy making. But this linkage is
not always clear to those whose job ft is to collect and report these data, and policy
development often proceeds apace without.information in any case. Justification for efforts to
count or otherwise assess the needs of this population is often difficult. ff counts can lead, as
Assistant Secretary Kondratas has said, to Intelligent segmentation of the population," they
can be used to bolster efforts to legislate appropriate policy responses. If counts are conducted
or required out of a generalized belief that more data is better than less datathat is, divorced
from a concrete policy objectivehomeless counts are just extremely interesting applied
methodological problems.

The broadest possible policy development taskone for which the clientele literally is
defined as "the homeless" is the need to assess the feasiblity of, and if possible develop, a
formula for the allocation of McKinney Act funds, as required by the Cranston-Gonzalez
Housing Act. Here is the purest possible rationale for simple enumeration: funds should be
earmarked for a political jurisdiction based on the numbers of homeless found there. Ironically,
this charge must be carried out in advance of the Census nationwide count, which as we know,
is not strictly speaking a "homeless count" even though it is as close as we will get to one. Thus,
while the Census count undoubtedly will be used for policy purposes, ft cannot contribute
immediately to this one.

Thus, policy development in this area will rely on data that proxy, but do not measure, the
extent of homelessness. However difficult this task is in practice, we know pretty clearly what
criteria to use to evaluate the formula; we are less sure what information would be needed to
develop the indicators. This formula would be 1) a valid proxyperhaps some combination of
population, poverty, ram-to-income, or other measures, (2) a dynamic indicatorone that
could reflect improvement or deterioration over time, and (3) readily interpretable. Very clearly,
not all of these goals will be met in equal measure. In the absence of an ideal formula, we will
settle for an adequate one. An adequate formula is, simply put, a "regionally-balanced" variant
of the ideal one.

Whatever formula is devised, Congress will be the direct consumer of the estimate it
produces. In addition, Congress in two instances has required that recipients of Federal funds
make their own population counts or needs estimatesnot necessarily because the Congress
wants them but because the Congress believes that other levels of government need them.
These are the Department of Education counts of homeless youth and HUD's Comprehensive
Homelessneu Assistance Plan (CHAP). Both are object lessons in the limits to required local
information collection as contributors to policy development.

The Department of Education requires of state educationsl agencies an estimate of the
numbers of homeless youth. These estimates form part of each state's statewide plan, which
must assess the severity of local need and describe barriers tc.. serving this population. Though

rti4
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the Department has Issued episodic guidance on how to conduct the counts, this exercise in
national counting is marked by a thoroughgoing inconsistetuly of method. Some of the state
counts are one-day statewide estimates; others are annual. Some rely on a sample, others on
the universe, of shelter residents. Some states attempt to provide unduplicated counts; others
do not Purely in terms of the usefulness of the counts nationally, the net resuft le the worst of
two worlds: for purposes of comparison, the numbers are suspect in the extreme; at the same
time, some state coordinators report a fair amount of resentment among shelter operators of
the burden imposed In collecting the data that are reported.

The CHAP is a required local planning document, thecore of which is a community's strategy
for matching the needs of the local homeless population with available, or proposed, facilities
and services. Though the CHAP requirement does not mandate a local homeless population
count, the document has been used as a pretext for conductingone. Most submissions contain
an estimate, however rough, as a way of documenting local need. The extreme variability in the
quality of the counts reported limits the value of these documents for national planning
purposes, though HUD hopes to achieve some consistency hi the estimates by requiring
point-in-time counts. Whether the appropriate degree of consistency will be achieved without
a required methodology as well is an open question. (HUD will recommend, but not require,
counting methods.) What seems likely in any event, as with the Education counts, is that the
collection of information on bafflers to serving this population will advance local assistance
efforts far more than having the right counts.

Program Evaluation and Congressional Reporting

By far the bulk of information needed, collected, and used by agencies is related to program
outcomes: who is served, what is funded, how much is spent Much of this data is required by
Congress to enable legislative oversight for specific programs, and for the most part, their utility
in general homeless assistance policy formulation is limited. Other data are collected through
Congressionally-mandated or agency-sponsored program evaluations, which offer more prom-
ise as contributors to program and policy innovation.

Congressional reporting requirements rarely impose rigorous standards of data collection or
analysis, thus limiting the value of what's submitted. Typical is the language that requires an
annual report on the work of the Federal Emergency Management Adminstration. The FEMA
requirement reads: "The National Board shall transmit to the Congress en annual report
covering each year hi which it conducts ectivities with funds made available under this title." In
other words: tell us how you spent the money. Where counts of assisted clientele are provided,
they rarely support estimates of outcomes nationally.

With each agency facing a different set of more or less imprecise reporting requirements,
there are fairly predictable differences across programs in the level ot reporting: bettor quality
than average from categorical programs that fund discrete project types through competitive
applicaton procedures; generally worse from programs funded through Block Grantsallocated
by formula. Became categorical programs usually restrict projecttypes fairly narrowly, the type
of clientele is restriaed as well. For example, in HHWe Health Care for the Homeless program,
local agencies can generate client counts by demographic, economic and diagnostic categories
using standard report format Block grant recipients, In contrast, can fund a range of activities
and projects and usually report at a more general level. No standard report formats are
demanded by funding agencies, not least because of the wide disparity in the relativecapacity
of recipient agencies. Thus, for example, HHS's Emergency Community &WINOS Homeless
Assistance Grants simply require slate aggregates of individuals, dollars, beds, and whatever
other units of program measure are usec

Nevertheless, while the quantitative da:1 produced is highly uneven and not very useful for
analysis purposes, reporting requirements often produce useful qualitative, evaluative, Infor-
mation. As an example, and returning to the Department of Education's required state counts,
the counts themselves are extremely unreliable. Far more useful appear to be efforts to identify
bafflers to serving the targeted population; attendence laws, school hours, transportation
policies, records transfer practices, and so on. The accumulation of such information can lead
directly to change in record-keeping and other procedures at the state level. These data also
can be used to assess technical assistance needs on tigrtiart of local school districts.
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As with congressional reports, the most useful evaluative data ate usually collected from the
categorical grams programs, more limited program objectives yielding a more manageable set
of program success indicators. Perhaps typical of the formal evaluations are those of the
Veterans Administration evaluations of both the Domiciliary Care for Homeless Veterans and
the Homeless Chronically Mentally ill Veterans programs, which contain both in Implementa-
tion, or process, analysis snd an analysis of program effects. Other agencies with rigorous
evaluation efforts include the health agenciesNIAAA, N1MH Research Demonstration Pro-
gram for Homeless Mentally Ill Adults and Familiesthe Department of LaborJob Training
for the Homelessand HUD's Supportive Housing Demonstration Program, all programs with
measureable outcomes.

Program Management

Finally, Federal agencies must collect routine program data to ensure proper funds
management. These data are of limited use for policy making, though program evaluations
often do make use of these data for sampling purposes. Typically, these data am not of high
quality, with the possible exception of funds obligation and drawdown data from agency
financial data systems.

Pragram management data, including counts of clients, beds, service units, and so one, are
required by agencies to be reported directly by grant recipients, without intevening layers of
data aggregation. In contrast to program evaluation data requirements, these data are limbed,
reflected the narrow purpose for their collection. Ttte lower end of the quality range is
represented by the FEMA requirements. Each of FEMA`s almost 10,000 grantees must submit
annual reports designed simply to allow the agency to verify program eligibility and allow a
funds audit. There is no standard format in which to report the number of persons served,
shelter provided, number of meals, end SO on.

HUD requires rather more information of their grantees, which on average appear to be
somewhat larger and more sophisticated than FEMA's recipients. HUD does providea standard
form, and requires a fairly detailed report of expenditures according to eligible projectactivities.

COORDINATED INTERAGENCY INFORMATION COLLECTION

Most, if not all, of these efforts have been initiated and continued in relative isolation: date
respondents, units of measure, and data coverage are driven by agency-specific policy and
program objectives. There are two general types of cost incurred by failure to think more
broadly about the potential for more general information sharing, conceivably including
coordinated data collection. First, agencies cut themselves off from potentially rich sources of
insight about the potential effectiveness of their own programs if they ignore evaluative
findings from programs with similar clientele. Second, minden with shared grantees who
serve this clientele know almost nothing about the delivery network for their programs if they
do not share data on overlaping sources of support. In the latter instance, failure to coordinate
collection also increases the cost of compliance to grantees to the degree that they tap multiple
funding sources.

Thus, there are at lout two potentially large areas of overlap across agencies in terms of
information needs for policy development program evaluation, and program management
overlap of grantees and overlap of clients. We still don't know enough about agency
information needs and requirements to state for sure where these overlaps occur. Neverthe-
less, there appear to be several promising areas in which to start

Because overlap of client is an easier area to address, III start there. There ere several
program evalustions currently being conducted for populations with special needs; those of
Labor, NOAH, NIAAA, and Veterans, mentioned above. At the same time, HUD hes the task of
overall policy and program management for the Supportive Housing Demonstration, and the
newly authorized Shelter-Plus-Care program. Both serve a clientele that is more thoroughly
researched by these other agencies. In this instance, however, one suspects that formal
arrangements for information sharing would not be appropriategiven the episodic character of
this type of information collection and analysis.
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Far more promising in terms of client overlap are ongoing information systems that record
shorootorilitios of misted PoPuliftionsthe American Housing Survey, for example, or the
Survey of Income Program Participation. The Bureau of the Census and HUD are testing
questions on previous episodes of homelessness for the American Housing Survey. Thus,
beginning with the 1992 survey, we will hive nationally representative data on prior homeless-
ness among domiciled U.S. households, which puts us a far way toward developing national
estimates of the at-risk population.

Overlap of grantees Is a much more ccmplicated issue. Three programsHUD's Emergency
Shelter Grants, FEW'S Emergency Food and Shelter Grants, and HHS's Emergency Commu-
nity Services Block Grantdirectly fund homeless shelter and services providers. (HUD's
Supplemental Assistance to Facilities to Assist the Homeless also includes emergency service
providers among its grantees.) Theoretically, a single homeless shelter could be a recipient of
all three programs, but the degree of overlap among programs is impossible to estimate. Ali of
these programs collect more or less the same information from their grantees, with varying
dew,e of completeness: in FEMA's case the requi.-1, d information is minimal, though more
complete date may be reported by some grantees. In HUD's case, the information is more
extensive. in both cases, data are reported directly by recipient organizations to the end user.
HUD or FEMA's fiscal agent. The HHS data, however, are reported first by organizations to
states, which then aggregate these data for Federal reporting purposes.

If the overlap is small, then coordinated reporting, however desirable for analysis purposes
at the national level, probably isn't worth the extraordinary effort required to achieve collabo-
ration among agencies. Would this overlap remain small with the inclusion of other programs
likely to fund homeless assistance through these providers? Both HUD's Community Develop-
ment Block Grants, and HHS's Community Services Block Grants, potentially could fund these
organizations. Unlikely as it may be, an organization could be faced with filing reports to five
different agencies in any year. (That additional state- or locally-funded programs could be
funded es well will be discussed in the next section.)

Now overlay onto the program reports, information that is requested locally for preparation
of the CHAP or other local homeless policy planning document Under current regulations, local
recipients of Emergency Shelter Grant monies are required to file a CHAP that inventories
facilities. As a rule, facility capacity is the core data element included in the inventory, but some
communities add client counts, including unduplicated client counts, by characteristics (indi-
viduals, families, children, etc.) for each facility. Again, this is information that also will have to
be submitted to Federal funders anrovay. Is the CHAP the appropriate vehicle for coordinated
collection?

In mid-November, 1990, The Urban Institute convened a meeting of agency representatives
to discuss opportunities for shared collection of homeless information. Over the coming
months, we intend to pursue this issue further. Among the qtestiona to be addressed in
projecting whether coordinated information collection is feasible are:

How much would some form of combined reporting t expected to improve data quality;
e.g., through consistent definition of data elements?

What are the barriers to interagency coordination of data collection; e.g., the special
concerns of human service agencies v. physical development agencies?

How difficult will it be to combine local agency-level aggregate data required for some
programs with project-level grant reporting data required for others?

What kind of mechanism would be needed to collect data across agencies? How well can the
CHAP perform this role? What kinds of institutionalized support would be needed to validate
data?

If extraordinary effort is required to achieve date consistencyIf this means counts or other
mandated reportingft must be backed by extraordinary claims for the potential gain. And the
more abstract the objective, which practically, means general policy development rather than
applied program evalaution, the more carefully such claims must be tested.

27
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LOCAL PRACTICES AND DIFFICULTY OF COMPLIANCE

The discussion thus far has focused on cooperation among Federal agencies. Much of what
the Federal agencies are able to collect, however, is dependenton other levels of government.
The block grant programs are run through States or entitled local jurisdictions, so information
is collected and reported accordingly. The same holds true for the data assembled and
reported in the CHAP. Any Federal agency attempts to coordinate data collection necessarily
will be affected by local willingness to comply.

Readiness to provide program information is both a fairness and a data quality issue. If local
governments face extraordinary costs as a result of Federal information requirements, equity
dictates that these costs somehow be compensated. (Though Federal agencies may argue,
alternatively, that local government including state governments, es a matter of course should
collect certain kinds of information if they are to run programs intelligently.) Nevertheless, if
data collection is burdensome, data quality will suffer. Grantees or local reporting agencies will
only weakly attend to the validity and completeness of reported information once the cost of
collection exceeds local standards of appropriateness.

Thus, feasibility of coordinated collection has local, as well as Federal dimensions, and these
can be formulated in the same terms: are there substantial overlaps in data collection
objectives? Are costs manageable? The added cost of coordinated data reporting, if any, is
offset by correspondence between local and Federal data needs, but is aggravated by
disjuncture.

Of course, the local costs of compliance would vary widely across localities, providers, and
the types, frequency, and coverage of data to be collected. It is expected that the shared
Federal information, if h implies coordinated data definitions and standards of date quality,
almost certainly would imply shifts in local compliance burden. For some grantees, quite
clearly, this shift would be downward, if they currently report to a number of funders. For
others, the burden will increase, for example, if they currently do not report at all. Again, just as
the feasibility of combined reporting at the Federal level depends on consistency of objectives

across agencies, local ability to respond effectively to Federal requirements is tied to how well
these requirements also serve state and local planning and management needs. If at all
possible, Federal requirements should reinforce kVAl efforts to obtain and use quality data.

We know that extensive overlap in some states is inevitable. A recent homeless assistance
brochure put out by the State of Michigan, for example, lists some 18 Federal programs
available in Michigan for assistance to the homeless, and 21 state programs. Some of the state
program names are simply the state's label for the Federal funding program, also listed. How
much reporting overlap this entails is not clear, though as programs proliferate, we suspect that
the variety of reporting requirements placed on localities, and providers, will multiply as well.
Some states have attempted to coordinate data collection for a range of grantees. The State of
Texas, for example, attempted an interagency effort to collect information on the sheltered
homeless population statewide. With four agencies involved in the effort, tradeoffs were
inevitable, and likened by one agency official as "injuring four birds with one stone."

We are not, as yet, very far along in determining what the scope of local data collection is.
We know from the CHAPS that HUD has reviewed that some eommunities currently collect data
on their program clientele that would exceed any likely Federal requirement for estimating the
population served. We also know that other communities do little. We clearly need to know
more about the following:

How well are local agency data and reporting integrated into state or local CHAPS? Is there
any evidence that local agencies have attempted to coordinate data collection and local
reporting efforts?

Are there areas where Federal data collection efforts can be augmented to include data of
use to state and local governments? Are there opportunities for special, ongoing, data
collection efforts in selected states or localities that would contribute to Federal policy?

Can we generally characterize the current practice of state and local counting efforts in terms
of methodologies and instruments? How large are the differences in definition and technique
of doing street counts, shelter counts, and estimates of those at imminent risk?
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Are there date collection alternatives that are more cost efficient, or correspond better to
agency or provider internal tracking and reporting? For example, are there types of data that
are more easily collectible, and can be made to proxy other, harder-to-collect data?

What are the capacity limits to efficient data collection practices for variou: categories of
grantee? Are multiple collection methods and standards appropriate? How serious are the
tradeoffs in date quality if standards are relaxed for various categories of respondent?

One suspects that there are data gathering and reporting models that would satisfy more
than one consumer of information. For example, we know there are linked shelter networks in
some communities that allow tracking of clientele acrou providers, allowing a fairly complete
assessment of the local sheltered homeless population. We also suspect that over time, this
kind of innovation will diffuse. Whether these models are good enough or diffusion will be rapid
enough to support the kinds of broad information sharing for policy purposes es contemplated
here is unclear. What does seem clear is that if this kind of data becomes readily available to
Federal policy makers, it will be first because it is useful to local ones.
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What to Look for in Studies That Try to
Count the Homeless

Martha R. Burt
The Urban Institute

I have been given a fascinating task, to summarize for you a summary of seven summaries
of seven extensive research projects. Should I miss anything, the accompanying "Overview of
Seven Studies That Counted or Estimated Homeless Populations" should fill in the gaps.

Our intent in preparing this material was very pragmatic. If you are a person who reeds
reports of studies that tried to count the homeless, you can think of this as "how to read a
report." That is, we have tried to highlight specific factors you should look for in evaluating the
meaning of the count or estimate the report presents. And for those of you who write these
reports, we would very much like you to take this presentation seriously as "how to write a
report," meaning what information needs to be included so that your readers can make
accurate and appropriate use of your study and its results. Even better would be to see people
who are about to launch a new study using these guidelines to make conscious decisions about
their methodologies so that the information they produce will be maximally useful to policy
makers.

Purpose

Our purpose in compiling this summary was to understand the different methods used in
studies that estimated or counted the homeless, and the effects of these methods on the counts
that result. This is A useful and necessary exercise because there are far too many conflicting
numbers and rates floating around. The lay public, policy makers and politicians do not know
what to believe, and half the time we researchers don't know either.

A good part of the problem is the slipperiness of "truth" in this area. We do not have a
simple, agreed-upon definition of homelessness. And as we go forom the core of the concept to
its periphery, there is less and less agreement about who should be counted and who should
be left out. We do quite well at counting people in shelters, assuming we have sone agreement
on what types of facilities should be included as shelters. We do reasonably well at counting
people who use other services, after adopting some criteria of who should be included as
homeless. We do far less well at counting people who are not in shelters or using other
homeless servicesthose on the streets, because they do not want to be found or finding them
might be dangerous, and others, including the doubled-up, because we cannot agree on
definitions.

The seven studies reviewed here all used some reasonably sophisticated way of counting
the homelessthey can be considered "second generation" studies, after the initial very
simple efforts undertaken earlier in the 1980s. They are: (1) Barrett Lee and the Nashville
Coalition for the Homeless' repeated enumerations of Nashville's homeless, beginning in
December 1983; (2) Rossi's 198511986 study of Chicago; (3) the Urban Institute's study of
homeless users of soup kitchens and shelters in U.S. cities with populations of 100,000 or
more; (4) the Rand Corporation's study of 3 California counties; (5) James' two studies of
Colorado; (6) the Census Bureau's count of the homeless on S-night 1990; and (7) RTI's
upcoming study of the homeless as part of the Washington DC Metropolitan Area Drug Study.

:30
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We tried to identify several major areas on which these studies differed, and note the
consequences. The areas, summarized in the "overview," were:

When the study was done
Sources of data for the estimate's
Types of estimates made
Screening procedures used (operational definition of homelessness)
Locations (and Therefore categories of people) included or excluded
Methodological influence's on under- and over estimates *ratification, search pro-
cedures, payment)

When the Study Was Done

77ma of yearMoststudies were done in the fall or winter, but James' was done in April, and
RTI's will be done in February through May. It is hard to know what interpretation to put on
different calendar months. Presumably people did studies in fall or winter because the concern
for the homeless is highest then, or possibly because the assumption was made that anyone
homeless in the winter truly did not have any other place to go. Yet it is not ata0 clear whether
the numbers of homeless vary throughout the year, or whether different types of people are
homeless at different seasons. At any rate, make note of the time of year when data were
collected.

Year doneThe earliest of these studies (Lee) was done in late 1903, and has been repeated
semi-annually thereafter. Otherwise the earliest (Rossi) was done in fall 1905. To the extent that
one believes ft possible that the numbers of homeless people have increased over the decade
of the 1980s, the year of the study I. important. Presumably later studies will have higher
numbers (or rates), if indeed the population has grown.

Time period of data collectionTwo studies, Lee and the Census Bureau, collected ail of
their data on one night. Rand and James did their data collection in one week or less. Rossi's
data collection periods were two weeks long, the Urban Institute'swas five weeks long, and
RTrs will be four months long.

The hisue is: if a data collection period is longer than one night, the researchers must deal
with the potential for duplicate counting, as ft might affect the size of the estimate. The five
studies that collected data over longer periods of time used one or more of the following
approaches to unduplicating: obtaining individual identifiers, with subsequent search for
duplicates and elimination of one set of responses; asking potential respondents if they had
already been interviewed; finishing a single block, geographical area or facility in one night;
obtaining service use and sleeping pattern data es part of the interview and statistically
reducing the influence of those who had more than one opportunity to be selected.

if you are looking at a study in which data were collected over a relatively long period of time,
and no effort has been made to unduplicate, you should expect that the study hos produced an
overestimate.

Sources of Data

No expert testimonyNone of the studies reviewed relied on expert testimony for their
estimates. The opinions of service providers and advocates are notoriously unreliable and
inaccurate. Providers simply do not know how many homeless people are in the community
beyond the group of people they serve, unless they are referringto a local study that produced
relatively unbiased estimates. In that case, find the study and use its estimates, not those of the
providers. 31
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Enumeration (counts without intanriews)The Nashville studies were designed to enumer-
ate homeless people without interviewing anyone, based on the expert judgment of the
enumerators, who are all members of the Nashville Coalition for the Homeless. In two other
studies. Raod's and the Census Bureau's S-Night, some people were counted without being
interviewed. In the Rand study the people intervied were a deliberate sample of the total
population enumerated. On &night, Census enumerators enumerated people without inter-
viewing them when the people were asleep or judged incapable of being interviewed.
Enumerations without interviews, or with only very short and limited hiterviews as in the case
of the Census, may provide a count but usually provide little additional information about the
homeless people observed. Their utility for service planning for selected segments of the
homeless population is thus limited.

Probability sample with weightingAll of the other studies used some form of probability
sample with weighting. The weighting, being the inverse of the probability of selection into the
sample, provides the basis for developing an estimate of population size. Since it is very
unlikely that anyone will successfully carry out a self-weighting study of the homeless (even if
they design the study to be self-weighting), if you are looking at a study using probability
methods and no weighting was done, ask why.

Types of Estimates Made

Point prevalenceVoim prevalence" is the number of people who have a given condition
at a particular point in timein this case, homelessness. Ail of the studies reviewed gave point
prevalence estimatesthat is, they reported the number of homeless people they counted or
estimated at the time of their data collection.

Other estimatesMany of the studies also used information obtained through interviews
with homeless people to develop other estimates, ail of which are based on extrapolations from
a point prevalence estimate plus information on length of homelessness obtained through
interviews. That is, these other estimates ere not based on repeated measurements throughout
a year's time period.

"Annual incidence" is the number of people entering the state of homelessness during the
year. The studies that reported a figure for annual incidence usually developed that figure in the
following way. They asked people how long they had been homeless. They then took the
number of people who said they hod been homeless for less than a month (that is, they became
homeless within the month prior to the interview), and multiplied by 12, assuming the same
number of people became homeless in each month of the year as became homeless in the
month before the interviewing took place. The product (newly homeless in 1 month x 12) was
reported as annual incidence.

"Annual prevalence" is the number of people who have been homeless at some time during
the year. It includes two componentsthose who were already homeless at the beginning of
the year, and those who became homeless during the year (the "annual incidence" described
above). The studies that reported annual prevalence usually added dwir estimate of the
currently homeless who had been homeless for more than one month to their estimate of
annual incidence to create an annual prevalence figure.

When annual incidence and prevalence are estimated in the ways just described, they are
very likely to be overestimates, because they rest on the assumption that people only enter the
state of homelessness once during the year. Yet several studies that have attempted to follow
homeless people over time report significant "revolving-door" experiences with homeless-
ness, often within very short periods of time; other studies that have asked people about their
histories of homelessness report that about helf of the currently homeless have had prior
episodes of homelessness.
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Therefore one might take point prevalence estimates to be lowerbound"estimates, as most
research reports caution, because some number of the homeless are certain to have been
missed by available enumeration or estimation mere %yds. But ohs should probably look at
annual incidence and prevalence estimates as "upper-bound" or et least "middle-range"
estimates as they are calculated given the data available from existing studies, because they are
not able to unduplicate for people who enter homelessness more than once during the year.

Screening Procedures

When reading a report of a homeless study, look for the procedures the researchers used to
identify the homeless and separate them from the non-homeless. When writing a report,
describe these procedures fully. These procedures are often not described clearly enough in
written reports to make it possible for a reader to compare one study to another and know
whether they counted the same types of people or not.

Two of the studies reviewed, Lee and the Census Bureau's S-night procedures, used no
screener. Lee used the expert judgments of Coalition for the Homeless enumerators to identify
the homeless. The Census Bureau took another tack entirely--they refused to define home-
lessness. Instead, they identified locations where homeless people were likely to be found, and
counted people in those locations, excluding only those people "engaged in moneymaking
activities" and people in uniform from these counts. Users of these data can make any
argument they want as to who is homeless, and aggregate thecounts from different locations.
People will be able to use different definitions for different purposes. But they will have to make
their inclusion/exclusion decisions explicit, and defensible to their audiences. In some ways this
is the most flexible approach, since it allows the user to make the definitional decisions. It would
be even more valuable had the enumeration included people sleeping in cars or other vehicles.

All of the remaining studies reviewed used *crooners. Since Rossi was one of these and
three of the remaining four (Urban Institute, RAND, RTI) adapted Roars screener with some
modifications, it is not surprising that they look somewhat similar. They counted as homeless
people who had no home or permanent place of their own to stay (meaning they rented or
owned it themselves), and no regular arrangement to stay at someone else's place. RAND and
RTI, which did street searches, also excluded from enumeration people "engaged in money-
making activities," people in uniform, and people obviously carrying out their 110111100 jobs (e.g.,
janitors, paper delivery people). The Urban institute did not do estreet search, and had no
exclusionary rule other than that implied by the screener.

All screeners proceeded with step-by-step questions that clarified most potential points of
confusion (e.g., if someone said they had a place of their own, but that turned out to be a park
bench or a bed in a shelter, they would be counted as homeless) before classifying someone
as homeless or not homeiess. None of the *crooners asked people explicitly whether they
considered thernsmves .tomeless. None of the studies validated their *crooners that is, the
information given by respjndents was not checked to determine its accu- -y.

The studies by James used different screening methods. The 1988 study interviewed all
people at souplines, and then separated the homeless from the non-homeless based on their
interview responses to a question about having permanent place of their own. If they said
"no," or if they said "yes" but it was someone else's place, they did not contribute to the rent,
and they used souplines, they were counted as homeless. In the 1990 study they were
screened prior to interviewing, and included as homeless if they said they had n ermanent
place to stay (if they said they did have a permanent piece, even if that place was letter they
were not counted as homeless).

Locations (and Categories of People) Included or Excluded

Researchers often used sereeners to exclude people outside the study's definition of
homeless. Selection of search locations is another way of deciding which people will be
included in or excluded from a count of the home:ass. If do not go to battered women's
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shelters, to voucher hotels, or to conventional dwelling units, then battered women, homeless
families staying in hotels on vouchers, and "doubled-up"situations for the precariously housed
will be excluded from the homeless pooulatkm. Some of the studies also contained some other
exclusionary criteria. Locations or types of people may be excluded for severil reasonsthe
most common are resource constraints (not searching low-probability blocks; not doing a
street search) and differing takes on the broader reaches of a definition of the homeless (such
as people in doubled-up situations, or people in treatment or criminal justice facilities).

Doubled-upOf the studies reviewed here, none but James in the 1988 Colorado study
attempted to include people in doubled-up situations. A recent Houston study not reviewed
here (The Resource Group, 1989) is the only study I know of that attempted a systematic,
probabiliti-based approach to estimating the precariouslyhoused doubled-up population. This
study included a personal interview that obtained screener information, which the researchers
used to separate the stable doubled-up from the precariously doubled-up.

YouthMost of the studies reviewed either seriously undercounted youth (under 18 but on
their owni.e., not with a parent)or explicitly excluded them from the study. RAND was explicit
in screening out anyone under 18; so was Rossi in the fall 1985 data collection period. Several
studies did not include shelters designed to serve runaway or homeless youth in their sampling
frame, although they may have encountered and interviewed some homeless youth in their
street searches or interviews in other sondes sites.

VehiclesThe Census Bureau explicitly excluded people sleeping in vehicles from its
counts. All other studies that used street searches did count people sleeping in vehicles. The
Urban Institute study included some people who slept in vehicles, if they also used soup
kitchens or periodically used shelters.

Voucher programsSeveral studies did not include voucher hotels or motels in their
sampling frame of shelters, even though the study locations included programs that paid for
hotels or motels for homeless people.

Bettered women's programsMost studies included battered women's shelters in their
homeless shelter sampling frame; Rossi did not although there were such facilities in Chicago;
RAND did not because there were no such facilities in their counties.

Residential treatment or criminal justice facilitlesonly two studies, Lee and RTI, included
people in these types of facilities. They used a screener to separate those who did not have a
usual home elsewhere (the homeless) from those who did.

Geographical areas of citySome studies did not search low-probability blocks (RAND), or
most locations beyond the downtown area (Lee), or locations not pre-identified as places
where one would be likely to find homeless people (Census, James). The Urban Institute study
did not do a street search at all.

People not using swvicesThe Urban Institute study included homeless people who used
soup kitchens and shelters, but did not do a probability-based street search, and no non-service
users are included in the estimate based on the weighted survey results. James also based
much of his Colorado methodology on service users only. %Vetere he did not, in one component
of his estimate where he develops a number for non-service users, I believe his methodology
is incorrect He bases his estimate of this component on a finding about the proportion of
people he interviewed on the streets who reported that they did not use servicesbut he does
not appear to have a defensible way to get from that proportion to the size of the non-service-
user universe.

The reader needs to be careful in comparing studies because these "omitted categories" are
not mutually exclusive, and there is an undetermined, and probably undeterminable, amount of
overlap across studies. For instance, the Urban Institute study included people who used soup
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kitchens but did not use shelters (29 percent of the sample). They slept in all the places usually
thought of as "street" locatiols. Thus the Urban Institute study included people sleeping in
parks, cars, bus stations, tents, highway tunnels, etc. if they usedsoup kitchens, but not if they
didn't. It is impossible to tell precisely what proportion of the street population (i.e., non-shetter
users) was thus included in the Urban Institute estimate, but it would certainlybe more than in
a study that only went to shelters.

Methodological Influences

StratificationRossi, RAND and Dennis/RTI used a method for determining the size of the
non-shettered homeless population that stratifies city blocks by the probability of finding
homeless people in them, and then uses different sampling fractions to sample high, medium
and low probability blocks. The studies' estimates are highly dependent on useful definitions
and accurate identification of high, medium and low probability blocks. Even among these
three studies, high, medium and low were defined differently, and different strategies were
followed for sampling from the strata. RAND did not go to low probability blocks ("zero tracts")
at all, although they did do a validity check of this decision, and found one or two homeless
people in these zero tracts. Rossi and RTI went/will go to blocks in all three strata, but Rh, wilt
commit more of its resources to the high probability blocks, whereas the resources in the Rossi
study were more evenly distributed. One of the consequences of including more low-
probability blocks is a lower rate of encountering homeless people. Rossi's study identified only
1 homeless person out of 10 people screened on the streets, compared to a 140-2 ratio for
most other studies, that concentrated more on high-probability locations.

In any sample, sampling error increases when few selected cases represent a large stratum.
Low-probability blocks are the largest stratum in these three studies; it is a judgment call how
many blocks are "enough" to represent the stratum. That judgment cell will be influenced by
available resourcesthus RAND decided not tr go to zero tracts at all, rather than to use limited
resources on searching tracts likely to have very low payoff. In the Urban Institute study, small
cities (those between 100,000 and 250,000) were the biggest stratum (118 of the 178 cities over
100,000), but were represented by only 5 cities in the final sample of 20, due to resource
constraints. The consequence was that the estimates of the sizeof the homeless population in
small cities had much more sampling error than estimates for strata of larger cities. A repeat of
this study would produce a better estimate if it expanded the sample size to 30 cities and put
all of the extra 10 into the small city stratum.

Search ProceduresThe procedures used to find homeless people during street enumer-
ations will influence the number of people found, and therefore the estimate of the size of the
homeless population. The searchers' diligence, fearlessness, knowledge, thoroughness, com-
mitment, and conviction of the importance of finding people will all influence the results. More
of all these things will produce higher estimates. Other search procedure influences are the
degree to which interviewers operate on stereotypes rather than inquiry (e.g., sidpping people
who do not look" homeless, even when their instructions are to screen everyone), and rules
for skipping (e.g., "engaged in money-making activities," in uniform, providing services). Also,
the structure of the search may affect diligence, fearlessness, etc. When people go out in teams
of several people each, they may be more fearless, diligent and thorough than if they are in
teams of two, each of whom may be conducting an interview at the same time, thus leaving
each open to possible trouble.

PaymentThere is little question that paying respondents increases response rates. All of
the studies reviewed here that required personal interviews with the homeless paid people to
complete the interviews, with the exception of the Census Bureau's S-night. As a consequence,
the Census Bureau got turned down more often. Individuals who refused to complete Census
interviews were still counted, and minimal demographic data were recorded for them (e.g., sex,
race, approximate age), but no other information could be obtained. Lee did not pay people,
since the Nashville studies did not conduct interviews, and had little or no direct contact with
the people enumerated.
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Conclusion

Users of research are urged to take great care in drawing inferences, generalizing, end
comparing across studies. Producers of research and research reports are urged to think
carefully when designing a study about all the issues discussed above, and to describe your
procedures in detail. It is not enough to say "a screener was used." Weneed to know what the
inclusion and exclusion criteria were. This will make your work most useful to other research-
ers, planners and policy makers.

No one has done the perfect study of homelessness, and no one is likely to do so. Both
resource constraints and the slipperiness of the definition of homelessness (and its different
meanings in different policy contexts) make this prediction almost certain. Therefore, we can do
ourselves and the consumers of our research a favor if we accept these two facts and act
reasonably in our production and use of information about homelessness and homeless
people.
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OVERVIEW

This overview provides a shorthand comparison of seven studies that counted the homeless
or developed estimates of the size of the, homeless population. The studies were chosen as
examples of the various methods used to count homeless persons during the late 1110300 and
1990. The information in this overview was derived from researcher responses to a series of
questions about their studies. The questions (referred to as the "Grid") and their responses are
included here.

Several key points of comparison were selected, including: Who did the study; where and
when the study was done; the length of the date colk.ction period, sources of data for
estimates, end types of estimates or counts produced; what types of people are included or
excluded from the counts/ estimates; and the likely sources of under- or overcounting.

WHO DID ME STUDY (PI, area covered, organizational auspices)

1. Barrett LH/NashvilleNashville Coalition for the Homeless

2. Peter Rossi/ChicagoUniversity of Maur, '-usetts Social and Demographic Research
institute

3. Martha Burt/Urban United StatesUrban Institute

4. Georges iternee/3 California CountiesThe RAND Corporation

5. Franklin James/ColoradoColorado Coalition for the Homeless (1988 study), Colorado
Governor's Coordinating Council for Housing end the Homeless (1990 study)

6. Census Bureau/United StatesCensus Bureau

7. Michael Dermis/Washington DC MSAResearch Triangle Institute (RTI)

YEAR AND TIME PERIOD OF DATA COLLECTION

1. Barrett Lee/Nashvillesingle night, in late December 1983, 1985, 1988,1987, 1988, 1989;
and in late June 1984, 1986, 1987, 1988, 1989 and 1990.

2. Peter Rossi/Chicagotwo weeks each, in September 1985 and February 1986.

3. Martha Burt/Urban United Statesfive weeks beginning March 1, 1987.

4. Georges Vrnez/3 California CountiesOrange County, weak of September 15,1987;
Yolo County, week of October 19, 1987; Alameda County, weekof October 25, 1987 and
a second enumeration without survey in week of January 11, 1988.

5. Franklin James/Coloradoabout a week each, in early and late April, 1981 mid-April
1990.

6. Census Bureau/United Stateslate night of March 20 and early morning of March 21,
1990.

7. Michael Dennis/Washington DC MSA-64 randomly sampled nights/mornings bstwee,n
February and May 1991.

SOURCES OF DATA FOR ESTIMATES

1. Barrett Lee/NashvilleCount/enumeration. Counts of "street" people observed and
believed to be homeless by researchers (members of the Nashville Coalition for the
Homeless, in 5-8 teems) plus enumeration of people in shelters, missions, transient SRO
rooms and other facilities based on provider information. No direct contact with the
homeless people enumerated.
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2. Peter Rossi/ChleagoEstimates from probability sample. Shelter sample: shelters sam-
pled proportional to capacity, residents sampled randomly from rosters; street sample: city
blocks sampled proportional to their probability of containing homeless people, respon-
dents selected by screening all persons encountered for homelessness, then interviewing
all who said they were homeless.

3. Myths Brwt/Urban United StatesEstimates from probability sample. Service user
sample: cities selected proportional to size of their poverty population within region/size
strata from universe of all cities over 100,000 in 1984; shelters and soup kitchens selected
proportional to capacity within size/type strata from complete list of facilities within city
limits; respondents selected randomly from shelter or soup kitchen users.

4. Georges Vernu/3 Ca Mamie Counties Countienumeration for shelters (with accompa-
nying sampling for interviews); estimates based on counts for sampled blocks, for streets.
Shelters: enumeration of residents of all shelters in each county on a typical night, obtained
from shelter providers. Street population: multi-stage sampling, first selecting census
tracts, then census blocks (stratified according to probability of finding homeless persons),
then screened all individuals encountered, counted end interviewed homeless ones.

5. Franklin James/ColoradoEstimates from probability samples.

6. Census Bursau/United States Countienumeration. Emergency shelter and street loca-
tions in the United States identifted by national administrative records and local informants
es containing homeless people. Selected other components identified in regular census
operations.

7. Michael Dennis/Washington DC MSAEstimates from probability samples. Time sample:
4 randomly sampled days per weell. Shelter sample: shelters sampled proportional to
average capacity and clients systematically sampled from intake roster for entire night
Street sample: census tracts sampled proportional to the expected density of homeless
people, then census blocks sampled proportional to expected density of homeless people,
then interviewing everyone encountered on those blocks who is screened in as homeless.

TYPE OF ESTIMATE(8) MADE AND REPORTED

("Point prevalence" is number of people homeless on a given night, "Annual incidence" is
number of people becoming homeless in given year. "Annual prevalence" is the sum of those
who became homeless during the year (annual incidence) plus those people who were already
homeless at the beginning of the year.)

1. Barrett Leo/NashviliePoint prevalence at intervals over 7 years (so far).

2. Peter Rossl/ChicagoPoint prevalence, annual incidence, annual prevalence.

3. Mirth- Burt/Urban United StatesPoint prevalence, seven-day prevalence, annual inci-
denct mual prevalence.

4. Georges Vernez/3 California CountiesPoint prevalence, annual incidence, annual prev-
alence.

5. Franklin James/ColoradoPoint prevalence.

6. Census Bureau/United StatesPoint prevalence.

7. Michael Dannis/Washington DC MSAPlennee estimates: 30 day, 12 month and lifetime
prevalence, annual incidence, and estimates nom capture-recapture methodology. Life-
time and annual prevalence alst estimated from other population samples from prisons,
schools, nursing homes, hospitals, jails and group quarters.

SCREENING PROCEDURES

(All studies assumed shelter residents were homeless. Screening procedures apply only to
street or soupline situations.)
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1. Barrett Lee/Nashvilleno screener, relied on enumerator judgment.

2. Peter Rossi/Chicagresident of Cook County, did not rent or own conventional dwelling
and had no free access to one.

3. Martha Burt/Urban United Statesdid not have "own place" (house, apartment or room
paid for by self or own family) or a regular arrangement (5 or more days a week) to stay at
someone else's place.

4. Georges Vernes/3 Ca Mulls Countiesno one under 16; did not have own place or
regular access to someone else's place.

5. Franklin Jamn/Colorado-1988: no screener at data collection time; homeless people
identified in analysis if 1) said they had no permanent place of their own; 2) said they had
permanent place but it was not their own, end they used shelters or souplines. 1990:
screened out if said they had permanent place to stay (even if that place was a shelter);
otherwise, considered homeless.

6. Census Bureau/United Statesno screener, excluded anyone in uniform or engaged in
money-making activities.

7. Michael Dennis/Washington DC MSAdid not have own place or regular access to
someone eise's place; includes people who are moving from place to place or are trading
sex for shelter; excludes persons engaged in Illegal activities (e.g., prostitutes, drug
dealers, people breaking and entering) or people providing services (e.g., police, taxi
orivers, delivery people, building maintenance people).

CATEGORIES OF PEOPLE COUNTED AS HOMELESS/ POSSIBLE UNDER- OR
OVERESTIMATES DUE TO CATEGORIES

See Table 1 for types of people included in count/estimate. Of these studies only one, that by
James for Colorado, attempted to estimate the numbers of people who would be considered
both "homeless" and living with family or friends." The 1990 Census will provide an
enumeration of households in conventional dwelling units that contain subfamilies or unrelated
individuals, but the Census Bureau does not provide a definition of "homeless" for people in
this situation.

1. Barrett Lee/Nashvillepeople not included: some "street" people outside the downtown
area; people doubled up in conventional dwelling units.

2. Peter Rossi/Chicagopeople not included: people in battered women's or runaway/home-
less youth centers; people in nonhomeless residential settings such as jails, mental health

3. Martha Burt/Urban United Statespeople not included: anyone not using soup kitchens
or shelters in cities over 100,000; anyone living in places of less than 100,000 population;
homeless youth; people in conventional dwelling units unless they use soup kitchens and
do not have a regular arrangement to sleep in the unit; people in non-homeless residential
settings such as jails, mental health facilities.

4. Georges Ifernez/3 California Countiespeople not included: people not literally homeless
(in shelters or "on streets") such as those in SRO., staying with friends, institutionalized,
etc.; people In "zero tracts," those census tracts that were not sampled because key
informants estimated they contained no homelessif they did, then these people were not
counted; people staying in battered women's shelters; people staying in shelters specifi-
cally for youth were not included because no facilities of these types existed in the areas
studied, not because they were excluded from the sampling frame.

5. Franklin James/Coloradopeople not included: homeless youth; adult homeless not
using homeless services, such as people in SROs, crash pads, homes of family or friends
(if they do not use souplines).
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6. Census Bunssu/United Statespeople not included in S-night count: people sleeping in
vehicles; people in shelters or street sites not identified to the Census Bureau prior to
S-n1101t; people in abandoned buildings unless they came out and were counted while the
enumerators were stationed outside the building in the early morning hours (4am - Bam);
homeless in institutional residential settings such as jails, mental health facilities (although
people in these settings MVO enumerated on April 1 in the regular census, they are not
separately identified as "homeless" and no information will indicate whether they have a
regular home elsewhere).

7. Michael Dennis/Washington DC MSAbecause of the parallel surveys of jails, mental
institutions, chemical dependency treatment facilities and conventional dwelling units that
are part of the overall DC*MADS study, all of the shelter, residential and street locations are
included as long as they are in the DC MSA.

METHODOLOGICAL INFLUENCES ON UNDER- OR OVERESTIMATES
(including stratification, search procedures, Parma)

1. Barrett Los/Nashvilleunder-representation of blocks outside the downtown area; use of
observation to count, but no actual contact or screening of respondents may have resulted
in missing some homeless people who do not look typically homeless, or may have
included some people who do look homeless" but are not. No payment

2. Peter Rossi/Chicagostratification plan for prioritizing and selecting blocks led to missing
most of the blocks that had e virtually certain probability of finding many homeless (called
"super-blocks" by Rossi), including blocks where homeless people were very unlikely to be
encountered, and a very low rate of finding homeless people among the people screened
(1 in 10 compared to approximately 1 in 2 for many other studies). Paid $1 for screener and
additional $4 for completed interview. Rossi's experience led other studies based on his
method (Vemez. Dennis) to modify *heir stratification and sampling plan.

3. Martha Burt/Urban United Statesbecause no systematic probability street sample was
attempted, the study missed all street people who did not use a soup kitchen or a shelter
during the study period. It also did not go to cities with populations lower than 100,000, or
to non-MSA areas. Paid $5 for completed interview.

4. Georges Vornez/3 California CountiesStratified blocks by high, medium, low end zero
expectations of finding homeless, based on information from providers, homeless people
and other key informants; only went to high, medium and low blocks. Actually did second
street enumeration in different blocks in Alameda County because found that designation
of low and zero blocks was faulty; found 200 homeless people in these new blocks in
addition to the 295 homeless identified in the first enumeration. Paid $ i for screener and
additional $3 for completed interview.

5. Franklin James/Coloradoused no formal block stratification plan. Used knowledgeable
people from Coalition for the Homeless to identify places where homeless people were
known to sleep. Interviewors/enumerators went to these locations, counted and inter-
viewed everyone they found. Did not try to assess existence of homeless persons in
locations not pre-identified.

6. Census Bureau/United Stateswent to pre-identified locations only, so missed homeless
not at those locations, and were dependent on the cooperation of local informants to
accurately identify non-shelter locations where homeless would be found (supplemented
local information with national lists for shelters). Jurisdictions with a population of less than
50,000 that did not provide any information were not included in S-night. No one sleeping
in vehicles was counted. Enumerators did not go into abandoned buildings, but attempted
to count people as they came out in the morning, which would result in an undercount of
such persons. Adults and children were enumerated separately, not as family units;
tabulations will be shown for "adults with children" based on computer links. Supposed to
interview everyone who was awake; record basic information by observation if not awake
or if unwilling to answer questions. No payment.
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7. Michael Dennis/Washington DC MBAStratification procedures are designed to oversam-
ple census blocks with a high expected density of homeless people (based on municipal
and local expert opinion). People who have been homeless or who have worked with
homeless people will be used as interviewers to insure sensitivity and to identify people
who ore hiding. All people spending a night in emergency shelters and in open spaces
between 4-6am have a known and non-zero probability of being sampled. Will pay $10 for
completed Interviews.

GRID QUESTIONS

Basics

A. When was the study done (year, month)?

B. Who did the study?
Principal Investigator/Director?
Organizational Auspices?
Were interviews contracted out to a survey research organization? If so, which one?

C. What were the study's purposes; why was it undertaken?

D. Who conducted the actual interviews (e.g., homeless people, social services staff, trained
interviewers hired by a survey research organization, etc.)? Did they do the interviews in
pairs/groups, or alone?

E. What kind of training did interviewers receive? How long did it last? Did it include practice
interviews? At sites similar to those to be encountered in the survey itser

F. What geographical areas were covered (which cities, c, Wes, states)?

G. What was the time period of data collection (one night, ob - week's time, over a month's
time, what)? How does the time period of data collection relate to the time period the
estimate covers (e.g., 1-night or 7-day estimate)? Was it intended as a cross-sectional or
longitudinal survey?

Sampling FrameLocations

A. What locations were included?

Overnight/residential institutions
Shelter-type institutions (shelters, domestic violence shelters, subsidized temporary
hotel/motel/apartment, e.g., voucher programs, but not permanent subsidized housing
such es Section 8, ..nd runaway and homeless youth centers)

Non-shelter institutions (e.g., jails, mental health facilities, detoxification centers,
quarter-way, half-way and three-quarters-way houses)

Gray-area institutions
Are Single Room Occupancy (SRO) and hotel rooms paid for with the occu-
pant's own resources included (such as YWCA rooms, residential hotels with
long-term occupants)?

Are transitional and permanent housing projects including group homes, SROs,
apartments or other arrangements that serve the once-homeless included?
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Are long-standing institutions for people displaced by emergency situations
included, such as facilities for abused and neglected children removed from
their homes, or "quickie" arrangements for San Francisco's earthquake victims
included?

What about hospitals housing "boarder babies"?

Non-residential institutions
Soup kitchens, mobile food vans, drop-in centers, health clinics (others?)

Non-institutlonal locations
For example, streets, parks, transportation depots, abaieloned buildings, parked cars,
parts of highway or public transportation systems, parking garages, railroad boxcars.
Or, deographical designators, such as blocks?

Conventionsi dwelling units
To identify and count the "doubled-up" population, however defined.

B. How was sampling frame developed, and its completeness and accuracy (about estimates
of size) determined?

C. How was selection made from units in sampling frame?

D. What are the biases present in the study's choice of research sites? (i.e., what parts of the
homeless population are probably excluded?)

E. Was any attempt made to oversample any population (e.g., women, minority populations)?

SamplingRespondent Selection

A. How were individuals selected at each site?

Randomization issues (take all, fixed skip interval, number interviewed dependent
on size of facility/location, etc., etc.)

Screening procedures (what criteria were used, if any to determine that a potential
respondent was really homeless? Was a potential respondent's financial contribu-
tion a criterione.g., if a respondent paid for a hotel room with own resources, or
contributed to the rem in a doubled-up situation, was s/he counted as homeless?
Whet characteristics would have excluded a potential respondent from the study as
not homeless?)

Were the screening procedures validated in any way to assure they selected truly
homeless people end excluded truly non-homeless people?

B. How were respondents approached? Who was present (interviewer? escort? what typeoff-
duty police, homeless person, staff of shelter or other agency where interviewing was
occurring)?

C. How was the research explained?

D. Were respondents paid? How much? How was *is explained?

E. Did screening or interviewing occur within the hearing of other homeless people, facility
staff, or someone else? if yes, how might this have affected either agreement to participate
in the study or answers to particular questions?
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Finding the "Hidden Homeless"

One purpose in doing this review of counting methologies is to understand which homeless
people are included, and which are excluded, by particular methodological approaches. In
filling out this grid, consider the hidden homeless to be anyone who cannot be found by
surveying the users of shelter-type instftutions (see Sampling FrameLocationsA for types
of facilities in this category). The hidden homeless, by this criterion, would include homeless
people who use soup kitchens but not "theaters; who use health care services but not shelters;
who use no services but sleep in the park; people permanently or semi-permanently"camping
out" in campgrounds, caves, "squatting" in abandoned buildings; sleeping in cars, vans, trucks
or abandoned vehicles; "doubled-up" on an emergency basis in other people's homes, or in
outbuildings such as chicken coops, barns or shacks in rural areas; some people in treatment
or correctional institutions; people sleeping in all-night movies, laundromats, under the bar
after closing time; and so on.

Study methodologies may make no attempt to locate or interview the hidden homeless;
most studies have made some attempt to include some part of this population, using a strategy
that combines selection of sites and selection of individuals. Please describe what part, if any,
of the non-sheltered homeless population your study tried to reach, and how your study did so.

Weighting and Estimation Procedures

A. Were any used? if not, why not?

B. Describe those used. Please include mathematical expressions/formulae.

C. Were any CORRECTIONS made for possible duplicate counting due to: (1) use of more than
one type of facility (e.g., soup kitchen and shelter, shelter and health); (2) use of more than
one facility of a type (e.g., eats at two different soup kitchens ina day); (3) use of one or more
types of facilities although found and interviewed "on the street." Describe them, and their
effects on the final count, if possible. If not, could you make these corrections (did your
procedures yield the information to make such corrections)?

D. Ware any CORRECTIONS made for non-response, of facilities (refusal to allow clients to be
interviewed) or IndWiduals. Describe them, and their effects on the final count. If not, could
you make these corrections (did your procedures yield the information to make such
corrections)?

E. Was any adjustment made for frequency of use over a period of more than one day (e.g., the
Urban Institute's 7-day adjustment). Describe the adjustment and itseffect on the final count.
If not, could you make these adjustments (did your procedures yield the information to make
such adjustments)?

F. Did you make any other adjustments or corrections? Please describe.

G. What are the probable effects of weighting procedures, corrections and adjustments on the
proportion of the homeless likely to be included in the final estimates?

H. How were accompanying children dealt with, in the interviews/data collection and in the
counts?

I. To what universe, if any, is sample generalizable? What population or subpopulations are
estimated? Could standard errors be computed? Were they computed, or was any other
estimation of variance computed? What were the results?

J. Please describe any special estimating techniques, if you used them (such as capture-
recapture).
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NASHVILLE ENUMERATION PROJECT
responses prepared by Barrett Lee

Basics

A. Beginning in December 1983, enumerations have been conducted twice a year, on or
about June 20 and December 20. (There are two exceptions to this rule: no enumerations
were conducted in December 1984 or June 1985.) Through June 1990, 12 enumerations
have been completed.

B. Organizational sponsorship is provided by the Nashville Coalition for the Homeless (NCH),
an umbrella organization comprised of approximately 80 public- and private-sector
serviceproviding agencies. Barrett Lee, formerly of Vanderbilt University, directed the
enumeration project during its first four years and remained an active participant through
the December 1989 count. In recent years, a full-time NCH staff member has assumed the
role of director.

C. The reason for conducting the first enumeration was to produce descriptive demographic
data that could be used in support of a grant proposal to improve the quality of local
health-care facilities and services for the homeless. Since that time, NCH's desire to obtain
up-to-date information on the size and composition of the homeless pc Jlation has been
the principal motivation.

D. Enumerations are conducted on a volunteer basis by NCH members, many of them
street-level service providers in "real life." Five to eight teams, consisting of two to four
persons each, carry out the street portion of the count, while five other people contact
informants at shelters, missions, and similar facilities. (Most of the informants are also NCH
members.) Altogether, 40-50 individuals are involved in data collection activities per
enumeration. Formeei homeless persons have served as guides to the street cour seams
a couple of times, with no appreciable effect on the results.

E. A 90-minute training session and organizational meeting is held before each enumeration.
OriOnally, these sessions were longer, but most volunteers for recent enumerations have
been veterans of earlier ones. Members of the street count teams are reminded about
acceptable visual cues (used in determining if someone is homeless), procedures to
minimize double counting (see below), safety measures, and bureaucratic details (such as
how to fill out the enumeration form correctly). No instruction is given in interviewing
techniques since the enumerators rely exclusively on direct observations, taken in as
unobtrusive a manner as possible.

F. Nashville, Tennessee.

G. Each enumeration is conducted during the time period to which its estimates of population
size and composition pertain: a single night in June or December. The street count takes
place between 3:30 and 5:30 AM, and the tallies kept hy shelter informants refer to the
same night. In short, the design of the enumeration yields "snapshots" or point estimates
rather than cumulative totals.

Sampling FrameLocations

A. The enumerations cover shelters and missions for the homeless, domestic violence
centers, youth centers, vouchered motel rooms, jails, detoxification programs, mental
health facilities, and transient rooms in SRO hotels. All manner of outdoor and noninstitu-
tonal sleeping sites in a 180-block downtown area are also included; this I. the study zone
scoured by the street count teams. One team is usually assigned to sites falling outside the
downtown area but occasionally occupied by the homeless, such as abandoned buildings
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on Music Row, hospital waiting rooms, and some of the city's larger parks. Excluded from
coverage are soup kitchens and other non-residential institutions (which have many
non-homeless clients) and conventional dwelling units.

B. Informant reports and field methods were used to set the boundaries of the downtown
study zone, which continues to have the highest concentration of homeless people in the
city. The list of institutional settings and of sites outside the study zone is periodically
updated by NCH members, service providers, the police, and other informants.

C., E. Not applicable; enumeration (complete count) rather than sample survey design.

D. Homeless persons in noninstitutional sites outside the downtown study zone are probably
undercounted, and those staying temporarily with friends or relatives (the "doubled up")
are missed completely.

SamplingRespondent Selection

A. Except in rare instances, no verbal contact is made with enumeration subjects. (Many are
sleeping when they are counted.) Enumerators decide if a person in a noninstitutional
location is homeless on the basis of visual cues (bundled belongings, Witting clothing,
weathered facial appearance, etc.) and personal knowledge (if the person is recognized by
one of the enumerators as a social service client, periodic shelter dweller, etc.). Informants
at institutional settings with mixed clienteles are instructed to count only thosepeople who
would be without a place to live if discharged the next day.

B. Typically, two members of a street count team move close enough to a subject to be able
to observe his/her sex, race, and approximate age (coded in three categories).The policy
followed throughout the life of the project has been not to enlist the assistance of security
personnel or to permit interested parties (e.g., the media) to accompany enumerators.

C., D., E. Not applicable.

Finding the Hidden Homeless

The street count portion of each enumeration focuses on homeless people sleeping
outdoors and in shanties (along the riverbank), automobiles, railroad boxcars, abandoned
buildings, alleys, bus depots, all-night coffee shops, hospital waiting rooms, the jail (drunk tank),
parks, and public office buildings (post office lobby, courthouse, etc.). Ibis effort is confined
primarily to the downtown study zone.

Weighting and Estimation Procedures

A., B. Not applicable.

C. The following steps have been taken to minimize the risk of double counting or to correct
for its occurrence: 1) the enumeration covers a nighttime period, when the homeless
population is relatively immobile, 2) the street count is conducted In the early morning
hours, before clients are permitted to leave shelters and other institutional settings, 3)
street count teams are assigned to separate, non-overlapping geographic districts, 4) the
time and place of each observation taken during the street count (as well as the
demographic characteristics of the person(s) observed) are recorded on an enumeration
form, and 5) the information from all such forms is later compared to determine if anyone
has been counted in two or more districts; if so, appropriate deductions are made.

D., E., F., G., J. Not applicable.
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H. Children have been included in every enumeration.

The goal of the enumeration projectalthough never fully achievedis to count the total
population of homeless people in Nashville. Results are presented as lower-bound esti-
mates, with explicit recognition that "doubled-up" individuals and some outdoor sleepers
(especially those outside the downtown study zone) have been omitted. The data can be
broken down by sex, race, age, and location.

1985/1986 CHICAGO STUDY
responses prepared by Peter Rossi

Basics

A. Study was undertaken over the period June 1985 through August 1986. Field work took
place at two points: September 1985 and February 1986, each being a separate survey.

B. PI was Peter H. Rossi, Co-PI was Gene A. Fisher. Grants were received from Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation, Pew Memorial Trust and the Illinois Dept of Public Aid. The first 2
grants were given to UMass. SADR1, and the third to NORC. Subcontract for data collection
given to NORC.

C. Purpose of the study was to test out methods for estimating the size and composition of the
homeless population of urban areas. The hopewas that a method could be devised which
could be used in each of the cities in which the foundations had established medical clinics
for the homeless in order to establish the extent to which those clinics 'lore reaching their
target populations.

D. Interviews conducted by interviewers hired and trained by NORC. Pairs of interviewers
accompanied by off-duty policemen.

E. Training accomplished by NORC. I believe each interviewer participated in a treining
session lasting a few days. Contact Sarah Be and Mary Utne O'Brien for details on training.

F. The survey covered the city of Chicago.

G. Each of the surveys was conducted over a two week period, each day's operation was a
sub-sample of the total sample. Interviewers alternated betweenshelter sample end street
sample, the former taking place after the shelter had filled up (usually around 10 PM).
Street samples were undertaken between 1 AM and 6 AM.

Sampling Frame

A. Each survey consisted of two complementary samples:

1. Shelter sample: Exhaustive list of shelters were sampled with probability
proportionate to shelter capacity. Within sampled shelters, rosters of
residents were obtained and names sampled systematically. Specialized
shelters detox, battered women, juveniles, excluded from shelter universe.
No jails, hospitals, etc. included. No SROs included.

2. Block sample: Census blocks for Chicago stratified by expected number of
homeless to be found on the block, based on information furnished by police
precinct community relations officers. Density 1.7ta sampled with ratios
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proportionate to expected homeless density. On blocks so chosen, interview-
ers systematically swept all places on blocks interviewing all persons encoun-
tered, screening for homelessness and interviewing all positives. Interviewers
were to enter each structure on the block, stopping only when confronted by
locked door.

B. Shelter sampling frame developed with welfare agencies, advocate groups, and using
snowball. Final list circulated among knowledgeable persons for correction.

Block stratification accomplished by police given maps of their precincts and asked to classify
all blocks into three density strata.

C. Random selection of shelters and blocks within strata.

D. Biases depend on what you consider to be the proper definition of homelessness. Our
sample did not cover persons doubled up, in SROs or other inexpensive housing, in jails,
mental institutions, etc. It did cover persons sleeping in cars, abandoned buildings,
boxcars, etc as long as interviewers could enter the places in question.

E. No oversampling.

Respondent Selection

A. Shelter respondents selected systematically from rosters.

Street respondent selected by screening all persons encountered with persons designated
as homeless if on that evening they did not rent or own a conventional dwelling unit or had
free access to such places.

In addition, we asked the interviewers to classify each person encountered whether they
considered them to be homeless or not. This opinion was taken into account in producing
an alternative estimate.

B, C. D. In shelters, selected respondents were approached by interviewers, offered a $5
payment and drawn aside to a relatively private spot in the shelter for interviewing.

On the streets, all persons encountered were offered $1 for answering the screener and
additional $4 for answering the full questionnaire. Screening interviews took place on the spot,
in the presence of any others. Full interviewing took place on the spot, with interviewers
attempting to draw respondents aside.

Both street and shelter respondents were asked to participate in a survey on how
Chicagoans were living.

Hidden Homeless

The street sample attempted to find the homeless where they were located. However,
persons living in conventional dwelling units or in places behind locked doors were not
reached, because we did not believe it would be ethical to do otherwise.

Weighting and Estimation Procedures

Note that we computed several estimates as shown in Chapter 3 of Dom and Out in America:
Estimates based on each survey
Estimates based on corrections for un-enumerated segments, such as homeless in jail,

hospital, detox, etc.
Point prevalence and annual prevalence estimates

A, B. Weighting was by conventional methods. See Appendix of Down and Out for details.
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C. We obtained names and SSNs. Duplicates were weeded out by checking for duplicate
SSNs end names.

D. Nonresponse corrections made for nonresponse to &crooners, assuming nonresponders
divided homeless-to-domiciled proportion found among the responders.

E, F. No correction was made for frequency of use, although alternative size estimates were
computed taking into account estimates of the homeless to be found in temporarily in
conventional dus based on respondent retrospective accounts of last week's sleeping
patterns. We used these to estimate homeless in jails, hospitals, temporarily in conven-
tional dwelling units.

G. Adjustments in making alternate estimates (presented in Chapter 3 of Down end Out)
increased estimates from around 2300 to 2700. The effects of adjustments were to
increase the size estimates as shown above.

H. Accompanying children were enumerated and added into estimates as separate category.

I. Universe is City of Chicago. Standard errors (SE's) were computed. See Appendix B of
Down and Out.

J. Because we had two surveys and identifiers we also made estimates based on capture-
recapture methodology. However, the SEs on the estimates were much larger than SEs
based on each of the separate surveys treated as cross sections. The computations are
shown in Appendix to Down and Out.

URBAN INSTITUTE 1887 STUDY
responses prepared by Martha R. Burt

Basics

A. When was the study done (year, month)? March 1987

B. Who did the study?
Principal Investigator/Director? Martha R. Burt

Organizational Auspices? Urban Institute, under contract to USDA, Food and Nubition
Service.

Were interviews contracted out to a survey research organization? if so, which one?

Yes, for the interviews with homeless people Research Triangle Institute. Interviews
with service providers were done by Urban Institute employees.

C. What were the study's purpot,..xs; why was it undertaken?

Official reason: To evaluate the impact of a piece of legislation, the Prepared Meals
Provision, that enabled homeless people to exchange food stamps for prepared meals in soup
kitchens and shelters. Unofficial reason: To get good national estimates of characteristics and
needs of the homeless population.

D Who conducted the actual interviews (e.g., homeless people, social services staff, trained
interviewers hired by a survey research organization, etc.)? Did they do the interviews in
pairs/groups, or alone?
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Trained interviewers hired by RTI. Except in one city, they went to the facility in pairs, and
did the sampling and screening in pairs. The interview itself was conducted with one
interviewer interviewing one client.

E. What kind of training did inZerviewers receive? How long did it last? Did it include practice
interviews? At sites similar to those to be encountered in the survey itself?

Interviewers received two days of training in the use of this particular instrument. They
practiced conducting the intmiew with each other, and received extensive drilling and practice
on the screener and on the food recall portion of the interview. They did not do practice
interviews at service delivery sites. Basic training in Interviewingwas assumed, as they were all
experienced survey interviewers frequently used by RTI in the past. Some, in particular cities
(e.g.. Chicago), had worked on other homeless studies.

F. What geographical areas were covered (which cities, counties, states)?

All soup kitchens and shelters within the city limits of the 20 cities in our sample (New York,
Los Angeles, Philadelphia, Detroit. Chicago, Houston, Atlanta, Birmingham, Cleveland, Mem-
phis, Now Orleans, Pittsburgh, San Jose, St. Louis, Seattle, Bridgeport CT, Reno NV, Madison
WI, Waco TX, Winston-Salem NC).

G. What was the time period of data collection (one night, over a week's time, over a month's
time, what)? How does the time period of data collection relate to the time period the
estimate covers (e.g., 1-night or 7-day estimate)? Was it intended as a crosssectional or
longitudinal survey?

Cross-sectional study. Data collection took place during the month of March 1987, but for
only one session at each location. There is no relation between the period of data collection and
the period of estimate.

Sampling FrameLocations

A. What locations were included?

All soup kitchens and shelters within the city limits of sampled cities that served at least 10
adults, if shelters, or at least 15 adults at their largest meal, if soup kitchens.

Overnight/residential institutions

Shelter-type institutions (shelters, domestic violence shelters, subsidized temporary
hoteVmotellapartment, e.g., voucher programs,but not permanent subsidized housing
such as Section 8, runaway and homeless youth centers)

All shelters for the homeless, all domestic violence shelters, subsidized temporary
voucher programs run by the city in New York and Philadelphia, were in the sampling
frame. In addition, private programs that offered vouchers to hotels or apartments were
in the frame. We later checked with all other cities to see if there were government
voucher programs we missed. Four citiesLos Angeles, Chicago, Cleveland, Pitts-
burghhad such programs in March 1987. We determined that we had missed about
60 single men in Los Angeles and about 300-350 households with children in Chicago
(192) and in the strata represented by Cleveland (10) and Pittsburgh (104).

We did not go to runaway/homeless youth shelters.

Non-shelter institutions (e.g., Jails, mental health facilities, detoxification centers,
quarter-way, half-way and three-quarters-way houses)
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Not in sampling frame.

Gray-area institutions
Are Single Room Occupancy (SRO) and hotel rooms paid for with the occupant's
own resources included (such as YWCA rooms, residential hotels with long-term
occupants)?

The shelter components of these places were in our sample (e.g., if the local Y
had a floor set aside for homeless, or a hotr ' 4ccepted vouchers, we interviewed
the homelessivouchered people. We excL... 4 self-pay individuals.)

In Philadelphia, where the city corbtracted with many board and care homes to
house homeless people, we did go to these places, and interviewed only those
people who were housed under these city contracts for the homeless. In New
York we did the same for city-paid homeless families in hotels.

Are transitional and permanent housing projects including group homes, S130s,
apartments or other arrangements that serve the once-homeless included?

No, but there weren't many of them in existence when we did the study.

Are long-standing institutions for people displaced by emergency situations
included, such as facilities for abused and neglected children removed from their
homes, or "quickie" arrangements for San Francisco's earthquake victims?

No.

What about hospitals housing "boarder babies"?

No.

Non-residential institutions
Soup kitchens, mobile food vans, drop-in centers, health clinics (others?)

All soup kitchens or feeding programs of any kind were included as long as they were
within the city limits. Drop-in centers, health centers or other non-residential institutions
were not included unless they served a regular meal to anyone who wanted to come.

Non-institutional locations
Streets, parks, transportation depots, abandoned buildings, parked cars, parts of
highway or public transportation systems, parking garages, railroad boxcars, or,
geographical designators, such as blocks?

No, not in the probability part of the survey. We did go to five of these places in each
city, identified by local providers and police, where we interviewed a small non-random
sample of homeless people. This part of the data collection is not included in the data
on which our estimates of population size are based. But since only 32 percent of the
homeless identified in these congregating sites had not used a soup kitchen or shelter
within the past week, we did gain some idea of how well our "service user" frame
captured the entire homeless population.

Conventional dwelling units

To identify and count the "doubled-up" population, however defined.
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No, except for those few apartment programs where an agency maintained the
apartments for homeless people, and placed different homeless people and families in
them as the need arose. Sampling was done from a roster supplied by the agency
issuing the voucher or permission to stay in these apartments, not by going door to
door.

B. How was sampling frame developed, and its completeness and accuracy (about estimates
of size) determined?

We first obtained lists of soup kitchens and shelters from any agency in town that had
themCoalitions for the Homeless or Committees on Hunger, Departments of Human Services
(by whatever name) etc. We then called every program to verify its existence, address and
whether within city limits, clientele (whether they served the homeless), size (number of beds,
or average number of people served at biggest meal), days end times open, proportion of
clientele homeless (for soup kitchens). Providers were also read the entire list of soup kitchens
and shelters for their city and asked whether any were missing. This procedure eliminated
programs outside the city limits, those that did not serve the homeless, those that had gone out
of business, those that had too few adults for our sampling procedures (we wanted 5
completed imerviews from each location), and those that were duplicates with another
program on our list by another name. This procedure also Identified double programsusually
a shelter that fed its own residents, but that also operated a soup kitchen that served
non-residents for at least one meal. These set-ups were counted as two programs. Finally,
Urban Institute staff conducted in-person provider interviews with the directors of each
program. In the course of setting up these interviews a few remaining programs were
eliminated as out of scope, and a few additional programs were identified and added to our lists
(as when one agency operated several programs and we had not known about one or more, or
when a new program had opened within the pest mJnth or two).

C. How was selection made from units in sampling frame?

The universe of soup kitchens and shelters were stratified by type (soup kitchen, shelter
with meals, shelter without meals) and by size (under 26, 26 to 100, over 100). Selection was
made randomly with probabilities proportional to size within strata, to iill a sample size of 400.
Backup sampling was done at the same time.

D. What are the biases present in the study's choice of research sites? (i.e., what parts of the
homeless population are probably excluded?)

We did not interview anyone who did not use either soup kitchens or shelters.

E. Was any attempt made to oversample any population (e.g., women, mir. populations)?

No.

SamplingRespondent Selection

A. How were individuals selected at each site?

Randomization issuPs (take all, fixed skip interval, number interviewed dependent on
size of facility/location, etc., etc.)

Interviewers had a target of 5 completed interviews for each site. Screener target
numbers were set depending on whether the facility was a shelter (all expected to be
homeless) or a soup kitchen (65 percent expected to be homeless). After ascertaining
from the provider the number of people expected at the sits, the interviewers
calculated the skip interval and used a random number table to select the first person
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to be screened. Facility users were randomly selected using a random start and fixed
skip Interval, through one of several techniques as appropriate to the setting from
individuals as they passed through a meal line, s layout of tablas sod chairs In the
seating area of a meal program, a roster of shelter users, or a layout of shelter beds.
Interviews usually took place at a meal time, after the respondent had eaten; in shelters
without meals most interviewing took place in the evening. Completed interviews were
obtained from 97 percent of persons Identified as homeless, all of whom were paid
65.00 for participation. In soup kitchens, only 67 percent of screened individuals were
identified as homeless. These procedures yielded a sample of 1704 individuals.

Screening procedures (what cnteria were used, if any to determine that a potential
respondent was really homeless? Was a potential respondenfs financial contribution a
criterione.g., if a respondent paid for a hotel room with own resources, or contributed
to the rent in a doubled-up situation, was elhe counted as homeless? What character.
istics would have excluded a potential respondent from the study as not homeless?)

Respondents were first screened for homelessness. Respondents were classified as
homeless If: 1) they said they did not have a home or a permanent place to live; 2) they
said they did have a home or permanent place, but that place was (a) a shelter or
hoteVmotel paid for by "homeless° vouchers or other pay arrangements, (b) an
outdoor or indoor space not meant for habitation, (c) the home of a relative or friend
with wliom they did not have a regular arrangement to stay for five or more days a
week.

Were the screening procedures validated in any way to assure they selected truly
homeless people and excluded truly non-homeless people?

No verification was obtained for their responses, either from agency records or from
other people.

B. How were respondents approached? Who was prese.4 (interviewer? escort?)

Usually, one interviewer of a pair counted and identified a potential respondent for
screening. The other interviewer approached, asked permission to ask a few questions, and
then administered the screening questions. These were usually answered In the presence of
other people on the meal line, or in the room if it was a shelter environment. No escorts were
used.

C. How was the research explained?

The research was explained es en interview to learn about homeless people, where they
went for services, what they ate and where they were able to get food, and some simple
information about themselves.

D. Were they paid? How much? liow was this explained?

All respondents were paid $5.00 for their time. This was explained at the same time as
permission to conduct the interview was obtained, after the screener identified an eligible (i.e.,
homeless) person.

E. Did screening or interviewing occur within the hearing of other homeless people, facility
staff, or someone else? If yes, how might this have affected either agreement to participate
in the study or answers to particular questions?

Yes, for screener. Usually not for the interview itself. I don't know how answers might have
been affected.
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Finding the "Hidden Homeless"

We Interviewed people in soup kitchens. Twenty-nine percent of all respondents used only
soup kitchens, not shelters, over the 7-day period prior to the interview, and would thus count
in the "street" or "hidden" part of the homeless population.

In addition, our weighting procedures included an adjustment for frequency of use over
the 7-day period preceding the interview. This adjustment had the effect of multiplying the
infrequent service users more than the frequent users. Since infrequent users would be more
likely to be "hidden" on any given one-night count that is, to be somewhere other than in a
shelterour weighting procedures also statistically included" additional "hidden" homeless.
The adjustment for frequency of use increased the population estimate by 76 percentfrom
110,000 to 194,000. We do not, however, have any probability-based way of identifying and
estimating the size of the homeless population that do not use either soup kitchens or shelters.

Weighting and Estimation Procedures

A. Were any used? If not, why not?
B. Describe those used. Please include mathematical expressions/formulae.

Weighting procedures were applied to each record. Final weights included the follow-
ing components: 1) selection of cities from city strata; 2) selection of providers within
cities and provider strata; 3) adjustment for provider nonresponse; 4) selection of
individuals from all facility users (after screening); 5) adjustment for individual
refusal/nonresponse; 6) adjustment for frequency of use; 7) realignment for homeless
who use both soup kitchens and shelters (unduplicating). These weighting procedures
resulted in an estimate of 194,000 adults in cities over 100,000 who used soup kitchens
and shelters during any given week in March 1987.

All formulae given below.

The standard error for this estimate is 41,600, yielding a 95 percent confidence interval
of ± 81,900.

Ten percent of these adults indicated in their interview responses that they had children
with them; analysis indicated 34,700 children, with a 95 percent confidence interval of
± 647. Less than half of one percent of the respondents In our study were under 18,
since the facilities we sampled tended to discourage or refuse service to unaccompa-
nied minors if they were aware of their age. Thus the runaway/homeless youth part of
the homeless population is missing from our study sample.

C. Were any CORRECTIONS made for possible duplicate counting due to: (1) use of more
than one type of facility (e.g., soup kitchen and shelter, shelter and health); (2) use of more
than one facility of a type (e.g., eats at two different soup kitchens in a day); (3) use of one
or more types of facilities although found and interviewed "on the street." Describe them,
and their effects on the final count, if possible. If not, could you make these corrections (did
your procedures yield the information to make such corrections)?

Yes to 1; No to 2; 3 is irrelevant. We decided we could not do 2 on a per-person basis,
because we could not assign a unique number to each individual. We did, however, make an
overall assessment of the probable overestimation due to usage of more than one soup kitchen
in a dayhad we been able to do this on an individual basis, the size of the estimate would have
been reduced by 5.3 percent.
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D. Were eny CORRECTIONS made for non-response, of facilities (refusal to allow clients to be
interviewed) or individuals. Describe them, and their effects on the final count. If not, could
you make these corrections (did your procedures yield the information to make such
corrections)?

Yes, see above.

E. Was any adjustment made for frequency of use over a period of more than one day (e.g.,
Ul's 7-day adjustment). Describe, and its effect on the final count. If not, could you make
these adjustments (did your procedures yield the information to make such adjustments)?

Yes, see above.

F. Did you make any other adjustments or corrections? Please describe.

No.

Fl. Formulas.

Let C(h + ) be the total persons in poverty in noncertainty stratum h and Cn ( + + ) be the
total count of people in poverty over all noncertainty strata (excluding New York City
boroughs). The first-stage sample allocation to stratum h was calculated as:

n(h) = 14 C(h +)/Cn(+ +) (1)

and rounded to the nearest integer.

With this approach, the first-stage probability of selection of city i from stratum h can be
expressed as:

pi (hi) n(h) C(hi)/C(h + ) (2)

New York City was handled separately. Two of New York City's four boroughs with
populations exceeding 1,000,000 were selected with probability proportional to their number
of people in poverty. For the two New York City selections, the probability of selection was:

p1(12i) sr 2 C(121)/C(12 + ) (3)

In the 12 cities where the optimum number of providers for our sample was eqesal to or
greater than the number of providers in the city, all providers were included. Hence their
probability of inclusion was 1 and their second stage weight was 1.

For 9 cities sampling of providers was necessary. Within each of these 9 clies, separate
sampling/weightinp classes of providers were created for small, medium and large soup
kitchens, shelters without meals and shelters with meals. The second-stage sample of
sholtsr/meal sites was selected with probability proportional to the measure of size described
above. Let S(hifj) bathe measure of size of provider j of provider type f within sample city hi and
rlhif) be the provider I sample size selected from city hi. Then within sample city hi, each

. mple provider had conditional probability P211 (hifj) of selection where:

P211(hifj) m(hif) S(hifj) / S(hif+ ) (4)

If fewer than m(hif) type f providers exist within each site, than all of type f providers in that
sample city were included with probability of selection equal to one. The conditional second-
stage weight is calculated as:

W211(hifj) 1 / (P11,(nifi)I 5 t.) (5)
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Except for adjustments to reflect differential frequency of using providers and the multiplicity
associated with differing use of soup kitchens and shelters, the conditional third-stage
probability of selection of person k within shafted of provider type f of city hi may be expressed
as:

P312(hifjk) = r(hifj) /R(hifj) (6)

where
r(hifj) is the sample size selected from the hij-th type f provider and
R(hiq) is the total population size associated with the hij-th type provider.

Nonresponse rates were calculated at both the streener and survey stages and the
non-response adjustment was the inverse of the combined nonresponse rates. The weights of
all the responding homeless persons were summed with the weights of all the nonresponding
homeless persons and then divided by the weights of all the responding homeless persons.
This weighting class response adjustment was then applied to each respondent weight in the
weighting class. For the whole sample, the average nonresponse adjustment was 1.12
reflecting an overall response rate among homeless respondents of 89 percent (1001112).

The adjustment for *differential frequency of provider use was accomplished by multiplying
the product of the earlier stage weights by the inverse of the proportion of the time the
respondent used shelters during the preceding week for those interviewed at shelters. This
information was taken from the individual interview in Interview Question H3.a. The adjustment
is:

Ush = 7/(H3.a) (7)

The following assumption about soup kitchen use was made: Let d 8. the number of days
per week the soup kitchen is open. If a respondent is interviewed at a particular soup kitchen,
it is assumed that he or she eats at that soup kitchen every day it is open, provided that the
number of days he or she reports eating at soup kitchens (Interview Question H11.a) is less than
or equal to d (this was the case about two thirds of the time). If HI 1.8 is less then or equal to
d, the conditional probability of being selected. given that the soup kitchen is sampled on the
specified day is (H11.8)/d and the appropriate adjustment to the basic sampling weight is:

Usk d/(H11.a) when H11.8 is less than or equal to d (8)

If H11.a is greater than d, then the respondent must eat H11.6 d days at other soup kitchens.
Therefore, there is a higher probability of this individual being included in the sample, given that
S/he could have been interviewed elsewhere at other soup kitchens. Let S equal the sum of the
measures of size of all the sampled soup kitchens in a given city, divided by the sum of the
measures of size of both sampled and nonsampled soup kitchens in that city. Let D equal the
number of days open (in total) for all of the sample soup kitchens and d equalthe number of
days open for the soup kitchen at which the respondent was interviewed. Then the additional
probability of selection can be approximated by S(H11.a - d)/(D - d) and the total adjustment to
the probability of selection is 1 + S(H11 .a - d)/(D d). The inverse of this term

Usk. = 1 / 11 S(H11.a - d)/(D - d)) when H11.8 exceeds cl (9)

constitutes the factor by which the basic sampling weight is adjusted.

Of the respondents interviewed at soup kitchens, Usk was calculated for 62 percent while Usk'
was calculated for the remaining 38 percent. Using the unweighted values from the sample, the
average values of Ugh, Usk and Usk. are 2.91, 1.69 and .94, respectively for a combined frequency
of use adjustment of 1.88 overall.
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We have two distinct consistent estimates of the homeless population that uses both; the
sum of the weights of the homeless who were interviewed at soup kitchens but also use
shelters and the sum of the weights of the homeless interviewed at shelters who alsouse soup
kitchens. We used the weighted average of these two estimates to make this final realignment
for users of both types of providers. We have chosen weights that reflect their relative sample
sizes.

Let nk = number of respondents interviewed at soup kitchens, and
= number of respondents interviewed at shelters. Then:

PIM = /In (nift + nes)

Nil m2 nen Okk nod

where Am and pat sum to one.

(10)

G. What are the probable effects of weighting procedures, corrections and adjustments on
the proportion of the homeless likely to be included in the final estimates?

My guess is that we have included between 65 and 85 percent of the homeless after all
weighting procedures were done. This is based on learning, from the screening proceduresto
obtain our small sample of non-service users, that only 30 percent of the homeless people
approached on the street had not used a soup kitchen or shelter within the previous 7 days. The
upper bound comes from a similar procedures followed by Farr, Koegel and Burnam (1986) for
Los Angeles, where only 15 percent of homeless people interviewed in congregating sites had
not used a soup kitchen or shelter within the previous month.

THE POPULATION ESTIMATE: ISSUES AND UMITATIONS

Throughout this presentation of weighting has mentioned different adjustments and
realignments of the weights, each of which has an effect on the final weight Here we
summarize the effects of the adjustments we made. We also present the likely or estimated
effects of adjustments we did not make. In this latter category are placed the results of
weighting techniques or approaches about which reasonable statisticians may differ. We have
made the calculations, and present the results so that readers may draw their own conclusions
about the appropriateness and importance of each potential adjustment.

Adjustments We Did Make, and Their Effects

Frequency of Use Adjustment This adjustment takes account of how often individuals use
soup kitchens and shelters. It gives lass weight to frequent users snd more weight to infrequent
users, on the grounds that the frequent users had a higher probability of selection for our
sample and infrequent users had a lower probability of selection. The population estimate
without the frequency of use adjustment is 110,334. With the frequency of use adjustment the
population estimate is 194,017. Thus the frequency of use adjustment produces an increase in
the population estimate of 83,683, which is a 75.8 percent increase over the estimate without
the frequency of use adjustment.

Realignment for Those Who Use Both Soup kitchens end Shelters. The final estimate of
homeless persons who use both soup kitchens and shelters is 74,320. This estimate is roughly
half of what it would have been had we not realigned the weights to account for the fact that
people who used both types of facilities had twice the probability of selection as those who
only used one type of facility. Without this realignment the population estimate would have
been 272,868; with the realignment it is 194,017. Thus the population estimate for homeless
adults would have been 78,851 higher without this realignment.
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To summarize:
Frequency of use adjustment

Realignment for those who use both
soup kitchens and shelters

Adjustment
Basic estimate
Estimate without frequency
of use adjustment

Estimate with frequency of
use adjustment, but before
realigning for those who use
both soup kitchens and shel-
ters

increases estimate by 83,683

decreases estimate by 78,851

Estimate
Standard Error of
the Estimate Confidence Interval

194,017 41,784 + 81,893

110,334 17,619 + 34,534

272,868 56,266 + 110,281

Adjustments We Did Not Make, and Their Effects

Reduce Reno Weights. We adjusted the weights of soup kitchen users in Reno, as described
above, in all of our analyses of data describing the homeless population. The argument could
be made that the total populatien estimate should also be reduced, using the imputed weights
for Reno rather than the unimputed weights. Were one to make this change, the size of the
Population estimate would be reduced by 19,786, or 10.2 percent

Adiust for Multiple Soup Kitchen Use Within a Day. As described above, some people ate
more meals in soup kitchens than were served by the soup kitchen where we found them,
implying that they might have had additional chances at selection into the sample when they
were eating at other soup kitchens. If one adjusted for this multiplicity effect, the size of the
population estimate would be reduced by about 9,013, or 5.3 percent

Use SAip Interval Rather than Estimate-to-Screener Ratio. As described above, we used the
ratio of provider estimate of population size to the number of screeners attempted in
calculating our third-stage weight component. If we had used the skip interval, we would have
achieved a smaller overall population estimate, by about 18,398, which is 9.5 percent of the
final estimate of 104,017.

Add Homeless Users of Voucher Programs. If we add the people missed because some
voucher programs were omitted from the sampling frame in some cities, we would increase the
population by approximately 300.400. Of these, approximately 60 are single men in Los
Angeles, and 300-350 are homeless households with children in Chicago (192) and in the strata
represented by Cleveland (10) and Plttsburgh (104).

To summarize:

Adjustments that would reduce the size of the estimates:

Reduce Reno weights

Adjust for multiple soup
kitchen use within a day

Use skip interval instead of
provider estimate divided by
screeners attempted

Adjustment that would increase the size of the estimates:

Add population of omitted
voucher programs

down by 19,786 (10.2%)

down by 9,013 ( 5.3%)

down by 18,398 ( 9.5%)

up by approximately 400 ( 0.0%)
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Reduce Reno weights down by 19,786 (10.2%)

Net effects of adjustments
not made down by 43,197 (22.3%)

H. How were accompanying children dealt with, in the interviews/data collection and in the
counts?

Adults were asked if they had children with them, and if so, how many. Our estimate of the
number of homeless accompanied children (not runaways) came from these answers. Ten
percent of adults had an average of 2.1 children with them, for a total estimated 34,653 children,
-4 647.

I. To what universe, if any, is sample generalizable? What population or subpopulations are
estimated? Could standard errors be computed? Were they computed, or was any other
estimation of variance computed? What were the results?

Adults homeless users of soup kitchens or shelters in U.S. cities of 100,000 or over (1984
population). Estimates also given separately for users of shelters only, soup kitchens only and
both soup kitchens and shelters, for adults and children separately, and for 1-day and 7-day
estimates. Standard errors were computed, and are given above.

J. Please describe any special estimating tee* agues, if you used them (such as capture-
recapture).

None.

RAND'S 1937 SURVEY OF HOMELESS IN 3 CALIFORNIA COUNTIES
responses prepared by M. Audrey Burnem

Basics

A. The project was conducted June 1987- February 88. Enumerations and surveys of
homeless individuals were conducted the week of September 15, 1987 in Orange County,
the week of October 19, 1987 in Yolo County, and the week of October 25, 1987 in Alameda
County. A second enumeration of Alameda County, which did not include a survey, was
conducted the week of January 11, 1988.

B. Co-Principal Investigators were Georges Vemez and Audrey Burnam. Audrey Bumam
directed the component of the project that involved enumerating and surveying homeless
persons.

Organization: The RAND Corporation. Fieldwork was conducted by RAND's in-house Survey
Research Group.

C. Purpose: In 1985, the State of California enacted legislation which allocated $20 million
annually to the state's 58 counties to support programs for the homeless mentally disabled
(HMD). In 1906, the California State Legislature mandated an independent review of the
HMD programs that the counties had established with state funds. RAND received the
contract to conduct that review, which was to determine the accountability of funds,
describe the demographic and mental disorder characteristics of the target population, and
assess the effectiveness of the program.
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D. Trained interviewers hired and trained by RAND'S survey research group conducted the
enumerations and surveys. The fieldwork was conducted in groups (of 5-7 people) in the
shelter sampling sector, and was conducted in pairs (1 interviewer and 1 off-duty police
escort) in the street sampling sector.

E. Training was conducted over 4 days. It included gen.. al training in conducting a structured,
objective interview; becoming familiar with sensitive approaches to interacting with
homeless and mentally disabled persons, learning detailed procedures end roles for
enumerating and searching for homeless persons, becoming comfortable with encourag-
ing the participation of respondents, and specific instructions and practice with the study's
survey instrument It included practice interviews with the instructor acting as respondent
(mock interviews), and practice with homeless individuals (live interviews). The entire
search, enumeration, and survey protocol for the street sampling sector was piloted by
several of the field staff on one night in an area near RAND's Santa Monica office which
contains a large number of homeless individuals, but was not one of the counties in which
the study was conducted.

F. The enumeration was designed to give estimates of the homeless populations of Alameda,
Orange, and Yolo counties in California, and the surveys were designed to represent these
populations.

G. The data collection was designed so that data collection in a given community (for example
Berkeley. in Alameda County) would occur in one night, with enumerations and surveys in
the shelters occuring during the evening hours, and enumerations and surveys in the street
sampling sector occuring during the late-night and earlymoming hours. The data collection
took 2 nights in Vol° County, 3 nights in Orange County, and 5 nights in Alameda county.
The design was cross-sectional.

Sampling FrameLocations

A. Locations included shelters and streets. Shatter sector was a sample of all shelters in 3
counties for homeless persons (in one county this included a YMCA that largely served
homeless persons). Excluded were shelters specifically for battered women. The counties
studied did not have runaway/homeless youth centers.

Jails and treatment institutions were excluded.

SROs, hotel rooms, apartments, housing projects, etc. were excluded.

Street sector was a stratified sample of blocks. Searthes in selected blocks included search
of outside locations (parks, streets, freeway underpasses, beaches, churchyards, etc.), public
areas with night-time access (bus and train depots, parking garages, all-night eateries, etc.),
abandoned buildings, and vehicles.

Soup kitchens, drop-in centers, and other locations that did not provide overnight sleeping
arrangements were excluded.

B.-C. For the shelter stratum, the sampling frame was all shelters in the county. Shelters were
selected with probability proportional to the number of persons given bads in that
shelter on a typical night. Among shelters that were not selected, an enumeration of
residents on the night of the survey in that community was obtained. Thus, the
enumeration of homeless persons in the shefter sector was a complete enumeration.
Within shelters, adults (persons were screened and those under 18 were not inter-
viewed) were randomly selected for en interview (although we attempted to interview a
fixed number of adults in each shelter within counties, the actual number selected varied
somewhat.)
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In Orange County, 8 of the county's 16 shaltem were selected, representing 230 of the 423
persons in shelters, and 45 persons were interviewed. In Alameda county, 5 of 13 shelters were
selected, representing 180 of 305 sheltered Individuals, and 70 persons were interviewed. And
in Yolo County, both of the two county shelters, housing 6 persons at the time of the survey,
were selected, and all 6 were interviewed.

For the street stratum, we used a stratified multi-stage sampling strategy. At the first stage,
census tracts were sampled, and at the second siege, census blocks. All selected blocks were
thoroughly searched, and counts were made of persons who were determined (by a screener)
to be homeless, as well as of persons whose homeless status could not be determined. Those
who were homeless end at least 18 years old were asked to participate in the survey. In a few
searched blocks, too many individuals were found for available staff to interview each, in which
case all individuals were enumerated and as many as possible were randomly selected for an
interview.

The census blocks end tracts in each county were stratified on the basis of estimates of the
number of homeless persons who would typically be found overnight in each block and tract.
The estimates were obtained from local experts, generally police officers who patrolled the
areas at night. Tracts and blocks believed by the experts to contain no homeless individuals
were not sampled.

In Orange County, there were 5 tracts that had high estimates (over 20 persons), all of which
were selected; 4 of 14 medium estimate tracts (between 4 and 15 persons) were randomly
selected, and 3 of 31 low estimate tracts (1 to 3 persons) were selected. Within selected tracts,
all 7 high estimate blocks (4 or more persons) were selected, and 38 of 65 low estimate blocks
(1-3 persons) were selected.

In Alameda County, expert opinions suggested that the areas inhabited by homeless
individuals at night were somewhat dispersed. Thus, tracts were initially stratified by whether
homeless persons were "likely" to be found, or whether a homeless parsons would "possibly"
be found. Ali of the 41 census tracts classified as "kw were selected, as well as 13 of 116
census tracts classified as "possibly." Within the selected tracts, all blocks thought to contain
any hornets= persons (a total of 272) were selected.

In Yolo County, experts mentioned only 9 census tracts in which homeless individuals might
be found at night. Within each of these tracts, 01131 blocks thought to contain homeless persons
were searched. The Yob County street enumeration was therefore a complete census of
relevant areas as identified by local eiperts.

We did not estimate a range of uncertainty in homeless population size due to sampling
error. Sampling error could result in a substantial range of uncertainty only in the Orange
County street sample, and, to a lessor extent, in the enumeration of the Alameda County street
sample.

D. Biases

Seasonal variation. We cannot estimate from our data whether the size of the homeless
population varies seasonally.

Restrictive definition 'of homelessness. We did not focus on those who were temporarily
housed on the night of the survey (for example, with friends or in hotel rooms), or those at risk
of literal homelessness (for example, institutionalized with no permanent place to go when
departing insfitution, or those doubled up with friends or family). We attempted to make an
adjustment in our estimates of population size for the temporarily houred. However, this
adjustment rests upon the assumption that those surveyed are just as likely to be temporarily
housed on any given nipt than those who were, in fact, temporarily housed on the night of the
survey.
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Failure to count all homeless. We may have failed to countall the people literally homeless

at the time of the survey, for two reasons. First, we may not have found some of the homeless

who were actually in the sampled blocks. However, webelieve this was not a serious limitation

because of the thoroughness with wnich the sampled blocks were searched. Second, we did

not sample tracts and blocks that our experts identified as having no homeless. Because there

were so many of these areas in the counties, their omission may have led to substantial

underestimates. As a check on the reasonableness of eliminating these zero-estimate tracts

from our sample and enumeration, we searched 17 blocks in 7 zero-estimate census tracts in

Alameda County. We found one homeless person in one of these blocks, and another

individual in another block who could not be positively identified as homeless. Although not a

large enough sample of zero blocks to make a reliable estimate of the numbers of homeless

persons in these areas, if we assume that this pattern is typical for other zero-estimate areas,

omission of them from our sampling frame resulted in underestimates of 13 to 22 percent in

Alameda County.

Absence of longitudinal information. Although we estimated the number of homeless

persons in these counties over the course of a year, aswell es on a given night, these estimates

assume that the size of the homeless populations in these areas I. fairly constant over time.

Data from this study cannot be used to estimate, however, whether or how the absolute

homeless population size might be changing over dm,.

E. There was no oversampling of special subgroups.

SamplingRespondent Selection

A In shelters, an approximately fixed number of persons were randomly sampled from bed

lists using a random number table. The number actually interviewed varied slightly

depending on the size of the facility, and had an upper limit of the number of adults found

in the facility. When beds held persons under 10, they were replaced. On the streets,

everyone was selected except on a few blocks with large numbers of persons. In that case,

a random number table was wed which randomly selected respondents who had first

been ordered spatially. The number of persons interviewed was based on an assessment

of the number of interviews that could be completed with available staff and time.

Screening surveys were conducted with sampled respondents. The *crooner deter-

mined age (since those under 18 were not interviewed). If respondent* were sampled in

the shelter stratum, they were assumed to be homeless. if they were sampled in the street

stratum, and they were sleeping, or clearly prepared to sleep (for example, had bedding

with them), they were also assumed to be homeless. Other persons in the street stratum

were screened to determine whether they were'homeless, wing a series of 3 questions. If

respondents said that 1) they did not have a home; or 2) that they considered their home

to be a public place, a shelter, the streets, an abandoned building, a vehicle, or a

campground; or that 3) there was at least 1 night in the last 30 in which they had to sleep

in a car, the street, a shelter, etc., then they were considered homeless.

Screening procedures were not validated.

B. Respondents were approached by interviewers.

C. The screener was explained as a survey on housing. If the respondent was eligible, helshe

wits invited to answer some questions about their physical and mental health end their use

of programs end SWAM.. It was explained that the survey would help the state and county

improve services for peopie who sometimes don't have regular homes.

D. Respondents were paid $1 for the screener and $3 for the survey. (Note: the screener took

1-5 minutes and the survey averaged 20 minutes.)

E. Interviews were conducted out of hearing range of other persons.
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Hidden Homeless

This study did a relatively good job at finding the "hidden" homeless, if they were literally
homeless, by virtue of the street sampling sector as described above. Some homeless persons,
of course, may have been missed in spite of a thorough search of selected blocks, lf they were
well-hidden. As noted above, I don't believe this is a serious source of bias in this study. A more
serious omission is the fact that homeless persons in the "zero tracts,"that is, in areas of the
county that were not frequented by the homeless persons or in which experts had not noticed
homeleu personswere not included. These tend to be the more rural and suburban areas of
the counties. The study also missed people who were not literally homeless on the night of the
survey. For example, those in SROs, staying with friends, institutionalized, etc.

Weighting and Estimation

A.,-B. Weights were used for the survey data analysis. For the street sample, the weight was
the inverse of the probability of selection at stage 1 (tracts) multiplied by the inverse of
the probability af selection st stage 2 (blocks within tracts) multiplied by the inverse of
the probability of selection at stage 3 (homeless adults within tracts).

For the shelter sample, the weight was the inverse of the probability of selection at stage 1
(shelter) multiplied by the inverse of the probability of selection at stage 2 (adults within
shelter).

Weights were also used for the estimates of population size. In this case, since there was a
complete enumeration in the shelter sector, and in the Yolo county street sector, weightswere
only used in the Orange and Alameda County street sectors. The number of persons counted
in each block was weighted by the inverse of the probability of selecting the tract at stage 1
multiplied try the inverse of the probability of selecting the block within the tract at stage 2.

C. Our strategy was designed to avoid duplicate counts, by conducting an enumeration of a
given community on a single night

D. No corrections were made for nonresponse in analyses of survey data. Response rates
were high (92% in shelters and 81% in streets), and as a result serious bias due to
nonresponse was unlikely. Only one shelter (with 25 beds for families and children) refused
to cooperate.

Persons were enumersted, including those in the noncooperating shelter, whether or not
they responded to the survey. When individuals in the street sector could not be screened or
refused to be screened, interviewers made judgements about whether the person was
"definitely homeless" "maybe homeless" or "definitely not homeless." Estimates of the
population size included counts of the "definitely homeless," cid were made with and without
including the "maybe homeless."

E. No adjustments were made for frequency of use over time, since this was a one-night
estimate.

F. Our point prevalence estimate (the number of homeless persons on a given night in each
of the counties) was the weighted count of all individuals defined as homeless. As
described above, estimates were made with and without counting persons on the streets
who could not be screened for homelessness, but who were judged "maybe" homeless by
the interviewer. The mid-range of these two estimates is provided in the RAND report.

We adjusted the estimates of point prevalence upward by adding an estimate of the number
of homeless persons temporarily housed on the night of the survey. We made this estimate
using weighted data from a survey item that asked how many nights the respondent had spent
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in temporary housing (e.g., a rented room, in a relative'sor friend's home or apartment in jail,
in a hospital) in the past month. From this we calculated the probability that a surveyed
homeless individual would be temporarily housed on a given night.

We also provided an annual prevalence estimate, using weighted survey data indicating the
last time a respondent was homed (that is, had their own room, apartment, or house; lived in
a home with family, friends, or caretakers; or stayed in a hospital, treatment facility, or board
and care home) for at least 30 continuous days. Using this information, we estimated the
number of continuously homeless indhriduals over the course of a year by taking the proportion
of surveyed homeleu persons who reported being continuously homeless during the past year
and multiplying this by the point prevalence of homeless persons in each county. Annual
incidence of homelessness was estimated by determining the proportion of the surveyed
homeless who had become homeless in the past month, multiplying this by the point
prevalence of homeless persons in each county, and then multiplying by 12. Annual prevalence
estimates were made by summing the number of continuously homeless individuals over a
year and the annual incidence of homelessness.

G. The adjustment for the temporarily housed is likely to be an underadjustment, since those
who were, in fact, temporarily housed on the night of the survey are likely to have a higher
probability of being temporarily housed on any given night than those whowere surveyed.
The annual prevalence estimate will be an underestimate if the absolute sizes of the
homeless populations in these counties increase over time, as is likely.

H. Children were included in the counts but not in the survey.

I. The sample of surveyed homeless was designed to be generalizable to the aduit homeless
populations of the three California counties. Standard errors of survey results were
computed. Confidence intervals for estimates of the population size were not computed.

RESEARCH ON HOMELESSNESS IN COLORADO
By Franklin J. James

Basics

A. Two studies of Colorado's homeless have been made, the first in April, 1988; the second
in April, 1990.

B. The impetus for the first study came from Mr. John Parvensky, executive director of the
Colorado Coalition for the Homeless. The study was partially funded by the Denver
Department of Social Services. Dr. Franklin James of the University of Colorado developed
the survey and analysis methods. Dr. Bernie Jones, also of the University, directed the
development of the survey instrument. Mr. Don Krasniewski of the Coalition for the
Homeless directed the fieldwork. Dr. James was the principal investigator, and directed the
analysis of the results.

The impetus for the second study came from Dr. Swanee Hunt, chair of the Colorado
Governor's Coordinating Council for Housing and the Homeless. Questionnaires and analytic
methods were developed by Dr. James and Dr. Laura Appelbaum. Fieldwork was directed by
Kresniewski, then of the Adams County Department of Social Services. James again was the
principal investigator and directed the analysis of the results. This study received funding from
the Denver Department of Social SerlfiCeS, the Colorado Trust, and the Colorado Housing
Finance Agency. Contributions of staff time were made by the Adams County Department of
Social Services.

No fieldwork was contracted out in either study.
n 4

`2



58

C. The initial, 1988 study was done principally to provide baseline counts and characteristics
of the state's homeless population. Study methods and definitions of hornets* mess were
developed in collaboration with the Coalition for the Homeless, the Denver Department of
Social Services, and the University. The results were intended to provide data acceptable
to advocates and government agencies alike. Subsequent to the survey, Governor Roy
Rorner convened a Governor's Task Force on the Homeless which relied on the study for
its analysis of the prevalence of homelessness in the state, and of the needs of the
homeless.

The second, 19g0 study was done under the aegis of the Colorado Coordinating Council for
Housing and the Homeless, a new organization established by Romer as a result of the
recommendations of the Task Force. The 1990 study was intended to:

update the 1988 research, and document trends in homelessness;

provide insight into patterns/problems in the use of social welfare programs by the
homeless;

assist in the development of a strategy for preventing homelessness in the state;

serve as a basis for the development of Colorado's Comprehensive Homeless Assistance
Plan, a responsibility of the Council.

D. In both studies, the interviews were conducted by several groups:

graduate students of the University of Colorado at Denver;

volunteers and staff of homeless service agencies, including shelters, souplines, health
clinics.

staff of the Coalition for the Homeless, Salvation Army, paid homeless persons.

In the 1990 research, Spanish speaking student interviewers were used in locales where
Hispanic homeless were expected.

Interviewers worked in teams. The size of the team depended on the expected numbers of
interviews to be done in a place. Interviews on the streets, in abandoned buildings, etc., were
done by teams of homeless persons, volunteers and staff, and search and rescue staff of the
Salvation Army.

E. Interviewer training was brief in both surveys. Students and staff of the service agencies
were instructed for approximately two hours in the use of the instruments. Role playing
was used for test runs through the questionnaire.

F. The studies covered the entire state. They were designed to provide separate estimates of
the prevalence of homelessness for the Denver metro area (excluding Boulder), and for the
rest of the state.

G. Both studies were designed to provide cross-bection data on the prevalence of homeless-
ness. Fieldwork occured over approximately a week in both studies. For the 1988 study,
the Initial fieldwork was done early In April. Supplemental fieldwork was done three weeks
later, to test for differences in the characteristics of soupline users early and late in a month.
Significant differences were found.

The fieldwork for the second study was done during mid-April, 1990.

Analytical methods were designed to generate estimates of average daily prevalence of
homelessness during the study periods.
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Sampling FrameLocations

A. The analytic methods required that probability sampling techniques be used to generate
estimates of numbers and characteristics of soupline users in the state during the study
periods. The methods also required estimates of patterns of soupline use by two
sub-groups of the homelesspersons sleeping "on the streets," under bridges, in
abandoned buildings, etc.; and persons in emergency and transitional shelters for the
homeless.

In light of these data needs, interviews were done in emergency and transitional shelters, on
souplines, and on the streets, in abandoned buildings, etc. Supplemental interviews were done
in health clinics and day shelters for the homeless.

Overnightlresidendel shelters: The 1988 survey included interviews in five homeless
shelters in the Denver metro area, and nine in the rest of the state. The 1990 survey was done
at nine shelters in Denver, and ten in the rest of the state.

Non-residential institutions: The 1988 survey included users of eight Denver souplines, and
eight souplines in the rest of the state. The 1990 survey included five Denver souplines and four
souplines in the rest of the state.

In addition, interviews were done at a health clinic and day shelters.

Non-institutional locations: In both 1988 and 1990, interviews were done on Denver metro
area streets, under bridges, in abandoned buildings, etc. These interviews were done at night
after intake periods for !ftomeless shelters, in places known by staff of the Salvation Army or the
Colorado Coalition for the Homeless to be sleeping places of the homeless.

Conventional dwelling units: No interviews were done in conventional dwelling units, unless
they were part of a shelter program for the homeless.

B. In both 1988 and 1990, staff of the Colorado Coalition for the Homeless developed
complete inventories of all shelters and souplines for the homeless in operation in the state
at the time of the study. All souplines and shelters were contacted in person or by
telephone, to get censuses of meals served or clients housed on a night during the survey
week.

C. Probability sampling methods were used to select institutions for Interviews. Contacts were
made with institutions to determine whether interviewing would be permitted.

Places "on the streets" were selected by staff of the Colorado Coalition for the Homeless,
search and rescue personnel of the Salvation Army, and by homeless workers on the survey,
to provide a cross section of the known sleeping places of the homeless.

D. Two significant groups of the homeless are underrepresented:

1. homeless youth: homeless youth do not make much use of services for the homeless.
Neither do they sleep in the same places on the streets as are frequented by the adult
homeless.

2. adult homeless not using homeless services. Adult homeless staying in SRO hotels, crash
pads, or with friends/family who do not use souplines are not included in the interviews or
estimates of homeless.

E. No attempts were made to oversample groups. fi 6



SamplingRespondent Selection

A. Randomization !mum: Target sampling rates were specified for institutions. Systematic
sampling procedures were used when possible to select respondents.

Screening procedures: No screening procedures were used in the 1988 survey. All
respondents were asked the same, brief list of questions, and the homeless selected from
among respondents during the analysis of the results. In the 1990 survey, respondents were
excluded from detailed questioning if they reported that they had a permanent residence of
their own.

No special efforts were made to validate the screening e Jestions.

B. The approach to respondents differed among places. In most cases, individual interviewers
approached respondents on a one-on-one basis, but worked in teams. Some interviewers
were homeless persons or shelter/soupline staff. No police were involved in the study.

C. The research was presented as a University of Colorado research project on homelessness
in the state.

D. In most cases, respondents "on the streets" were paid $1 for their cooperation. No
explanation was required.

E. In some cases, interviewing was done by facility volunteers or staff, or by homeless
persons employed by the study. We are not aware of biases caused by these procedures.
It may be that the use of persons related to the facility added greater honesty to responses
by the homeless, as the homeless respondents were known to the interviewers. Most
shelters have intake forms asking questions similar to those asked in the study. Homeless
interviewers may have some rapport with respondents that other groups of interviewers
lack.

Finding the Hidden Homeless

Study procedures were designed to provide accurate data and comprehensive estimates of
numbers of

(1) homeless shelter users
(2) homeless persons "on the streets"
(3) other homeless persons using souplines.

This latter group included persons coming out of jail, hospitals or detox facilities, as well as
persons staying in hotels, or with friends or family. Such homeless persons not using souplines
were not counted or included.

In 1990, the size and characteristics of the first groupshelter userswas estimated on the
basis of a complete count provided by shelters of persons sheltered on a night during the
survey, and on the basis of interviews with shelter residents at shelters, souplines, and other
places. The interviews wore used to ascertain the proportion of shelter users who were
homeless, as well is the characteristics of homeless shelter users. In 1988, estimates of
numbers of homeless shelter users were based on estimates of numbers of soupline users
spending the night in shelters, and on the basis of patterns of soupline use by shelter residents.
Estimates of overall numbers of homeless shelter residents were the product of numbers of
homeless shelter users of souplines, and the inverse of the proportion of shelter residents using
souplines.

The size and characteristics of the second groupstreet persons were estimated on the
basis of the surveys of soupline users and street persons. Interviews with soupline users were
used to determine numbers of street persons using souplinesethterviews with persons on the
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streets were used to determine the proportion of such persons using souplines. The overall
number of street persons was estimated as the product of the number of such persons using
souplines, and the inverse of the proportion of street persons using souplines.

Interviews with soupline users provided a direct estimate of the third group, the "other"
homeless using souplines.

Weighting and Estimation Procedures

A. B. In the 1988 research, soupline users were surveyed early in the month and at the end of
the month, to test the hypothesis that monthly cycles existed in the characteristics of
users. In the final analyeis of the data, respondents in both surveys were weighted by the
inverse of the sampling ratios in the two surveys. In both 1988 and 1990, estimates of
numbers of soupline users involved determining a complete count of soupline meals
given out on a day during the study period, and theaverage numbers of soupline meals
consumed per day by soupline users. In 1988 and 1990, determination of the street
population of the homeless required an estimate of numbers of street persons using
souplines, weighted by the inverse of the proportion of street persons using souplines.
In 1988, the same general procedure was used to estimate the homeless population in
shelters. In 1990, an inventory was made of all persons sheltered on a day during the
study period. The overall homeless population in shelters was estimated as the number
of sheltered persons, times the proportion of persons in shelters who were homeless.

Estimates of numbers of homeless children were based on reports by homeless adults of the
numbers of children living with them.

C. The statistical procedures do not involve double counting, so no corrections are needed.
During the field research, people were not interviewed if they reported they had already
answered the questions.

D. All facilities provided counts of meals, sheltered persons, etc., so there is no reason to
expect that non-response shaped estimates of the homeless population. Some facilities
refused to permit interviewers in; some homeless persons refused to answer questions.
Such refusals could shape weights used in the analysis, or estimates of the composition of
the homeless population. We have no ability no determine the nature of any problems, or
to correct for them.

E. No such adjustments were required, as our intent was to estimate the point prevalence of
homelessness.

F. No.

G. Unknown.

H. Children were not interviewed. Parents were asked about the number and situations of
their children. Estimates of numbers of homeless children were thus based on reports of
parents.

One major weakness of the Colorado research is its failure to provide adequate documen-
tation of the problem of homeless youth.

I. The Intended universe is persons in Colorado without a permanent place to live. As has
been discussed, homeless youth are not included adequately. Neither are "other" homeless
persons not "on the street" or in shelters, who do not use souplines.
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Standard errors and variances have not been calculated for the estimates, though there do
not appear to be any theoretical barriers to doing so.

J. Not applicable.

Other

Two definitions of homelessness have been used in the Colorado research. The first
definitiondeveloped for the 19811 researchis the lack of a permanent residence of one's
own, combined with staying overnight "on the Meets" or in a shelter for the homeless, or with
using souplines. The second and more restrictive definition was the lack of a permanent
residence, also in combination with the other criteria. The second is similar to that used in the
Stuart B. McKinney Act The first includes some persons using souplines, who live in the
residence of friends or family members.

In 1988, 3,165 persons were classed as homeless in Colorado using the first definition. Using
the second definition, 2,605 persons were classed as homeless in that year.

Reports of the 1990 research will utilize the more restrictive definition. Persons meeting the
first definition but not the second will be classed as marginally housed.

UNITED STATES BUREAU OF ME CENSUS
responses prepared by Annetta Clark

Basics

A. When was the study done (year, month)? March 1990

B. Who did the study?
Principal Investigator/Director? Barbara Everitt Bryant

Organizational Auspices? U.S. Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce

Were interviews contracted out to a survey research organization? If so, which one?

Interviews were conducted by the Bureau of the Census.

C. What were the study's purposes; why was it undertaken?

The Census Bureau's goal is to include in the decennial census all persons whose usual
residence is in the United States on April 1, 1990. Special procedures had to be developed to
reach those persons who were not covered by regular Census Bureau procedures for
households or persons in group quarters. The Shelter and Street Night (S-Night) operation was
developed to count selected components of the homeless population at pre-identified
location*. For this operation, the Census Bureau did not define "homeless," but rather counted
people found in locations where homeless persons were known to congregate.

D. Who conducted the actwei interviews 1"..g., inomeless people, social services staff, trained
interviewers hired by a survey research organization, etc.)? Did they do the imerviews in
pairs/groups, or alone?

Trained interviewers (enumerators) hired by the Census Bureau conducted the interviews.
District offices were to hire homeless persons and/or persons familiar with the homeless
population, as much as possible. Interviewing was done in enumerator teams consisting of two
or more persons depending on the location. Large shelters used more than one enumerator
team as necessary.
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E. What kind of training did interviewers receive? How long did it last? Did it include practice
interviews? At sites similar to those to be encountered in the survey itself?

S-Night enumerator training was done in two phases. The first phase covered enumeration
of shelters, subsidized units at motels and hotels, and low-cost motels and was about six hours
long. The second phase covered the enumeration of street locations, commerce places and
abandoned buildings and was about six hours long. Training for S-Night crew leaders (crew
leaders supervised enumerators) was part of the Group Quarters training which took place one
week earlier. Crew leaders were responsible for training enumerators for both phases using
verbatim training guides prepared by the Census Bureau. The enumerator training included
active role playing and mock interviews as well as a review of safety tips and basic enumeration
rules. Crew leaders and enumerators did not do practice interviews at the pre-identified sites.

F. What geographical areas were covered (which cities, counties, states)?

Shelters, street locations, commerce places, low cost motels/hotels and other S-Night sites
were pre-identified for all 50 states, the District of Columbia and in the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico.

G. What was the time period of data collection (one night, over a week's time, over a month's
time, what)? How does the time period of date collection relate to the time period tne
estimate covers (e.g., 1-night or 7-day estimatit)? Was it intended as a crosssectionat or
longitudinal survey?

Data collection took place nationally on the evening of March 20 and the morning of
March 21, 1990. Time frames for certain types of S-Night sites were conducted as follows:

Shelters, Hotels/motels and subsidized units
6:00 p.m. until 12:00 p.m. on March 20. Enumeration times for some shelters may have
varied depending upon a prearranged agreement between the Census Bureau and the
Shelter operator. For example, the enumeration of families in subsidized units may have
occurred on March 21st from 8:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m.

Street Locations and Commerce Places

2:00 a.m. until 4:00 a.m.

Abandoned Buildings

4:00 a.m. until 8:00 a.m.

The S-Night operation was tested and scheduled for one night. The S-Night operation was
neither a cross-sectional nor longitudinal survey.

Sampling FrameLocations

A. What locations were included?

The S-Night operation wab conducted nationwide. S-Night sites included all pre-identified
emergency shelters (public and private), abandoned buildings, street locations where the
"homeless" tend to sleep at night and commerce places (such as train stations and busdepots.)
Local officials and local providers worked with the Census Bureau to identify these sites.

Overnight/residential institutions
Shelter-type institutions (shelters, domestic violence shelters, subsidized temporary
hotel/motel/apartment, e.g., voucher programs, but not permanent subsidized housing
such as Section 8, and runaway and homeless youth centers)
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The Corwin Bureau worked closely with local officials, local providers and the homeless
to pre-identify all public and private emergency shelters (both permanent and tempo-
rary) with sleeping facilities in their area. This included such places as hotels/motels
costing$12.00 or less (regardless of whether the persons considered themselves to be
homeless or the length of their stay), pre-identified rooms in hotels/motels used for
homeless persons and families, runaway/homeless youth shelters, shelters for abused
women, YMCAs and YWCAs, Salvation Army shelters and missions.

Non-shelter institutions (e.g., jails, mental health facilities, detoxification centers, quarter-
way, half-way and three-quarters-way houses)

These locations, while not enumerated during S-Night, were enumerated as part of
regular census operations. In these locations we will not be able to identify who was or
was not homeless. Persons enumerated at these sites will be included in the decennial
census pount but they will not be reported in the S-Night count.

Gray-area institutions--
Are Single Room Occupancy (SRO) and hotel rooms paid far with the occupant's

own resources included (such as YWCA rooms, residential hotels with long term
occupants, etc.)?

Most such places were counted during the regular census operations. Data tabulations
will be available for SRO's. Included in the shelter enumeration on S-Night were such
places as:

- Hotels/motels costing $12.00 or less (regardless if short-term or long-term
occupant).

- Hotels/motels which accepted vouchers.

- Rooms in hotels/motels designated for the homeless.

- Rooms designated for homeless at the YMCA or YWCA.

Are transitional end permanent housing projects including group homes, SROs,
apartments or other arrangements that serve the once-homeless included?

These locations (except for SR0s) were enumerated during regular census
operations and will not be included in the count of persons enumerated during
S-Night.

Are long-standing institutions for people displaced by emergency situations
included, such as facilities for abused and neglected children removed from their
homes, or "quickie" arrangements for San Francisco's earthquake victims included?

Shelters for abused and neglected children (e.g., emergency shelters/group
homes which provide temporary sleeping facilities for juveniles) were included.
Displaced earthquake victims, unless staying in the pro-identified shelters, were
not included in the &Night operation but they were counted during the regular
census operations. It Is possible for data users to it...1 a separate count of such
persons.

What about hospitals housing "boarder babies"?

Boarder babitut are included in the category 'Wards in General end Military
Hospitals for patients who have no usual home elsewhere." They are not
identified as a separate group.

Non-residential institutions
Soup kitchens, mobile food vans, drop-in centers, health clinics (others?)

No, only residential institutions with sleeping facilities were included in S-Night and in the
regular census operations.
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Non4nstitutional locations
Streets, parks, transportation depots, abandoned buildings, parked cars, parts of highway
or public transportation systems, parking garages, railroad boxcars, etc. Or, geographical
designators, such as blocks?

Non-institutional locations were included in the S-Night operation. Local officials and
providers were asked to identify street locations and commerce places where homeless
persons tend to congregate at night. The street enumeration included such places as street
corners, parks, bridges, abandoned and boarded-up buildings and noncommercial camp-
sites ("tent cities"). Commerce places included such locations as railroad stations, airports,
bus depots, subway stations, all-night movie theatres and restaurants, emergency hospital
waiting rooms and other similar predesignated sites.

Conventional dwelling units

To identify and count the "doubled-up" population, however defined.

Persons or families who are "doubled-up" were enumerated in regular census operations,
not the S-Night operation. These persons will not be included in the &Night count. The
Census Bureau will provide tabulations of all housing units with more than one related
family or with unrelated persons cross-classified by characteristics. Researchers and
planners can use these data as indicators of the precariously housed or homeless, as they
see fit.

B; How was sampling frame developed, and its completeness and accuracy (about estimates
of size) determined?

The S-Night operation was a nationwide operation that enumerated persons at all
pre-identified locations. Sampling of locations was not used.

C. How was selection made from units in sampling frame?

Not applicable.

D. What are the biases present in the study's choice of research sites: (i.e., what parts of the
homeless population are probably excluded?

We did not enumerate the hidden homeless and we did not enumerate persons that were
at locations not on the Census Bureau's list.

E. Was any attempt made to oversample any population (e.g., women, minority populations)?

Not applicable.

SamplingRespondent Selection

A. How were individuals selected at each site?

Randomization issues (take all, fixed skip interval, number interviewed dependent on
size of facility/location, etc., etc.)

Take all. Enumerators were to conduct complete interviews for allpersons living/sleep-
ing/staying at the S-Night site. Staff who worked at the S-Night site (e.g., shelters,
commerce places, hotels, etc.) but did not live there were not enumerated as part of
S-Night. For shelters, sample data were collected for every sixth person. A fixed skip
interval was used to determine which individual would require a long-form Individual
Census Report (ICR). Enumerators selected a random start between one and six to
determine which line to begin listing the respondent's name and person number in the



sampling registers. If. a person's name was listed on the darker gray line,a long form ICR
for that person was required.

Respondents were listed and interviewed through several systematic methods appro-
priate to the facility settings floor by floor; room by room; individuals would get
counted as they passed through a meal line or residents were required to report in a
dining room/recreation room to be counted by census enumerators who developed
their own way of listing individuals.

Screening procedures (what criteria were used, if any to determine that a potential
respondent was really homeless? Was a potential respondent's financial contribution a
criterione.g., if a respondent paid for a hotel room with own resources, or contributed
to the rent in a doubled-up situation, was s/he counted as homeless? What character-
istics would have excluded a potential mspondent from the study as not homeless?)

No criteria was used to screen if a potential respondent was really homeless. &Night
locations were pre-identified as places where the homeless may live and/or congre-
gate.

The only characteristic that excluded a potential respondent from S. Night enumeration
in shelters and commerce places were staff members who were working and lived
somewhere else. At street locations, persons in uniform or engaged in money making
activities were not enumerated.

Were the screening procedural validated in any way to assure they selected truly
homeless people and excluded truly non homeless people?

No screening was used.

B. How were respondents approached? Who was present (interviewer? escort (whattypeoff-
duty police, another homeless person, etc.), staff of shelter or other agency where
interviewing was occurring)?

Enumerators were instructed to introduce themselves and hand the respondent the Privacy
Act Notice that states that the respondent's answers are confidential If a respondent was
sleeping or Incoherent, enumerators filled out the !CR by observation and did not awake or
approach the respondent. Enumeration in commerce places was usually done in the presence
of other homeless persons, working staff and/or on-duty police. Enumeration at shelters were
usually coordinated by the staff of the shelter and done before, or just after meal time and In the
presence of the working staff and other residents of the shelter. Enumeration at hotels/motels
and street locations were usually done in the presence of other enumerators. Interviewing may
also have been done in the presence of an observer who must have been a sworn Census
Bureau employee. No escorts were used.

C. How was the reseri 7th explained?

Enumerators explained the importance of counting everyone in the census, including the
homeless. They explained that the data collected in the 1990 census will be used to allocate
federal and state funding for the next ten years. For example, they explained how the count of
the homeless people in their area will aid in obtaining funding for programs to help house the
homeless. The enumerators also assured respondents that answers were confidential and
could only be seen by sworn Census employees.

D. Were they paid? How much? How was this explained?

Respondents were not paid.

E. Did screening or interviewing occur within the hearing of other homeless people, facility
staff, or someone else? If yes, how might this have affected either agreement to participate
in the study or answers to particular questions?
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Yes, interviewing may have occurred within hearing of other homeless people, facility staff,
and others. Enumerators made an effort to interview privately as much as possibie. We are not
sure how answers might have been affected if persons overheard an interview.

Finding the "Hidden Homeless"

Phase two of the S-Night operation was the enumeration of pre identified street locations
and commerce places from 2:00 a.m. to 4:00 a.m. and abandoned buildings from 4:00 a.m. to
8:00 a.m. This phase of the operation was designed so that persons not staying at shelters
would have the opportunity to be counted. All visible persons found at the pre-identified street
locations and commerce places were counted either by personal interview or by observation.
At 4:00 a.m., enumerators went to the abandoned buildings and waited outside the building
until someone Came out. The enumerators attempted to enumerate the person(s) and collect
age, sex, end race data. If the respcndent did not want to participate, the enumerator would
count the person and complete the answers by observation. If possible, the enumerators
questioned the person about the number of people remaining in the building and attempted to
get basic demographic information for each person.

Weighting and Estimation Procedures

A. Were any used? If not, why not?

Ni.), the S-Night operation was conducted nationwide. Sampling was not used.

B. Describe those used. Please include mathematical expressionsfformulee.

Not applicable.

C. Were arty CORRECTIONS made for possible duplicate counting due to: (1) use of more
than one type of facility (e.g., soup kitchen and shelter, shelter end health); (2) use of more
than one facility of a type (e.g., eats at two different soup kitchens in a day); (3) use of one
or more types of facilities although found and interviewed "on the street." Describe them,
and their effects on the final count, if possible. If not, could you make these corrections (did
your procedures yield the information to make such corrections)?

Yes, S-Night was designed to minimize duplicate enumerations. Specifically, the enumer-
ation was:

- conducted one night to avoid duplicate enumerations on different nights at different
locations.

- planned to minimize duplicate enumerations by staggering the enumeration times. For
example, shelters were enumerated from 6:00 p.m. to midnight because persons had
settled into the shelter for the evening and would not leave the shelter until the next
morning. The street enumeration was conducted in the early morning hours so that
persons counted in the shelters would not be counted in the street phase. The
abandoned building phase occurred after the street enumeration.

We feel that conducting the operation on one night and staggering the enumeration times
did minimize duplicate counting.

D. Were any CORRECTIONS made for non-response, of facilities (refusal to allow clients to be
interviewed) or individuals. Describe them, and their effectson the final count. If not, could
you make these corrections (did your procedures yield the information to make such
corrections)?
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Yes, if a facility operator refused to allow the enumerators to enter the shelter, enumer-
ators returned to the shelter early the next morning to count persons and obtain basic
demographic information for persons as they left the shelter. Also, if a shelter told us that we
had missed them on S-Night enumerators returned to the shelter and enumerated the shelter
using administrative records/rosters as of March 20, 1990. If the records/rosters were not
available, the current roster was used.

E. Was any adjustment made for frequency of use over a period of more than one day (e.g.,
Ul's 7-day adjustment). Describe, and its effect on the final count. If not, could you make
these adjustments (did your procedures yield the information to make such adjustments)?

No.

F. Did you make any other adjustments or corrections? Please describe.

No.

G. What are the probable effects of weighting procedures, corrections and adjustments on
the proportion of the homeless likely to be inciuded in the final estimates?

No weighting was used.

H. How were accompanying children dealt with, in the interviews/data collection and in the
counts?

A separate ICR was completed for each child in both phases of S-Night. In the shelter
enumeration, each person was asked if they had children with them under the age of 15 and
recorded the number of children with her/him on the Adult's (ICR). At street locations, persons
were not asked if they had children under the age of 15 with them.

I. To what universe, if any, is sample generalizable? What population or subpopulations are
estimated? Could standard errors be computed? Were they computed, or was any other
estimation of variance computed? What were the results?

Sampling of sites was not conducted. The 1990 census will provide a count and basic
characteristics of selected components of the homeless population at the national and local
levels on one night.

J. Please describe any special estimating techniques, if you used them (such as capture-
recapture).

None.

THE DC METROPOUTAN DRUG STUDY (DC*MADS):
HOMELESS AND TRANSIENT POPUIATION STUDY

responses prepared by Micheal Dennis

Basks

A. When was the study done (year, month)? The study is currently in progress.

The design and instrument were submitted to the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) on October 2, 1990. The sampling frames are currently being constructed and tested.
Assuming OMB approval by January Z 1991, at the latest, the study will be in the field from
February through May of 1991. The data will be edited, double keyed, and checked between
March 1991 and September 1991. It will be analyzed in the following year and incorporated into
the final report for DC*MADS that is due in September 1992. 75



69

B. Who did the study? Principal Investigator/Director? Organizational Auspices? Were inter-
views contracted out to a survey research organization? If so, which one?

Dr. Robert M. Bray is the Principal Investigator for DC*MADS, and Dr. Michael L. Dennis is
the Study Director for the Homeless and Transient Population Study. Dr. Dennis receives
sampling and statistical support from Dr. Ronald* lachan and field support from Jutte
Thomberry. DC*MADS has been funded by NIDA and is being conducted under contract by
RTI, Westat, Birch ft Davis, and Johnson, Bassin, b Shaw. The Homeless and Transient
Population Study is being conducted entirely by Rn staff and interviewers.

C. What were the study's purposes; why was it undertaken?

For almost two decades, the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) has relied on a series
of household and hospital surveys to monitor substance abuse in America. Although this
strategy has been useful as a general barometer nf drug use, concern has increased that it
underrepresents several subpopulations who erb more likely to be adversely affected by
substance abuse. These populations include school dropouts, adult and juvenile criminal
offenders, institutionalized persons, drug abuse treatment clients, pregnant drug abusers, and
most notably the homeless population.

NIDA has contracted with the Research Triangle Institute (FIT!) to conduct a series of 16
comprehensive studies under the umbrella of a single research study, This effort called the DC
Metropolitan Area Drug Study (DC*MADS), is an attempt to collect data aboutdrug abuse from
all of these subpopulations and the household population during the same year in one
metropolitan area. The purpose of the study is to better understand drug abuse across these
populations, its extent, and its effect on the community. The study will also look at the role of
drug abuse trertment, primary care, mental health treatment andemergency shelter programs
in addressing the problems reported by respondents. To the extent that it is successful,
DC*MADS will also be used as a model to collect similar data in other metropolitan areas.

The Homeless and Transient Population Study will examine the prevalence, incidence, and
consequences of drug use in the homeless population. It will examine the structural, social, and
personal reasons why people move in and out of homelessness and the role of drug use in this
movement Data from the Homeless and Transient Population Study will also be used in several
other DC*MADS studies, including the School Dropouts, Young Adults, Adult Criminal Offend-
ers, and Juvenile Offenders Studies. Data from the Homeless and Transient Study will be
combined with data from the Institutionalized Study to look at mentally ill peopleand with data
from the 1991 NHSDA DC oversampie and the Institutionalized Study to estimate metropolitan-
wide incidence and prevalence. The Homeless and Transient Population StudyQuestionnaire
will include a section on interpopulation domain movement that will help us interpret
movement between the subpopulations of the various studies and the time at-risk in each
condition.

This study will also be comparable to several other studies outside of the DC*MADS
umbrella; these include the 1990 U.S. Census, a recent study of drug use among DC shelter
residents, the NIAAA/NIDA McKinney Demonstration Projects for homeless alcoholics and drug
abusers, the NIONNIAAA minimum client data set, and an ADAMHNHRSA evaluationof efforts
to link primary care and drug abuse treatment. In each case, these other studies will be used tc.
improve the Interpretation of the Homeless and Transient Study end to place its results into a
broader context.

D. Who conducted the actual interviews (e.g., homeless people, social services staff, trained
interviewers hired by a survey research organization, etc.)? Did they do the interviews in
pairs/groups, or alone?

Interviewers are to be sent out in two-person teams. The interviewers will be paid by RTI
and will be recruited from people who have either been homeless or worked closely with
people who are homeless (e.g., outreach workers, shelter workers). Interviews will be con-
ducted individually unfelt* the respondent requests otherwise.
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E. What kind of training did interviewers receive? How long did it last? Did it include practice
interviews? At sites similar to those to be encountered in the survey itself?

Training includes both classroom and field work. Initial training will last 3 days and be
conducted at RTI's DC office. In addition to the project staff, the trainers will include local
homeless service providers, experts on working with special homeless populations (e.g.,
mentally ill, intoxicated, cognitively impaired), and the security staff. There will also be smaller
refresher training courses as needed to address changes and staff turnover. The course will
provide an opportunity to: role play interviewers; review and practice procedures for approach-
ing homeless people; review and practice procedures for working with someone who appears
to be mentally ill, intoxicated, or impaired in some way; talk about other problem situations;
learn about working with homeless people; and review and practice the communication and
security procedures.

After the formal training coursework, the supervisors will spend 3 days taking out two
interviewer team pairs each day to go over the field procedures. On each day, they will go
through: advance scouting and preliminary contact with a shelter; security and screening
swoops; actual West interviews (If Possible); shelter sampling; and actual shelter interviewing.
The advance scouting will occur on the day before the interviewing.

The training will deal with several special issues that may arise during the study. Foremost
of these is the need to maintain the confidentiality of the interviews. Others include a review of
backup procedures for breakdowns in communication or sampling procedures; how to handle
people who ere cognitively impaired either partially or totally; how to handle people who speak
little or no English; how to deal with a cluster of homeless people; and how to limit the risk that
the interviewer or the respondent might be harmed during the interview.

Because of the Homeless and Transient Population Study's unusual field conditions,
considerable attention has been paid to designing data collection procedures that protect both
the intenfiews and the respondents. Several steps will be taken to ensure the safety of both the
respondents and the interviewers. Time include the use of security planning and training,
security personnel, and security equipment and field procedures. Examples of these proce-
dures include (a) involving local community leaders end police in the planning process; (b)
conducting interviews during dusk- -a period of slightly lighter sides and low crime; (c)
geographically clustering interviewers on any given night; (d) involving local law enforcement
officers in planing, training, and monitoring implementation; (a) using modular telephones; (f)
using mini fog horns; and (g) using people who have been homeless or worked extensively
with homeless people. For both ethical and security reasons, we will also avoid waking people
who are asleep when first approached. It should be noted, however, that on March 20, 1990,
the Bureau of the Census sent over 18,000 enumerators to over 10,000 shelters and 24,000
blocks with only one incidenta watch was stolen (personal communication with Cynthia
Taeuber, August 14, 1990).

F. What geographical areas were covered (which cities, counties, states)?

This study covers the entire District of Columbia metropolitan area as defined by the U.S.
Bureau of the Census. This area includes 16 municipalities in the District of Columbia Maryland
(Charles Co., Frederick Co., Montgomery Co., and Calvert Co.), and Virginia (Arlington Co., City
of Alexandria, Fairfax City, Fairfax Co, toudoun Co., Prince William Co., Stafford Co., Manassas
City, Manassas Park City, and Falls Church City). All shelters, census tracks, and census blocks
in these area have a chance of being in the geographic sample. Any *halter that is located within
one of these municipalities will be identified through local lists and working with the Metropol-
itan Washington Council of Governments' Homeless Task Force contact for each municipality.
Every shelter or motel in the frame will have a chance of being selected. Within sampled blocics,
only domiciles, areas of criminal activity, closed business establishments, and locked areas will
be excluded from screening for the street sample. Exhibit 1 shows the population, number of
shelters, number of census tracts end expected density of tracts for each municipality.
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G. What was the time period of data collection (one night, over a week's time, over a month's
time, what)? How does the time period of data collection relate to the time period the
estimate covers (e.g., 1-night or 7-day estimate)? Was it intended as a cross-sectional or
longitudinal survey?

The sampling plans are based on a data collection period from February through May of
1991. They involve a temporal sample size of 84 days over the 4-month data collection period
at a rate of 4 days per week. The sample vavill have two components selected from a shelter
sample frame and a separate street sample frame. Each of the two sample components will be
selected as two independent seasonal samples, one for the winter (February/March) and the
other for the spring (April/May). For each of the two sample components, sample units (shelters
or blocks) will be randomly assigned to the sample days in the season. The sampling design is
summarized in Exhibit 2.

The time period of the data collection is designed so that it can be collapsed to provide an
unbiased estimate for April 1, 1990, so that it can be combined with the other DC*MADS
studies. It includes separate winter and spring samples to look at seasonal changes in the
weather and local regulations. Although the study is primarily designed as a cross-sectional
survey, the interview includes information about movement into and out of the area, into and
out of homelessness, and the respondent's mother's maiden name and date of birth so that
capture-recapture can be done. It also includes a final item on whether the respondent has ever
taken the interview before.

Sampling FrameLocations

A. What locations were included?

The population of inference, defined at a given point in time, consists of individuals who
usually lack a domicile or who lackedaccess to their usual domicile on the night previous to the
survey. This population includes both literally homeless people and many who are precariously
housed. The Homeless and Transient Population Study has a shelter and street sampling frame
and will also draw on data from the other OC*MADS studies. The shelter sampling frame
includes private and public emergency shelters, including homes for runaways, homes for
domestic violence victims, and subsidized emergency housing in motels or apartments (but not
Section 8 housing).

Nonshelter and gray area institutions are being covered by other DC*MADS studies. The
Institutionalized Study will cover prisons, jails, mental health institutions, hospitals, and nursing
homes. The noninstitutionalized group quarters study (a substudy of the Young Adults Study)
will include dormitories, single room occupancy (SRO), und hotel rooms paid for with the
occupant's own resources. All of the DC*MADS studies ask respondents about whether they
have been homeless and their experiences in the last 12 months.

O'her groups of people who may be precariously housed will also be surveyed from
frames based on nonresidential institutions, including women giving birth in area hospitals,
new drug treatment clients, recent school dropouts, recent criminaloffenders, and area school
children. In the Homeless and Transient Population Study, we will also be asking about the
utilization of emergency housing, soup kitchens, outreach programs (e.g., health care for
homeless persons), drug treatment, primary care treatment, mental health treatment, and
entitlement programs.

The street frame includes the streets, parks, transportation depots, abandoned buildings,
parked cars, parts of highway or public transportation systems, parking garages, railroad
boxcars, fields, wooded areas, etc., found in the geographic sample of census blocks. Local
community providers and outreach workers will be consulted about hard-to-find locations, and
each interviewer team will include someone familiar with where homeless people might sleep.
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We are currently seeking an additional item on the NHSDA to identify people who have
been homeless. The NHSDA will be oversampling conventional dwellings in the DC metropol-
itan area so that the date can be combined with DC*MADS.

B. How was sampling frame developed, and its completeness and accuracy (about estimates
of size) determined?

There are four types of frames: the temporal frame, the shelter frame, the client frame, and
the geographic frame. The temporal frame is a 15- week period centered on April 1, 1991. The
shelter sample frame is baued on initial lists of facilities with overnight bed capacity that were
developed by the interfaith Conference in 1988 and the Metropolitan Washington Council of
Governments. The list was updated by contacting the Council of Governments' Homeless Task
Force contact for each of the metropolitan area's 16 municipalities and by following through
with other agencies they identified as offering or coordinating emergency shelter. Information
on this list was verified with the facility director over the phone to facilitate client sampling and
to identify additional recently opened or closed facilities. The client frames are based on a
facility roster. In most cases, it is the intake roster, although in motets and apartments it is the
registrar and a roster of people in the room. The geographic frame is based on the census tract
and block maps.

C. How was selection made from units in sampling frame?

The temporal sample will consist of 84 days at a rate of 4 per week and 32 per season. The
shelter sample will consist of 96 shelters stratified by season and number of clients; it will be
drawn at a rate of 2 per night in the winter and 1 per night in the spring, with strata size allocated
proportional to size and constant sampling within strata. The geographic samples will consist
of 64 census tracts stratified by expected density of homeless people and season. Within these
tracts, it will consist of 576 census blocks sampled at a rate of 288 per season. These blocks will
be clustered and the clusters randomly assigned to the days within the season at a rate of 9 per
day. The client samples will consist of 480 shelter interviews and 269 expected street
interviews. The shelter respondents will be selected based on systematic samples from the
facility's roster following a random start. People encountered on the street between 4:00 and
5:30 am on the sampled morning will be screened and, if appropriate, interviewed; however,
people engaged in illegal activities (e.g., prostitution, breaking and entering) and services (e.g.,
police, taxi drivers, newspaper deliverers) will not be screened. Exhibit 2, previously presented,
summarizes the sampling design.

D. What are the biases present in the study's choice of research sites? (i.e., what parts of the
homeless population are probably excluded?)

There is nothing typical about the DC metropolitan area that suggests that the results
would generalize to every metropoliten area. it does nonetheless represent a considerable
range of urban and rural environments and service systems. Within the DC area, the study
covers most of the homeless population very well The design is probably weakest in terms of
covering the rural homeless and people doubled-up in regular dwellings.

E. Was any attempt made to oversample any population (e.g., women, minority populations)?

No, but the planned sample sizes are sufficient to look at prevalence rates as low as 1
ptdrcent with a 50 percent relative standard error. These are sufficient to look at major
subgro. fps.

SamplingRespondent Selection
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Individuals in shelters and emergency facilitleiwill be sampled from one of three types of
rosters: ra intake roster, a bed roster, or a room roster. Intake rosters are commonly used in
large and temporary facilities. Clients will be sampled from them at a fixed rate after a random
start. tf necesury, interviewers will return in the morning to interview people who came in late.
Bed rosters are often used in shelters with stable populations and involve taking attendance
from beds or rooms that have been assigned toe particular resident. When this type of roster
is encountered a temporary intake roster will be generated for the sampled night and clients
will be sampled from It as previously noted. Room rosters are commonly used in family shelters
or motels. Where it is encountered, the rooms will be sampled, the occupants listed, and the
residents sampled at a fixed rate using a systematic sample with a random start.

Individuals encountered in the stleet sample will be screened to determine if they were
housed last night and if they have access to regular housing. Staying in regular housing is not
sufficient to exclude someone from the survey. To be excluded, the place where the
respondent regularly stays and the place he or she stayed last night must either belong to the
respondent or the respondent must have an arrangement to stay there on a regular basis.
People moving from place to place, who trade sex for shelter, or who have no regular housing
will be included.

The shelter population is defined as homeless. The validity of the street population
definition is limited by the self-report methodology and guarantee of confidentiality. No further
checks will be conducted, although interviewers will be asked to makes observations about the
respondent's dress and demeanor, and full counts will be maintained.

B. How were respondents approached? Who was present (interviewer? escort (what typeoff-
duty police, another homeless person, etc.), staff of shelter or other agency where
interviewing was occurring)?

Shelter respondents will be approached first by shelter staff and then by the interview
team. The latter includes interviewers who have either been homeless or worked closely with
people who are homeless. Street respondents will be approached directly by the interview
team. The interviewers will approach respondents loudly to avoid 'tenting them. If a potential
respondent I. asleep when approached, the interviewers will back off and wait for him or her
to wake up.

C. How was the research explained?

Potential respondents will be asked to consent to the interview after being read a
statement explaining the study purposes, showing them a certificate of crinfidentiality, and
assuring them that their answers would be anonymous.

D. Were they paid? How much? How was this explained?

Respondents will be paid $10 for completing the interview. The incentive is explained
during the informed consent statement fisted above. Respondents interviewed In the morning
will also be offered a juice and a pastry to help them wake up and in case the knerview keeps
them from getting breakfast

E. Did screening or interviewing occur within the hearing of other homeless people, facility
staff, or someone else? If yes, how might this have affected either agreement to participate
in the study or answers to particular questions?

Prior arrangements with the shelter operatom will be sought to provide a private room or
setting for the interviews. If necessary, a van can be brought to the premises. The other
interviewer will try to keep other people away during the interview in both the shelter and street
settings.
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Finding the "Hidden Homeless"

Between 4:00 and 5:30 am, attempts will be made to identify any person in publicly
accessible areas In the sampled blocks This includes public facilities, campgrounds, aban-
doned buildings, and abandoned cars. People with outreach experience will be used as
interviewers in the street component to identify as many hiding places as possible. People who
are moving in and out of institutions, who are in treatmentor correctional institutions, and who
are living with others will be sought through the other DC*MADS studies.

Weighting and Estimation Procedures

A. Were any used? if not, why not?

Weights will be used to provide estimates for the metropolitan area.

B. Describe those used. Please include mathematical expressions/formulae.

Weighting will include sampling weights and nonresponseieligibility adjustments corn-
puted separately for each seasonal component of the street and shelter surveys. Sampling
weights will account for sampling of time periods as well as for sampling of tracts and blocks
(i.e., for sampling in time and space). The initial analytic weights will be the inverse of the
sampling probability.

C. Were any CORRECTIONS made for possible duplicate counting due to: (1) use of more
than one type of facility (e.g., soup kitchen and shelter, shelter and health); (2) use of more
than one facility of a type (e.g., eats at two different soup kitchens in day); (3) use of one
or more types of facilities although found and interviewed "on the street" Describe them,
and their effects on the final count if possible. If not, could you make these corrections (did
your procedures yield the information to make such corrections)?

Multiplicity adjustments will be made to account for multiple probabilities of selection in
the two survey components. The interview includes items on the potential overlap between the
frames and on the use of shelters, soup kitchens, and emergency facilities.

Respondents will also be asked if they have been interviewed before and to provide their
date of birth and mother's maiden name. Along with data on geographic movement and
changes in housing status, these data can potentially be used to estimate the unique counts
through capture- recapture.

D. Were any CORRECTIONS made for non-response, of facilities (refusal tc allow clients to be
interviewed) or individuals. Describe them, andtheir effects on the final count. If not could
you make these corrections (did your procedures yield the information to make such
corrections)?

Nonresponse pattarns will be examined and potentially lead to statistical corrections.

E. Was any adjustment made for frequency of use over a period of more than one day (e.g.,
UN 7-day adjustment). Describe, and its effect on the final count. If not, could you make
these adjustments (did your procedures yield the information to make such adjustments)?

Frequency data for the last 30 days are being collected on shelters use, outreach contacts,
soup kitchen use, drug use, drug treatment, and employment. Recency of use information is
also being collected on primary care treatment, mental health treatment and entitlements.
Information is also being collected on the duration of the current episode of homelessness, the
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respondent's current location, the respondent's location on the prior night, the respondent's
location at the beginning of the current episode, and the number of prior episodes. Less
detailed information on housing status during the last 12 months will be collected from all
DCIPMADS samples.

F. Did you make any other adjustments or corrections? Please describe.

Not yet.

G. Whet are the probable effects of weighting procedures, corrections and adjustments on
the proportion of the homeless likely to be included in the final estimates?

Not available yet.

H. How were accompanying children dealt with, in the interviews/data collection and in the
counts?

Children over the age of 12 will be interviewed if sampled. The interviewer will ask about
the respondent's children and other dependents. The study will also be coordinated with a
national study of runaway children.

I. To what universe, if any, is sample generalizable? What population or subpopulations are
estimated? Could standard errors be computed? Were they computed, or was any other
estimation of variance computed? What were the results?

The sample will be generalizable to the population of DC-area homeless people at the
specified time frame (April 1991). Separate inferences will be made for the shelter and street
subpopulations. Standard errors will be computed taking into account the weights and the
sample design.

J. Please describe any special estimating techniques, if you used them (such as capture-
recapture).

Capture-recapture has been limited in this area because of the need to estimate the
movement of people in and out of the homeless populationboth in terms of geography and
definition. We plan to attempt a capture- recapture estimate using survey data on geographic
movement and changes in housing status to estimate the missing parameters.

82



76

References

Burt Martha R. and Cohen, Barbara E. Feeding the Homeless: Does the Prepared Meals
Provision Help? Volumes I and II. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute, 1988.

Dennis, Michael L., lichen, Rona Ido, Thornberry, Jutta S., and Bray, Robert M. The DC
Metropolitan Drug Study (DC*MADSJ: Home leu and Transient Population Study. Research
Triangle Park, NC: Research Triangle Institute, 1990.

James, Franklin. Numbers and Characteristics of the Homeless: A Preliminary Application in
Colorado of a New Methodology. Denver, CO: University of Colorado at Denver, Graduate

nool of Public Affairs, 1988.

Lee, Barrett. "Stability and Change in an Urban Homeless Population." Demography, 1989,
25(2), 323-334.

Rossi, Peter H., Fisher, Gene A. and Willis, Georgianna. The condition of the Homeless in
Chicago: A Report Based on Surveys Conducted in 1985 and 1986. Chicago, IL: Social end
Demographic Research Institute, University of Massachusetts-Amherst and National Opinion
Research Center, Chicago, 1986.

Taeuber, Cynthia M. and Siegel, Paul M. Counting the Nation's Homelas Population in the
1990 Census. Washington, DC: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Population Divison, 1990.

Vemez, Georges, Burnam, M. Audrey, McGlynn, Elizabeth A. Trude, Sally and Mittman, Brian.
Review of California's Program for the Homeless Mentally Disabled. Santa Monica, CA: The
RAND Corporation, 1988.

83



V.111.11 77

National Survey of
Shelters for the Homeless

Abridged Final Methodology Report

P:epared by:

Garrett Moran
David Marker
Mexa Fraser
Sharon Beausejour
Janice Machado

Submitted to:

Division of Policy Studies
The Office of Policy Development and Research
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Washington, D.C.

Under Contract HC-5772, Task Order 3

Submitted by:

Westat Inc.
1650 Research Blvd.
Rockville, MD 20850

Abridged Version Prepared
November 27, 1990

64



FOREWORD

This report includes background information, research approach, sample design, survey
procedures, and results of fieldwork for Westat's National Survey of Shelters for the Homeless
conducted for the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Both homeless
shelters and voucher or contract programs were incksded in the sample, although, for
convenience of presentation, reference will often be made to shelters alone. Shelter managers
were cooperative and a 93 percent response rate was achieved.

This report presents the methodology of the survey. Westat provided the complete data set.
including final Casa weights, to HUD. Westat has also supplied projections of capacity and
number of shelters for that part of the U.S. population excluded from the frame, calculated
using a regression method. A detailed analysis of results was included in a report prepared by
the Division of policy Studies, the Office of Policy Development and Research at HUD. That
publication, A Report On The 7988 National Sunray of Shelters For The Homeless, was
published in March 1989 and is available through HUD USEE.
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INTRODUCTION

This report is concerned with a national survey of shelters and voucher programs for the
homeless. The survey consisted of telephone interviews with a sample of 205 operators of
shelters for the homeless in 65 statistically selected cities or counties around the United States.
This report presents the methods employed in the survey, including the sampling plan, the
questionnaire, how the lists of the shelter providers in sampled cities were developed, and the
techniques used to prepare national estimates of the numbers of shelters and their capacity.

Research Objectives

The objective of the National Survey of Shelters for the Homeless was to assist the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in assessing local capacity to provide
appropriate shelter and services to the homeless population. This capacity assessment would
serve as a baseline, thus indicating the con., Id into which the HUD McKinney programs were
entering. To obtain this information, a telephone survey was conducted, interviewing a national
sample of managers of homeless shelters and voucher programs. Information collected
included the operational characteristics and funding of the shelters, their bed capacity, the
types of services available to their homeless populations they serve, and some of the
characteristics of those who use them. The survey gathered data on funding sources (Federal,
state, local government, and private) and operating organizations (public or private).

Information was collected on the characteristics of shelter users to discover which groups
were being served. Data was gathered on demographic characteristics, extent of shelter use,
employment, and mental health and alcohol/drug abuse.

No effort was made to estimate the numbers of homeless Retsons, but the survey did obtain
statistics on shelter capacities, occupancy and tumaway rates.

General Approach

A sample of 282 shelters or voucher programs from 65 cities or counties was surveyed by
telephone, resulting in 205 completed interviews. Sampling design and procedures are further
discussed below in "Sample Design." The respondent at each shelter or voucher program was
the manager or another person designated by the manager as qualified to respond. For the
sake of simplicity in this report, shelters and voucher programs will often be referred to simply
as shelters, with any explicit references to one group or the other clearly specified. Calls were
placed primarily during normal working hours-9:00 AM to 5:00 PM, Monday through Friday.
Westars Telephone Research Center is capable of calling at other times, and a few calls were
placed outside these hours as necessary.

Throughout the study, a premium was placed on rapid response. Immediately after the data
were collected and reviewed for quality, coders and key operators produced the electronic data
file. Initial edits and checks were conducted and preliminary results obtained within two weeks
after the data was collected. A more thoroughly deaned and edited data set, including the
results of rather extensive data retrieval was available about five weeks after the survey
was concluded.

Summary of Report Contents

This abridged report contains five sections. The six appendices included in the original
report have been deleted from this abridged version. The second section, "Sample Design,"
describes the sampling plan and weighting procedures. It explains the two-stage sampling plan
employed to select the 65 cities and counties and to select individual shelters or voucher
programs in those areas.
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Section 3, "Questionnaire Design," provides information on the design and implementation
of the questionnaire. Some discussion appears regarding the pretest, the actual use of the
finalized questionnaire, the problems encountered, and their retualution.

Section 4, "Shelter Sampling Frame Development." presents a comprehensive review of
the frame development and data collection effort.

Section 5, "General Description of Sample Contact Results," contains information on the
interview completion results. These are tabulated to show response and completion rates and
final status codes, both nationally and as distributed among census regions and between
certainty and non-certainty cities or counties.

SAMPLE DESIGN

Universe and Sampling Methods

There are no comprehensive national lists of shelters for the homeless or of voucher
programs providing for shelter in other types of buildings. In order to obtain a sample of
shelters for the homeless and of voucher programs, it was therefore necessary to employ a
two-stage sampling procedure.

First, a sample of 65 counties or cities was selected from all counties with a 1960 census
population of at least 25,000. if a county contained a city of 250,000 or more, the city was given
a separate chance of selection into the sample. The remainder of such a county was then
sampled based on its population outside of such a city.

The five cities of New York, Chicago, Los Angeles, Philadelphia, and Houston were chosen
with certainty. Before the first stage sample selection of the other 60 primary sampling units
(PSUs), the list was sorted by census region and then by whether it was a city or a (remainder
of a) county. Finally, the PSUs were ordered by size; the measure of size being the larger of
either one-fifth of the 1980 census population or the 1980 estimated number of renters (number
of renter families from the 1980 census times 2.4 persons per household). This sorting
procedure was developed to insure adequate representation of central cities where homeless
tend to congregate while providing accurate national estimates. The measure of size was
chosen to give added representation to areas with higher incidences of rental property on the
assumption that this characteristic is likely to be correlated with homelessness. Within these 65
PSUs, lists of shelters and voucher programs were constructed by consulting the Comprehen-
sive Homeless Assistance Plans (CHAPS) submitted to HUD by local communities and via
telephone contacts with local experts.

In the second sampling stage, individual shelters and voucher programs were chosen from
among those identified in the sampled PSUs. From the CHAPs, it was initially estimated that
there are approximately 4,800 shelters and voucher programs in an counties larger than 25,000.
Our 65 sampled PSUs contained 1,509 shelters and programs out of a national estimate of
4,781. Shelters used exclusively for runaways or juvenile delinquents were excluded from the
above computations.

From the 1,509 shelters and voucher programs identified in these 65 PSUs, a sample of 292
was chosen. The local experts consulted in compiling the lists of shelters and programs
provided estimates of the capacity of most facilities. The 23 shelters estimated to have
capacities greater than 300 and the 11 voucher programs serving greater than 100 were chosen
with certainty. The remaining shelters and voucher programs were sorted separately by
estimated capacity within PSU.,Separate strata were also created for those with unknown
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capacities. Systematic samples were then chosen from each of these four samples with second
stage probabilities of selection inversely proportional to their PSU selection probabilities. The
only exception to this was that shelters with capacity of 101-300 had double the probability of
selection as those with 1-100 capacity.

Sample Weighting

Since the interviewed shelters and voucher programs are a sample, national estimates based
upon their responses are obtained by weighting. In general, this procedure uses the reciprocal
of each sampled unit's selection probability and adjustments which compensate for nonre-
sponding out-of-scope units. To determine the selection probabilities we note that one PSU,
Los Angeles County, had a large enough measure of size to be chosen with certainty and that
the remaining 59 sampled PSUs had selection probabilities less than one. Table 1 shows the
number of sampled PSUs by region of the country.

Table 1. Number of sampled cities and counties by certainty status and region

Type of PSU
Region

East South N. Central West

Certainty 2 1 1 2
Noncertainty 12 21 14 12

As mentioned earlier, there were four second stage noncertainty sampling strata: shelters
and voucher programs of known and unknown capacity. Sample sizes were allocated to the
four strata in proportion to their total estimated capacity. To estimate the total capacity for the
two strata with unknown sized facilities, a subsample of the frames was contacted. This
procedure provided estimates of the proportion of the frame that was truly in scope.

This proportion was then multiplied by an estimated average size of 30 for shelters and 10
for voucher programs. The unknown size strata were oversampled to compensate for the
expected 43 percent and 55 percent in-scope rates for shelters and voucher programs,
respectively. Table 2 shows the regional distribution of sampled facilities by strata.

Table 2. Number of sampled shelters by region and strata

Stratum Region

Shelter/Voucher Size East South N. Central toYest

Shelters Certeinty 16 4 1 5
Shelters 1-300 72 38 42 63
Shelters Unknown 6 16 9 6
Vouchers Certainty 1 - 2 3
Vouchers 1-100 1 1 -
Vouchers Unknown 3 - 1 2

When the sampled shelters of unknown size were weighted by their inverse probability of
selection estimated from the srtbsample of the frame, it became obvious that the estimates
would be subject to large sampling errors. This was a result of the frame deficiency that caused
very large and very small shelters to be coils. ed into one "unknown size" stratum. To reduce
this source of variation, it was decided to atter :ot to contact all of the ..;30 non-sampled shelters
of unknown size on the frame from the 65 P5Js *, obtain an estimate of their true sizes. This
information could then be used to stratify the sample and reduce sampling variability.

We were able to reach 294 (89 percent) of these shelters. Of these, 186 were shelters and the
remaining 108 were ineligible for the survey. We assumed that the 36 frame listings we were
unable to reach were also ineligible for the survey. Each of the 188 shelters was asked for its
bed and cot capacity as a measure of size. This corresponds with question number 6 on the
sitivey questionnaire. 89



We considered letting the 16 completed shelter interviews from this stratum represent the
responses we could have obtained from a census of the 202 (186 + 16) such shelters in the 65
PSUs. Only one of the 16 came from a ceranty PSU. The size of that shelter (variable Number
6), was also almost five times larger than the next largest responding shelter from that stratum.
Therefore it was decided to make that one shelter represent the 88 non-sampled shelters in that
stratum that came from certainty PSUs. The 89 shelters from the certainty PSUs had a total size
of 16,869 (ranging from 2 to 1,815) with the one sampled shelter having a size of 540 beds and
cots. Thus, this shelter was given a weight of 16,869/540= 31.2.

The 113 (98 + 15) remaining non-certainty shelters had sizes ranging from 3 to 350 with a
median size of 30. They were split into three size strata: 25 or less, 26 to 49, and 50 or more.
The corresponding number of sheltrs were: 52, 33, and 28. Nine of the sampled shelters were
included in the first stratum, three in the second, and three in the third. The 52 shelters in the
first stratum had a total weighted (first-stage PSU weight) capacity of 6,065.8. The 9 included in
the sample had an unweighted total capacity of 132 yielding a final weight of 6,0652/132=46.0
for each of the nine. Similarly the final weights for the other two strata are 99.8 and 120.0 for
mid-sized and larger shelters, respectivelt These weights are optimal for estimating bed and
cot capacity, and also efficient for all other variables that are highly correlated with question
number 6.

The above procedure resulted in the following shelter and voucher final weights for the 205
in-scope respondents:

Type of Respondent Weight

Cectainty shelter or voucher program from certainty PSU 1.0
Certainty shelter or voucher program from noncertainty PSUPSU Weight 7.1
101-300 capacity shelter
1-100 capacity shelter 14.2
"Unknown size shelter" Certainty PSU 31.2
"Unknown size shelter" non-certainty PSU, 1 to 25 46.0
"Unknown size shnfter" non-certainty PSU, 26 to 49 99.8
"Unknown size shelter" non-certainty PSU, 50 or more 120.0
1-100 capacity voucher program 166.5
Unknown size voucher program 81.0

Estimation Procedures

Estimated totals, averages, and proportions were computed by multiplying the responses to
the questionnaire by the appropriate weights described in the section, "Sample Weighting,"
above.

The only exception to this procedure was for estimating the number of shelters and voucher
programs for the homeless. This estimate was computed directly from the frame for the 65
PSUs. For each of the four norrcertainty strata, estimates of the out-of-scope rate were
computed from the second stage noncertainty sample for the come ',red 59 noncertainty PSUs.
These rates were then applied to the frame counts in each of these PSUs to provide estimates
for the number of in-scope shelters or programs in each PSU. The same procedure was
followed for each of the 6 certainty PSUs based on out-of-scope rates in these PSUs. The
national estimate for number of shelters and voucher programs was then computed by
weighting the number in-scope in each PSU by the PSUs first stage weight and summing across
all PSUs. This procedure provides a more accurate estimate because it eliminates the sampling
variance (except in estimating out-of-scope rates) present in other estimates. The distribution
of shelters available for sampling is displayed by certainty status and region in Table 3.
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Table 3. Numbers of shelters available for sampling in PRUs by certainty status and region

PSU Region

Certainty NorthStetus East South centre I Vikst Total Percent

certainty 422 93 106 188 787 52
Noncensinty 207 185 141 209 722 48

TOTAL 629 258 247 376 1,509 100

Date collected from this survey can be used to compare characteristics of shelters thatwere
opened at different times. (For example, are newer shelters more or less likely to be run by
religious organizations?) Such comparisons internal to the survey can be made in a straight-
forward manner. Comparisons between these data and others collected in separate surveys are
not so straightforward. In addition to sampling variability, there are many potential sources of
nonsampling variability that may interfere with such comparisons. Some examples include
question wording, frame development, nonresponse rates, and interviewer training.

Sampling Variances

Sample variances for this study were computed using the Jackknife technique. The 60 PSUs
not initially selected with certainty (including Los Angeles County) were placed into 30 variance
strata by pairing PSUs in the order they were sorted for their first stage selection (census
region, city/fremainder of) county, and size). Separate certainty and non-certainty PSU variance
components were then computed for each variable. The variance of an estimate is equal to the
sum of these two components.

Non-certainty PSU variance components were then computed using 30 replicates. Each
replicate excluded one PSU from one of the 30 noncertainty variance strata. The replicate
weights of the shelters and voucher programs in the other PSU rp that variance stratum were
adjusted to compensate for the dropped PSU. Ail shelters from the certainty PSUs were
included in each of the 30 replicates. The variability of the estimates across the 30 replicates
was then used to calculate the non-certainty variance component.

There were 21 non-certainty shelters sampled from the five certainty PSUs (New York City,
Chicago, Los Angeles, Philadelphia, and Houston). These were sorted by size within PS11, and
the PSUs were sorted using the same factors as noncertainty PSUs. Seven subsamples were
then taken by selecting every seventh shelter (1, 8, 15; 2, 9, 16; etc.). ln each of seven replicates
one of these subsamples was dropped, with the weights of the remaining 18 ehelters inflated
to adjust for those that were dropped. All shelters from the other Ot` PSUs are included in the
estimates for each of these seven replicates. The variability of the estimates across the seven
replicates was then used to calculate the certainty variance component.

QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

Introduction

Westat designed the questionnaire to incorporate questions provided by HUD. Some limited
emphasis was placed on obtaining information comparable to that collected in the 1984 HUD
Survey of Shelter for the Homeless, but questions were modified, added, or deleted with the
primary goal of meeting current informational needs. The instrument was kept as concise as
possible, keeping in mind that many shelter managers are very busy. An effort was made to
keep the questionnaire simple enough so that minimal referttsf to records would be required.



The 1984 survey had included shelters only, but the current study attempted to include
voucher and contract programs as well. Since voucher programs were tN be inducted in the
survey, several questions were addressed solely to those programs, and a few others were
appropriate only for shelters. A second version of the questionnaire was developed for the
voucher programs, with minimal changes in question wording, skip patterns, and interviewer
instructions to help accommodate the unique characteristics of the voucher programs. Copies
of the questionnaires can be found in the HUD report on the survey cited earlier.

The shelter questionnaire consisted of 35 major questions. A total of 186 variables were
sought. The questions appeared in the following grot:ps:

Shelter Occupancy/Capacity;
Shelter Characteristics;
User Characteristics;

II Services Provided;
Administrative Characteristics (staffing and funding).

Summary of Questionnaire Issues

In nearly all cases, shelter managers were very cooperative, often elaborating at length on
the conditions faced in their shelters. Without exception, there was sufficient interest in the
study that a copy of the resulting report was requested.

Most respondents had no difficulty answering the questions. There were variations in the
extent to which information appeared to be based on records, as opposed to being based on
respondents' best judgement or recollections. One interesting observation made by interview-
ers at the debriefing session wa, that there appeared to be a positive correlation between
providing a broad range of servir. Is and maintaining records on the characteristics of those
served. Similarly, informal observation suggested a negative correlation between shelter size
and maintenance of records on those served. Where problems arose, data reVieval calls were
made to determine the correct answers. Those problems that remained after this effort, thus
warranting caution in interpreting the data, have been highlighted in the section above.

SHELTER SAMPLING FRAME DEVELOPMENT AND TELEPHONE INTERVIEWING
PROCEDURES

The design of the National Survey of Shelters for the Homeless required that, for each
sampled city or county, a list of shelters and voucher programs be assembled to serve as the
shelter sampling frame. The process by which this was accomplished is the first topic of this
chapter. Following that discussion is a presentation of the methods employed during the
telephone interviewing process.

Shelter Sampling Frame Development Methodology

As indicated in the "Sample Design" section, there are no comprehensive lists of shelters for
the homeless in the United States. This fsct necessitated a two-stage sampling design. In the
first stage a statistical sample of 65 cities or counties (henceforth referred to as primary
sampling units, or PSUs) around the nation was selected. Stage two required the development
of a list of shelters and voucher programs for the homeless in each of these 65 PSUs. The result
was a listing file of some 1,509 shelters and voucher or contract programs located in the 65
PSUs in the sample.

Secondary Sources for Frame Lists

In all cases possible, the starting point for list development was to consult the following
secondary sources:
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I Comprehensive Homokss Assistance Plans (CHAIN: CHAPS are locally written plans for

the care and support of homeless persons that must be submitted to HUD in order for a

community to be eligible for McKinney Act funding. While the content and quality of these

plans vary, many of them do contain some form of list of the shatters and other services

currently available In *sir communities. For the majority of the 85 PSUs, this secondary

source was used es a starting point in obtaining a list of services for the homeless. Even

those CHAPs that contained no such listing proved useful, as the office that submitted the

CHAP to HUD was used as a contact for obtaining names of shatters or programs. CHAP

authors were also contacted to determine if shelters or programs had opened since the

document was submitted, and to get additional information on shelters already in the

CHAP.

HUD Phase I Shelter System Essays: As mentioned in the Introduction, HUD staff recently

visited the five largest metropolitan areas in the nation to assess the rttatus of programs and

services for the homeless. Their observationsand conclusions were outlined in a series of

essays. For the five cities for which an essay was evaitable, this source was reviewed to

obtain names of shelters and voucher programs.

Frame List Data Base File

After review and elimination of list entries not meeting the prevailing definition of a shelter

or voucher program, the secondary source lists were keyed into a computer data base file.

When available, the information entered into the data base file included the following:

III The name of the shetter or program:

III One or more contact person(s) at the shelter or program;

One or more telephone number(s);

A measure of size, defined as the bed count in the caseof shelters, the number of vouchers
distributed in a day in the case of voucher programs, and the dollar amount of checks

written out in a day in the case of contract programs;

The location of the shelter or program;

II Codes for the type of person served by the shelter or program (men, women, families etc.);

Codes indicating whether a record on the file contains information on a shelter, voucher or

contract program, or referral service (referral services were used as contacts to obtain

additional names of shelters or programs); and

I A comments section used to enter information such as the address of the shelter or

program, whether it accepts individuals that are not eligible for tine survey in addition to
individuals that are eligible, an alternate name for the shelter or program, or any other

pertinent information.

Telephone Calls for Frame List Development

Neither the CHAP nor the HUD essays were available for a substantial number of PSUs, and

even if they had been, it was critical to verify and update the information. Telephone cells to

local homeless experts were used for this purpose. Theis calls were an important source of

names of shelters or programs, tf the number of shelters or programs was small, interviewers

recorded the lists or updates to existing lists during the phone conversation. In the case of large

Pais with many shelters, lists were sent to Westat vie facsimile machine or collect overnight
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transport service. If we had a copy of a list in our possession, contacts included positive
identification by local area experts that the version in our possession was the most current and
complete list available. Any updated information was recorded.

Key agencies routinely contacted in each PSUs included the Salvation Army, Traveller's Aid,
United Way, Social Services, Community Welfare Agency, and the Coalition for the Homeless.
These agencies were asked to supply the names of shelters or programs in their city or county.
When the agency was unable to supply the names of any shelters orprograms, they were asked
for the names of referral services or other contacts that might be more knowledgeable in the
area.

Frame Finalization Efforts

After the data for this survey were collected, when the weights for esch type of respondent
were being developed, It became obvious that the estimates for sampled shelters of unknown
size would be subject to large sampling errors. This was the result of large and small shelters
being collapsed into one "unknown size" stratum.

In response to this problem, on December 1, 1988, two telephone interviewers were trained
to conduct frame finalization calls. After training, each telephone interviewer was provided a
script and call record forms, and was instructed to attempt each of the 330 shelters of unknown
size that were listed on the frame as many times as was possible during the two weeks of the
data retrieval effort.

Once each shelter of unknown size was contacted, the shelter manager or other respbnsible
party was asked for the number of beds and cots in the shelter. This answer was then recorded
on the call record, and the case was considered completed. All telephone interviewer
paperwork was reviewed by a senior member of the project team.

After the frame finalization calls were completed, the newly determined size of shelter field
was included in the frame, and new sample weights were determined. For a description of how
these weights were developed and assigned see section on "Sample Weighting" above.

Telephone interviewing Procedures

Once frame development was completed and the sample of shelters and voucher programs
was selected, Westin Telephone Research Center interviewers were charged with contacting
shelter managers and completing the survey instrument. A set of interviewing procedures were
specifically designed for the National Survey of Shelters for the Homeless. These procedures
included instructions for making assignments, recordingoutcomes, processing the interviews
and performing quality control checks.

Data Collection Response

The telephone interviewers were an experienced and professional group. They were
persistent in their efforts to locate and contact respondents, and highly successful in obtaining
cooperation. There were very few first refusals and all of the interviewers were well versed in
conversion techniques designed and employed by our Telephone Research Center so they
were able to convert most refusals immediately, resutting in only three final refusals. The
brevity of the field periodAugust 23, 1988 to September 22, 1988did result in a moderate
number of non-respondents. If the initial contact occurred late in this time period, a single
vacation or medical problem might result in the interviewed being unavailable for participation.
We compensated for this problem by providing supplemental samples in order to Insure
adequate numbers of completsd cases.
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GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE CONTACT RESULTS

Semple Response

This section will review the results of contact and interview with the sampled shelters or
voucher programs by certainty status, region, and overall. This section will also discuss
problems encountered during the ftld interviewing phase of this survey.

From our experience with the pretest and the 1984 survey, we expected respondents would
be eager to cooperate with HUD's effort to collect information about shelters and voucher
programs for the homeless. Table 4 shows the result of our contact with all 292 sampled
shelters. Interviews were completed with the managers or their designated respondents for a
total of 205 sampled shelters.

Table 4. Result of contact

Result Number

Complete 205
Out of scope 63
Nonreepondent 12
No contact 10
Duplicate
fletusal 3

TOTAL 292

Of the 292 shelters, 53 fell out of scope. This number was a good deal larger then expected,
and was the chief reason that two supplemental samples had to be selected. There were a
variety of reasons for the out-of-scope frame entries, often associated with the broad
assortment of facilities included on the CHAP lists. For example, there was one daytime drop
in center for the homeleu that did not permit persons to stay overnight, permanent housing
Programs (3), mental health/mental retardation treatment programs (4), personal or other care
homes (9), drug and alcohol rehabilitation centers (4), food banks (2), juvenile shelters (3),
referral services (3), closed shelters (2), and some 22 miscellaneous others that were not
shelters included on the lists.

Twelve shelters or programs were contacted, but no appointment could be scheduled to
complete the interview within the field period. Reasons for respondent unavailability included
vacations, hospital stays, and plain busy schedules. If the initial contact was made lb.g. in the
field period, little time remained to schedule and complete an interview.

There were 10 shelters with which contact was never made. Standard procedure in such
cases was to re-contact the original list source to verify the information initially obtained, then
follow up on the revised contact information. This process was successful in reducing the
original number of shelters classified as not locatable by the Telephone Research Center (TRC)
staff. Call backs to list sources determined that 15 of the 25 shelters originally classified as not
locatable were in fact out-of-scope, often because they had closed.

Nine shelters or programs were duplicates, and the survey information regarding them was
obteined and included among the 205 completed interviews. The number of duplicates Is also
an artifact of the list development methodology. If there was any chance that a listing might
represent a unique shelter, the entry was left in the frame. Only throe contacts resulted in
refusals that our Telephone Research Center staff, using standard Westat refusal conversion
procedures, were unable to convince to participate.
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Tables 5 and 6 show the result of contact by certainty status and by region respectively.
Noting Table 5, it is dear that the effort to contact and complete the interview was more
successful across the board In non-certainty PSUs. One likely reason for this fact is that the
smaller number of shelters and programs for the homeless found in these areas of smaller
population made ft more likely that correct information on the status and character of the
program was available.

Table 5. Result of contact by PSU certainty status

PSU Certainty Status
Result

Total Percem
of contact

Cartainty Non Certainty

Complete 40 105 ....kE
giv..7 702

Out of scope 15 38 53 10.2
NonresPondent 7 5 12 4.1
No contact 5 5 to 34
Duplicate 2 7 9 3.1
Refusal 3 3 1.0

TOTAL 59 223 292 100.0

Table 6 reveals no great regional variation. The percentage of completes was somewhat
lower in the Northeast and South, with most of the differences attributable to variations in the
numbers of out-of-scope shelters or programs.

Table 6. Result of contact by region

Result of contact

Region

Total PercentEast South
North

Omura! West

Complete 04 38 45 se 206 70.2
Out of scope 23 11 7 12 53 182
NortresPondtml 4 4 1 3 12 4.1
No contact 3 3 1 3 10 3.4
Duplicate 4 1 1 3 9 3.1
Refusal - 2 - 1 3 1.0

TOTAL as 59 55 so 292 100.0

Table 7 presents the overall response rate, and breaks down the rate by certainty status and
by region. An overall response rate of 93.2 percent was achieved. Response rate is defined here
as the number of completes over the eligibles (the sum of completes, refusals, and nonrespon-
dents). This formula for calculating the response rate is illustrated below:

Completes

Completes, Refusals, Nonrespondents

Table 7 shows the response rate overall, by certainty status, and by region. The response
rate was notably lower among the larger certainty cities or counties. When examined by region,
we find that the North Central had the highest response rate, at nearly 98 percent. Response
rates in the Northeast and West were nearly identical, while the South's rate was somewhat
lower.
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Table 7. Respons-0 rate: overall, by PSU certainty status, by region

Response rate by
Completes

Complete, newel
nonrespondent Percent

Overall 205 220 93.2

PSU
CertainlY 40 47 85.1
Noccertainty 165 173 9SA

Region
Northeast sa es 94.1
South 38 44 85A
North Cenral as 48 97.8
Vkttst se 02 92.5

Table 8 shows the completion rate overall,
completion rate of 89.1 percent was obtained.
rate, both measures suggest a robust survey.
measure that takes into account the possibility
scope. This rate is based on the formula:

by certainty statts, and by region. An overall
While this is slightly lower than the response
The completion rate is a more conservative
that shelters not contacted were potentially in

Completes

Completes, Nonrespondents, No Contacts, Refusals

Tables 8, 9, and 10 show that there is a stsong relationship between certainty gatus and the
completion rate. Certainty PSUs had a lower completion rate than did the smaller PSUs, with a
margin of difference of nearly 16 percentage points. The pattern with respect to regional
differences is similar to that observed with the response rate. The North Central region's
completion rate, at 95.7 percent, was nearly 15 points above that of the South. The Northeast
and West regions each had rates of about 90 percent.

Table 8. Completion rate: overall, by PSU certainty status, by region

Response rate by
Completes

Complete, refusal
no contact,

nonrespondent Percent

Overall 205 230 89.1

PSU Certainty status
CerteictY 40 62 761
Noncertaary 105 178 92.7

Region
Northeast 84 71 901
South 38 47 80.9
North Central as 47 96.7
West sa 56 89.2
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Table 9. Completes and completion rate by PSU end region

psu

Region Certainly Noncertainty

Total N Sample PercentN1 Samples N Sample

Northeast 23 27 44 44 64 71 90.1
South 3 5 35 42 38 47 90.9
North Central 5 5 40 42 45 47 95.7
Mr 12 16 48 60 58 85 89.2

TOTAL 40 52 165 179 206 230 89.1

Number of interviews that were completed.
The total number of shelters available for interview.

Table 10. Completes and completion rate by city/county and region

City
cry

County

N' Sample' N Sample Total N Sample Percent

Northeast 30 37 34 34 et 71 90.1
South 14 21 24 26 38 47 80.9
North Coma( 22 24 23 23 46 47 95.7
West 25 29 33 36 69 66 892

TOTAL 91 111 114 119 205 230 89.1

Number of interviews that were completed.
25 The total number of shelters available for irate

Overall, these figures indicate a successful effort In general, the respondents were very
cooperative. There was a large number of out-of-scope cases due to the quantity of inaccurate
information found on the CHAP lists and other trams sources, but this problem was effectively
addressed by supplementing the sample and making appropriate statistical adjustments. There
were a few other problems encountered, but with the exception of the few cases noted in the
section on "Questionnaire Design," all were adequately addressed by aggressive data retrieval
call back and editing. In summary, there is every reason to believe that the resulting data base
should provide a great deal of valuable information about shelters for the homeless in the
United States in late 1988.
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INTRODUCTION

The 1990 Census did not count "the homeless." There is no census question that identifies
persons as homeless per se. Instead, the 1990 Census made special efforts to include homeless
persons In the count. We also attemptetto preserve data about persons counted in special
operations for locatiortt that were highly likely to include homeless persons.

Homeleuness drew major national attention during the 1980's when advocates and tiervice
providers reported the homeless population was growing and included more families. Infor-
mation about the numbers and characteristics of the nation's homeless population remained
very uncertain. We did not know how fast the homeless population was growing. We did not
know in what parts of the country it was growing fastest And we knew little about the
cr -teristics of the homeless population nationally.

Homeless persons are part of the population. The Census Bureau's task is to count the entire
population. Also, demand for data about the homeless as a population group arose at Census
Bureau meetings with other Federal government agencies and at Local Public Meetings held in
every state as a part of the decennial census planning process. Persons expressed thoughts
similar to the poetic language of Abraham Lincoln when he said, If we could first know where
We are, and whither we are tending, we could better judge what to do and how to do it."

Homeless persons are likely to be missed through tuditional decennial census methods and
thus form part of the undercount the Census Bureau wanted to reduce. Thus, we had two aims:
reduce the undercount and meet public demand for information about homeless persons. The
Census Bureau began In the mid-1980's to plan methods to meet these goals. Homeless
persons were included in previous censuses.' The 1990 census was, however, the first time
that we worked so extensively with local areas to separately identify the locations where
homeless persons stay. It was also the most extensive effort we have made to improve
coverage of this particular population subgroup.

In this paper we will describe how we decided on the 1990 census procedures, what the
procedures were and who we included in the different operations. We particularly want data
users to know the limitations of the data. And finally, we will share some anecdotes about what
happened on "Shelter and Street Night" (S-Night), March 20121, 1990. This paper will not
provide any numbers. We won't have the numbers until late 1991. A glossary of census terms
is provided at the end of the paper.

This paper will expand upon the following six important considerations about the 1990 count
of persons in selected locations where homeless persons stay:

1. There is no generally agreed-upon definition of "homelessness" and the 1990 Censvs did
not Impose one. Thus, the 1990 census includes homeless persons but does not specifi-
sally label anyone es "homeless." Data users may choose to infer that most people in
specified locations, such as emergency shelters or visible in the street are homeless.

2. The counts we will provide are defined by the operations that produced them special
efforts to include oil persons in shelters for the homeless on March 20 and visibleon the
streets in the early morning hours of March 21, 1990. The locations were identified by local
governments and other local people. Their lists supplemented information from national
administrative records.

3. The methods we used to include the hoMeless missed an unknown number of homeless
persons such as those hidden at night persons in sites not known to us, and persons who
were mobile during the night of our canvass.

'The Census of 1880 reported about 22,000 "outdoor paupers.° The 1980 Census included homeless and higNly
transient persons In at least two femme operations. There b, however, no estimete of the number ofhomeless persons
in MO. In MO, in the 10A-Night" (Mission Night) operation, census takers Interviewed persons unt0 midnight in
shelters, low-coat trenelent quarters, al140gls movie houses, bus and ralkoad stations, and local jab. There were no
procedures specifically designed to count persons living on the streets or in open public pieces. The closest was the
1980 "Casual Count" daytime operation which *vs conducted after the census during the summer In selected large
central cities. Only persons 15 years and over were interviewed. Census ulcers interviewed people In pool hells,
employment offices, food stamp centers. welfare offices, and designatel street corners. The census takers asked the
people at those sites if they hod a usual place of residence outside of the city; If they said they did, the interview was
ended. If not, census takers asked if they bed been counted in the 1980 census; only If they uld "no"were they asked
to fill out a census form. About 51,000 proms were counted in the M-Night and Casual Count operations together.

0 0
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4. An unknown number of "homeless persons" were counted in other aspects of the census
in conventional housing units or in institutional group quarters.

5. The Census Bureau will provide data on several subpopulations which might be regarded
as selected components of the homeless population. Users must deliberately and explicitly
decide which to include for their own purposes.

C. The Census Bureau is not aware of any valid basis for extrapolating from the selected
components of the homeless population we identified and counted in the 1990 census to
the true homeless population of the United States.

PROCEDURAL DECISIONS

Goals end Usos of the Data. The overriding purpose of the decennial census is to determine
how many Congressional Representatives each state will have. A primary goal of decennial
census procedures is to attempt to count everyone. We count those who live in housing units,
those who li-- in group quarters, and those who have no usual home. We count people in
urban and settings. We count children and adults. We try to count every person whose
usual residence is in the United States on Census Day.

Use of the census for the allocation of funds requires the application of uniform methodol-
ogies across the nation. Most funding formulas for programs that benefit homeless persons
depend on differences in the relative numbers, not the absolute numbers, of homeless
populations among areas. Thus, uniform counting procedures throughout the country are
crucial to the extent that they are subject to similar relative errors everywhere. The consistency
of the procedures of a census throughout the country is one of its major advantages.

Counting homeless persons in a decennial census is a large and cumbersome process.
Compared with a specific survey of homeless persons, a decennial census has major
constraints on procedural choices. For example, in a cent.% the inteMewers ere new
employees. New employees must be trained but cost considerations constrain training.
Procedures have to be as simple and straightforward as possible. We consider the safety of
both the census takers and the respondents. Census questions are basic and limited to those
that are asked of everyone there can be none specific to homeless persons. We must protect
the confidentiality of the information provided us. The census is essentially a snapshot of a
particular day, not a movie over a period of time. Thus, we must accomplish the count quickly.

Designing a Procedure to Include Homeless POISOMI in the 1990 Census. In arriving et
procedures which could be employed in the 1990 Census, we drew on our own experience and
testing as well as the expertise end research of numerous people:

Census Bureau field staff who had experience in counting people in shelters.

We made informal telephone calls to service providers around the country to gain a dose of
reality and learn about the diversity in shelter arrangements around the country.

Review of alternative methodologies for estimating the size of the homeless population as
well as discussions with some of those who conducted the research.2

In April, 1987, we convened meeting of principal investigators and persons who had
actually been on the streets counting ho- leu persons in Nashville, Chicago, Baltimore,
Washington, D.C., and Boston (see Apper A).

Tests of basic methods in the April 1988 Census Dress Rehearsal in downtown St. Louis,
Missouri and a comparison of the nighttime procedure with an experimental daytime
procedure in downtown Baltimore, Maryland in June 19P9.

*Many studies ere listed in: Government Accounting Office, HomWess Manta* Probisms ontl Options in
Estimating Numbers and Trends, Report to the Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Resources, U.S. Senate,
GA0/PEW-O8-24, August 1908.
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We learned that estimates of the size of the homeless population ranged from 250,000 to
three million.5 The studies relied variously on expert opinion, administrative records from
service providers, and on the standard statistical methods of surveys and censuses.'

There was no widely accemed operational definition of "homelessness." The literature
sutwested that living arrangements of hotheless persons and the kinds of services offered by
communities differ widely across the regions of the country and also between rural and urban
areas. Living arrangements included everything from public and charitably provided shatters to
subsidized rooms to sleeping in open public sites and in abandoned buildings to relatively
permanent, well hidden sites.

There were additional complications. We learned that many shelters in the South close by
April 1st Census Day. We were impressed over and over with the difficulties inherent in
counting homeless persons who live on the street, in abandoned buildings, and in public
locations not intended for habitation. We discovered that there was no widely recognized
method for identifying who was homeless, either by observation or through screening
questions that could be used in the context of a decennial census. We learned that concerns for
interviewer safety had led to approaches varying from having off-duty police accompanying the
interviewers to reliance on unobtrusive observation.5 And we also learned there were
significant differences among cities in estimates of the ratio of persons in shelters to those living
on the streets with little basis for confidence in any of the estimates.

Our discussions made it clear that we should encourage people familiar with the homeless,
as well as homeless people themselves, to apply to work as census takers. We knew the more
such people were on our staff, the better the enumeration was likely to be. We also knew that
we had no guarantee we would have enough people familiar with the homeless population to
rely solely on .hem. We had to design procedures for those census takers who had no
experience with homelessness and street life.

Given the state of knowledge at that time, the coverage goals of the decennial census, and
the constraints and concerns faced in taking a census, a nighttime approach along the lines of
that used in Nashville (counted visible street persons) formed the basis for the 1990 census
method. The 19f 0 census would be a count of persons when they move about the least: in the
evening at shelters, where many homeless persons stay, and in the early hours of the morning
for those visible in the street and open public locations. Census takers would count everyone
they observed in the street, without attempting to identify "the homeless." As in Nashville,
census takers would count persons who stayed in abandoned buildings only if they emerged
from the buildings in the early morning. We decided to canvass shelters and street sites in
March, before the dosing date for shelters in the South. We openly acknowledged that this
method would not produce a complete count of homeless persons, but it appeared feasible
and manageable within the context of the decennial census.

----3ovarnmant Accountbg Office (GAO) report (op.ot, Chapter 2) considered estimates based on export opinion
to be technics* weaker then other methods. Such studies are subjective, tend to leek geographic precision, end vary
In the kinds of experts chosen and how representative they ars of a region. GAO considered censuses and surveys of
swift geographic areas to be the most sound. Sao Appendix B of the GAO report for their Mt of options for counting
homeless persons and ths biases associated with particular methods.

4 (1) In 1984, the Department of Housing and Urban Development used expert opinion to estimate 250,000to 325,000
homeless persons in shelters or on the greets on an average winter night. See U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Office of Policy Development and Resserch, "A Report to the Secrstsm on the Homeless end Emergency
Shalom, Washington, D.C. 1984. This study was cabbed by Richsrd Appalmum (UniversitY of Cldrornis. Slots
Barbara) for using estimates for ealected cities end then applying the estimates to much larger ROM* MetroPotiten
Areas which includes both central cities and outlying suburbs (2) Mitch Snyder and Mary Ellen !tombs used expert
opinion to asinine 2.2 million persons (the number was bier increased to 3 million). This study meted point-In lime
counts with extended-period counts: some of the estimates WM for cities and others for entire metropolitsn arms. See
liornsiessness if America: A Fermi Moot to Nowhere Washington, D.C. Community for Creative Nomficlance, 1984.
(3) Martha Burt and Barbara Cohen of the ikben Institute conducted a 1988 study for the Department of Agriculture's
Food end Nutrition Service in cities of 109.000 or more popuietion. From their survey dots, they estimated that
notionally, on one night, about 100,000 people used shalom in largo cities. They then made assumptions about tho rate
of homelessness in cities of less than 100,000, towns, end rural arias and en assumption the? shatter- to-street ratios
were constant across cities. From the initial deur for forge cities and their assumptions about other stem they sstimted
that MOM to 009,000 persons lived on the streets and in shelters. See Feeding thellomeisss: Does the Prepsred
Meals Provision HMO Report to Cbagress on the Prepared Meals Provision, Washington, D.C.: Man institute, 1988.

'Pater H. Rossiort.e.lba Condition of the Homeless of Chicago, Amarherst, Mk. Social and Demographic institute.
Univers* of Missechusetts. Int Barrett A. Lee. "Huth Care and the Homeless of Nashville: Dealing With a Problem
Without Definition," tireen Resollfalts 2 (Winter 1985), pp. 17-23.
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Once we announced the general plans for 1990, many persons asked us why we were not
going to soup kitchens and other places where homeless persons receive services. Therewere
significant barriers to this seemingly sensible approach:

1. Th Is approach would require the Census Bureau to determine an operational definition of
"homeless" and reliably identify persons as "hamlet's" separately from those with homes.
While those who use services are poor, they are not necessarily homeless. A study by the
Urben Institute found that on average, more than half of those who use soup kitchens said
they had access to regular housing!) Thus, we could not assume that all clients at service
facilities should be included and we would have had to distinguish the °homeless" among
them.

2. At the point when we had to decide on a method, researchers did not have proven
questions that could identify persons who slept in shelters or on the streets, which were
needed so that counts from shelters and soup kitchens could be unduplicated. We needed
questions that would help us avoid counting persons more than once. In Chicago, Rossi',
used screening questions to determine if persons encountered on the street were literally
"homeless" but the questions were not tested to be sure they screened out only people
with homes.

3. Many homeless people use multiple services. Thus, we would require some means of
assuring that persons were not counted more than once. We had no basis for relying on
respondents to tell us that they had already been counted. Also, by claiming to have been
interviewed, they could avoid an interview. Matching and unduplicating census reports for
individuals among all the service providers and shelters in an area was not feasible.

4. Homeless persons do not use services every day. It seemed we would have to canvass the
service centers over a longer period. That would, however, greatly increase the volume and
difficulty of matching.9

We refined our procedures, office operations, and training programs in two field tests the
St. Louis Census Dress Rehearsal, in March 1988, and a further test of S-Night procedures in
Baltimore in June, 1989. In these tests we returned the difficulty and operational impossibility
of trying to determine homelessness by observation, by asking "are you homeless," or by
asking If a person had a "usual home elsewhere." We also discovered a powerful inclination on
the part of the interviewers on the street to count only persons they thought "homeless" no
matter what our instructions said. And we were reminded of the crucial importance of stressing
our need for lists of street sites where the homeless congregate at night .10

'Martha Burt and Barbara Cohen, Feeding do Hanuisss: Does the Prepared Musts Prvvition Help?, Report to
Congress on the Prepared Masi Provision: Vokames 1 and 2, the Men Institute, Washington, D.C. October 1998. In
moo cities in this study, about 50 to 80 percent of those given services said they had homes; in a few skies, it was es
high as 80 porters.

Tin June 1999, in a portion of downtown Baltimore, Maryland, the Census Bureau's Center for Survey Methods
Resurch (CSMR) conducted en experimental test of methods for counting homeless persons in service baffles. in
conjunction with a field teet of 7990 S-night procedures, we anammed to enumerate an persons found in daytime
facilities providing services likely to be utilised by homeless prone. We maid methods of obtaining information with
which to undupicate census repots for pentane enumerated in more thenbons facility. We shoo testedquestions about
where people usually spend the night and whore they spent the preceding which might be seed to distinguish
hornaleas people from people with somas to ropier housing. Prelknkery anelysas suggest it mow be possbis to use
immolation in service facades as one of the tools for counting the homeless although mobbing persons won mantic*
sites is a signnicant problem espicially hi 'ergs cities. We hove evidence that a envies count includes a lugs proportion
of persons sigbis for enumeration kt other census operations. Even If these methods hed been perfected by June of
1989, they could not hew, been knplemented in the 1990 Census at the, Me date. (See Bureau of the Census,. P.C.
Companent M.T. Salo, L Schweds, and B. Jackson, "The Accuracy of Sef Reports: Some P-nri Findings From
interviewing Homeless Perms.," paper for May 1990 meetings of the American Meocietion for Public Opinion
Research. Abo see P. Component, M. Salo, and L Schmidt, "Reetterch on Emmerating Homeless Parsons: Results of

Census Bureau Test of Alternative Methods," marks' August 1990 meetings of the American Statistical Association.)
Rossi, ibid.

*The Burt and Cohen (ap.aft.) study showed that a one-day count is lower then a seven-day count in both soup
kitchens and shelters.

" George J. McCall, Ronald M. Denowite, and Michael C. Stalk "A Perticiperli Observation Study to Evaluate
Procedures for Enumerating the Homeless in the St. Louis Dress Rehearser September, 1999. Final report prepared
under a Joint Statistical Agreement with the Canter for Survey Methods Research, Bureau of the Census.
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After the St. Louis test gnd to some degree after the Baltimore study, we corrected the field
manuals and changed I AI procedures. We emphasized the instructions to census takers to
count everyone they saw, regardless of whether they thought they were homeless. The only
people we told them not to count were persons in uniform (such as the police) or those
engaged in obvious money-making activities (this could include legal activities but it was also
a well-understood euphemism for prostitution end drug dealing).

In a letter to local governments (see discussion below and Appendix C), we emphasized that
we wanted the governments to list street locations where homeless can be found et night. In
St. Louis, the street count was conducted between midnight and 6 a.m. For the census, we
changed this to 2 a.m. to 4 a.m. to reduce the chance of counting people on their way home late
at night jogging in the early morning, or on their way to work (casual labor pools form on the
street corners of some cities as early as 4:30 a.m.). This change meant that we had to hire more
census takers than originally planned so that tt s same workload could be done in one-third the
time.

WHO WAS TO BE INCLUDED IN S-NIGHT

Why the Census Bureau Did Not Define "Homeless." There is no generally agreed-upon
definition of homeleuness. There are meaningful differences among definitions of "homeless-
ness" depending on one's political views, programmatic needs, and values about family,
housing, and independent living." The Census Bureau is a statistical organization, not a
policy-making body. We did not try to impose a definition on what is a hotly debated concept.
instead, we will provide data with operational definitions from which users can include or
exclude different groups according to their particular needs.

Define Locations, Not People. The 1990 Census will provide counts and characteristics of
persons.found at the time of the census in pre-Identified, selected types of locations. Our first
effort was to compile a complete list of itlefters, street sites, abandoned buildings, and open
public locations where "homeless persons" might be found in the evening and early morning.
We allowed local practices for housilig homeless persons to determine whether a location
should be classified as an "emergency shelter" or as some other type of noninstitutional group
living quarters.

We did not try to decide whether individuals were "homeless." We irwtructed census takers
to count everyone they saw (with the exceptions mentioned above and staff mmbers who
lived elsewhere). They were told not to ask people whether they considered themselves
homeless or the length of their stay at the location of the interview. We will publish:

the number of persons counted the evening of March 20th in sites listed as shelters for the
homeless as the population of "emergency shelters for homeless persons."

the number of women and their children counted the evening of March 20th in shelters and
safe houses intended for victims of domestic violence as the population of "shelters for
abused women."

the number of persona enumerated during the early morning hours of March 21st at street
sites, abandoned buildings, and open public locations provided by local people as places
homeless persons were likely to congregate es "persons visible in street locations."

liTo most people, the homeless population includes at least those who sleep in the streets st night or who live in
emergency shakers or subsidized housing because they do not have reguler access to conventional housing. Thev sre
obviously and bonny homeless. Even here, however, there is not universal agreement about who to include. Some
persons stay et a shelter for only a night or Iwo because of domestic dieputes or violence. Others have smell monthly
incomes and stay it 1 cheap room pert of the month and in shelters the remaining days when money is low. Some date
uson $ include in their definition of "homeless," families doubled up with others in conventional housing. Others include
those "at risk" of losing their homes because they have milady incomes or spend large portion on the cost of
housing. Some data. veers would include all persons In single-room-occupancy (SRO) unitseven though the people
living there may not consider thweelves to be homeless. Definitional ambiguities such as these contrbute to
differences in counts of 'homeless" persons.

5 104



98

a separate count of persons who reported they had "no usual home elsewhere" during
regular census operatior.% in (a) "homes or hahWay houses for drugialcohol abuse"; (b)
minaternitY 'Wines for unwed mothers"; (c) "agricultural workers' dormitories" which
includes migrant farm workers; and (d) "other nonhousehold living situations" which
includes transient locations such as commercial campgrounds.

tabulations of characteristics, such as poverty, of persons in conventional housingfor related
subfamilies and unrelated individuals. This win permit an operational definition of the
concept, "doubled-up families" (see also section on "Publication of Data," below).

HOW THE USTS OF SITES WERE COMPILED

Before S-Night staff of the Census Bureau's Decennial Planning Division compiled a nationm
list of shelters from administrative records. These records included, for example, national lists
from the Federal Emergency Management Administration, the Union of Gospel Missions, the
National Network of Runaway and Youth Services, Salvation Army facilities, the 1982 HUD list
of shelters, and the 1985 Battered Women's Directory. Additional work was done to include
shelters and safe houses for victims of domestic violence (seesection on 'What the Procedures
Were," below).

We added to the initial list developed from national sources by asking local officials for help.
Census Regional Offices sent certified letters (Appendix C) to the highest elected official of over
39,000 local (inckading 3,141 counties) governments (both urban and rural). We requested that
they provide a list of shelters and street and open public locations (including abandoned
buildings) where they knew homeless persons stayed at night. There was a range of efforts
among cities in putting the lists together. Nsw York City, for example, had a large committee of
government and private agencies and did some advance studies of street locations. In some
areas, persons who work with the homeless and homeless persons themselves gave us
additional locations.

The final Ms included the major shelters, hotels and motels receiving subsidies, shelters that
would be open only on March 20th for the express purpose of improving the count. and
shelters unlikely to appear on administrative lists, such as temporary shelters and shelters in
church basements. Time were no administrative lists available for street sites and open public
locations such as parks, places of commerce, and transportation terminals. They were
identified entirely try local officials and local persons familiar with the places homeless persons
stay. We asked for a complete list by January 1990. In fact, district offices accepted additions
to the street and shelter lists up to March 20th and to the shelter list even after March 20th.

Homeless persons were attributed to the jurisdiction where they were found. For federal
funding formulas and congressional and state representation, they become part of the total
population for the area where they were on March 20(21. Thus, many governmental units 58W
S-Night as an opportunity both to reduce their undercount and gain information about their
homeless population. Over 14200 governmental units responded. Out of approximately 1A00
local governmental units of 50,000 or more total population, twenty-fiven did not respond to
the certified letter. in these cases, the district offices contacted knowWdgeable tool people to
compile lists. All district offices end all cities of 50,000 or more participated In S-Night. In places
less than C1,000, we did not instruct the district offices to compile a list if the local area did not
provide a list. In such cases, some district offices put their own list together anrway. We will
know how many small towns and rural areas chose to participate when we tabulate the data.

la They are: Compton, Norwalk, Santa Cnez, South Gm, Moreno Vag" Rialto, and Oxnard. California; Taylor,
Michigan; Lorain, Ohlo; Ornham, Oregon; Spade, Nevada: Lamm*, Massachusetts; New Main, Connecticut
Warwick, Rhode bind; Bayonne, Camden, Clifton, East Orange, Elizabeth, Tronton, Irvington Township, and
Middletown Township, New Jersey; and Bensalem Township, Briton Township, and Upper Darby Township,
Pennsylvania.
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WHAT THE PROCEDURES WERE

We divided the operations for 5-Night into two phases., the operations for shelters and the
operations for the streets.13

Phase I Shelters. Census takers were sent to pre-identified emergency shelters and hotels
and motels used to house homeless persons on the night of March 20, MCI. We made
provisions to follow up at any shelters that we missed or did not complete on March 20th.
Usually, shelter enumeration was between the hours of 8 p.m. and midnight. The rules were
flexible enough to allow some variation in those timts if specific situations required it. For
example, "welfare hotels" in New York City were counted the morning of March 21st rather
than the night of March 20th. The major consideration in allowing variation was whether
persons were likely to be counted twice.

We expected that most people would complete their own questionnaires. Census takers
could aid anyone who needed help although time was a problem. Census takers were
supposed to give one of every six persons a long-form questionnaire which included social and
economic questions and basic demographic questions.14 Five in six people were asked only
basic demographic questions. The questions were not specific to homeless persons. They
were the same population questions (except for the relationship of family members13) that we
asked the rest of the American population.

Census takers did not ask persons at the pre-designated sites If they had a usual home any
other place. Thus, we cannot guarantee that every person counted at a shelter was actually
"homeless." There is nothing to show, however, that this is a significant issue.

The growth in the number of homeless families is a particularly important policy question.
The census process in group quarters does not easily lend itself to identifying family groups
because there is no question on family relationships in group quarters. Census takers were
asked to list adults with children under age 15 with adults first and then the children.18 Later, in
data processing, the computer will link children under age 15 to the nearest prior adult In the
computer file. The tabulations will show the counts for emergency shelters of "adults with
children under 15." The necessity of forming these groups by computer linking means that only
one adult will be rtasigned to a child; we won't be able to determine ca is where both parents
were present."

Shelters for Abused Women Had Spode! Procedures. &Night included shelters for victims of
domestic violence. Our aim was to maintain strict confidentiality of the addressesof the shelter,
keep the identity of the women and their children secret, and keep to a minimum their contact
with Census Bureau employees. We also wanted to provide count of people who stayed at
sueh shelters. In consultation with the National Coalition Against Domestic Violence (NCADV),
we developed four options (Appendix E) for counting persons staying at the shelters on March
20, 1990. The NCADV told their members of the options and encouraged them to participate in
the census. Because they were not required to give their names, the women and their children
could have been counted in the census twice if they were at the shelter on March 20th and if
someone listed them on the census form sent to their household. We do not know how often

"----Irrureau of the Census, "Operstion Requirements Oveiview: 1990 Shelter/Street Night and Transient Night
Enumeration." 1900 DesenoW Census InfonnetkiW Memarendien No. Of, Revn f, January 19, 1990. This
memorandum provides en overview of S-Nigla operations and copies of the form used Mt the operations.

"Thera were reports that the queNtotnalres went often handed out purposefully to those who apposed willing or
able to till out the long form rather then according to the procedures for a systatnetic reneomsample.

Cin household questiormeint, household members are asked their minions* to one another. The questionneire
tor group quarters, however, le cabed an Individual Coneys Report" (ICR) and only hasapace for one individual. There
is no question on relationship situr people In most group quartets, such as nursing hornet, prisons, and COliffie
dormitories, are rarely related famity groups.

" For all prectical purposes, "adults with chednen under 15" le a related family but census talkers did not ask a direct
question about relationship. Thus, it le entirely posable that some "adult with chikken" groups are not relined and
thaw-dare not "family. ki the usual sense of the wort

" An unecientNic, nonrandom sample of ICR's in several huge, east coast cities, and discussions with some census
token, revealed that normally tbe children:bed only an adult woman, presume* their mother, with them.
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this double counting happened. We decided there was a greater chance of missing them than
counting them twice. Thus, we counted them at the shelters and safe houses to be sure they
were part of the total population count for an area.

Phase Streets, Abandoned Buildings, Places of Commerce, and Open Public Locations.
Enumeration at the street sites, in places of commerce, and open public locations, took place

from 2 a.m. to 4 a.m. on March 21, 1990. Census takers were assigned specific sites and were
told to count persons only at those sites (for example, to prevent double counting, they could
not cross a atireet to count persons if that area was not part of their assignment). Census takers
asked basic demographic questions only (that is, only the short form was used which asked
age, sex, ram, marital status, and Hispanic origin). Social and economic data will not be
available for the street population. If a census taker did not feelan interview situation was safe,
or if a person was sleeping (which was often the case), they could estimate age, sex, and race
by observation without interviewing the person.

Census takers waited outside of pre-identified abandoned and boarded-up buildings from 4
a.m. to 8 a.m. to count people who left the building. They also tried to obtain the age, sex, and
race of any others who might still be inside the building. We had census observers in some
cities, and generally they reported that few persons were seen emerging from abandoned
buildings.

The procedures for Phase II told census takers to count everyone they saw out in the open
at the sites they were assigned. The only exceptions to this instruction were persons in uniform
(such as the police) or those engaged in obvious money-making activities other than begging
or panhandling. We are aware that some prostitutes and some drug dealers are homeless.
Nevertheless, we did not went census takers to be involved in legal problems or misunder-
standings about their intent and so enumerators were intentionally instructed to exclude such
people from the count on S-Night.

We also knew that some persons with a home might be out on the streets. Given the hours
and parts of the cities we were in, we thought that the danger of an overcount was small in most
places. Although the night-life in a few cities, such as New Orleans and Las Vegas, is
continuous, most of the city officials we talked with did not consider this to be a major problem.
We instructed the district offices to send census takers to red- light districts and other busy
areas closer to 4 a.m. than to 2 a.m. to reduce the likelihood of counting persons with homes.

Safety for both the census takers and the respondents had to bean important consideration.
BOUM* of confidentiality, we could not use police escorts, ico the enumerators worked in
teams. In some regions, census takers wore vests that said "CENSUS TAKER" in large letters.
For both Phase I and II, we told census takers to approach people cautiously and respectfully
and not to awaken anyone who was asleep. Safety was our consideration when we told census
takers not to search through cars, climb on roofs or into dumpsters, or enter abandoned
buildings.

WHAT HAPPENED ON &NIGHT

There were unexpected side effects of the effort to include the homeless in the census.
There was enormous media attention that started with the census and expanded to stories
about area homelessness in general. Many Iota! governments learned a great deal about their
homeless population. Service providers and city officials worked together with the mutual aim
of getting good coverage in the census. We heard of churches whichwere temporary shelters
on S-Night to ensure that people would be counted that later decided to provide shelter and
food to the homeless on a continuing basis. Some census takers had not been familiar with
homelessness before S-Night. Some talked about their new attitudes towards the homelessas
they came to see them more as individuals than as vague news stories. Some homeless
persons thanked the census takers and said that participating in the census made them feel a
part of the country; they wanted the government to know they existed.

Two important goals for S-Night were complete coverage and safety. More than 22,600
census takers and crew leaders participated directly in S-Night They visited nearly 10,800
shelters and more than 24,300 street sites and open public locations. Thankfully, safety proved
to be less of an issue than anyone had imagined. The presence of the press on the streets was
probably a help in this respect. No one was hurt, although there were a few minor incidents.
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The Media. Census staffs in Washington, in the regions, and locally were besieged for months
with inquiries about every aspect of S-Night. Many homeless persons knew about the census
because of all the press attention. One census taker, whose zeal exceeded his instructions, told
of looking through some caves and finding a homeless man who had made coffee for the
census people he was sure would visit him eventually. Another census taker climbed through
a drain pipe to find a man who said he had been hoping the census people would be able to
find him. Both had read about the census in the newspaper. Others called Census District
Offices to let us know where to find them. Of course, knowledge about the census was far from
universal among the homeless.

The Census Promotion Office developed a "media plan." Its aim was to inform the media of
the S-Night operation, allow them to ask questions, help them get a story, but ensure that
confidentiality was maintained for homeless persons. Under Title 13 of the U.S. Code, we must
protect the confidentiality of the persons we interview. Just as persons with homes are entitled
to answer the questionnaire in privacy, homeless persons are also entitled to privacy under the
law. We used the analogy of the voting booth to explain the rules of confidentiality. The press
was free to interview willing homeless persons before or after the count but not during, just as
they could not take their cameras into the voting booth. We held press conference in every
region and nationally end arranged interviews with willing census takers.

Usually, census takers followed their instructions to stop the enumeration if the media would
not leave. We told them to return later when the media had left. In some cases, we ware unable
to complete the count until the next day because of the media. Some homeless persons did not
want anyone to see them on television or in the newspaper. In these respects, some of the
press had a negative impact on the count. In other respects, much of the media had a positive
role in helping people to know about the census in general and what S-Night was in particular.
The public debate helped us to answer questions and learn about local concerns in advance of
the operation. We wanted people to understand both the uses and the limitations of the count
and the press often helped with that.

Hiring Census Takers, Including Homeless Persons end Those Familiar With the Homeless
Population. Everyone (including homeless persons) who applied to be census takers had to
meet the same employment criteria (see Appendix 13). For example, all persons had to be
physically fit to complete the enumeration end be able to read and write wellenough to fill out
the questionnaire and follow instructions. All persons (not just the homeless) were subject to a
criminal records check. If Census Bureau officials determined an individual was an unaccept-
able risk to public safety, we did not hire him or her. Minor violations were not likely to
disqualify a person from consideration. In some areas, homeless persons were sworn in as
guides to help find the places listed for street enumeration.

At this point we don't know what percentage of the census takers were either homeless or
persons who had provided services to homeless persons. A study of S-Night by Statistical
Support Division of the Census Bureau will provide this and other information. We do know that
in many of the larger district offices, a fair proportion of thecensus takers were either homeless
persons or service providers and therefore street who. Many were there because they believed
they could help homeless people by.lending their experience to the effort of getting a good
count. It was clear from the reports of observers that these people made a difference on
S-Night They had valuable knowledge that improved the count and helped to keep people
safe.

Training and Payment. S-Night census takers spent about a day in training and administrative
metiers related to their employment and pay. The training consisted of verbatim presentation
of materials prepared by the Census Bureau's Field Division. The training covered the full range
of procedures, definitions, and examples of the types of situations we anticipated census takers
might encounter. Some people feh the time was not sufficient but since the job took only one
evening, we could not justify several days of training. A problem was that census tskers had
little chance for the best training actually doing the job. By the time they gained experience,
the job was over.

Payment to the census takers varied across the country, usually from about $5 to $8.50 per
hour. There was also a $50 bonus for successful completion of the assignment.
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IMPRESS/ONS OF DATA QUALITY

The Count in Shelters. Our preliminary view is that overall, Ow count within shelters went well.
The staff of most shelters helped census takers make cure everyone at the shelter was included
in the count There have been several opportunities to get a sense of the quality of the shelter
count For example, we went back to shelters after March 20th if we were told about problems
and the population in group quarters was reviewed by local officials as part of the local review
process.

We also feel confident that we enumerated nearly ail shelters. The media focused much
attention on the few shelters which refused to cooperate. In the end, only a handful denied
entrance to the census takers. In .ose cases, census takers w3nt to the shelters in the early
morning and counted people as they left, estimating age, sex, and race as best they could. After
March 20th, there were scattered reports of shtiftb.t. that census takers missed or die not count
completely. The district offices assigned censvl vii&ers to go back to those shelters. Our goal
was to be sure everyone was counted.

Local areas had a second chance to tell us if we missed any shelters during post-census local
review. Of course, there may be significant differences in the amount of the work done by
particular local areas. We are publishing the counts for shelters down to the block level so that
local people can study the coverage and counts in detail.

To assess the coverage of shelters (that is. how complete the lists of shelters were that were
used for the actual count), the Census Bureau contracted with William Friskics-Warren of the
Council of Community Services in Nashville, Tennessee to find and coordinate work with
researchers in a nationally representative sample of 45 district offices (including rural areas).
These researchers were asked to develop independent lists of shelters for their areas. Census
Bureau staff will compare the independert lists of shelters with the lists Census district offices
used on March 20th to assess coverage of our list of shelters. This was done undr a Joint
Statistical Agreement with the Census Bureau's Center for Survey Methods Research. There are
no formal assessments of coverage within shelters.

Coverage is not the only source of error. A place may be enumerated correctly but errors can
be made in processing the data. For example, there may be errors in keying the date or the
place may be misciassified (that is, the code that would identify the place as a shelter or street
site or some other type of group living quarters may be wrong). Publication of the data at the
block level will enable local areas to identify such errors.

The Count of Persons Visible In the Street and Open Public Locations. The street population
was the most difficult to count and was limited to those who were visible to census takers in the
places identified in advance by local officials and occasionally, by cfistrict office staff. The
locations included places such as transportation stations, abandoned buildings, river beds,
all-night movie houses, caves, end ocean breakwaters. Observers reported that sometimes the
locations were not specified well enough for census takers to find them. It is likely that the
quality of the lists varied among cities. The Census Bureau has no systematic assessment of the
qualfty of the lists of street sites, however.

By design, we did not enumerate the homeless who were well hidden, moving about, or in
locations other than those identified by local governments or other local sources. The Census
Bureau has no basis for estimating their number.

When people think of the number of people living on the streets, they usually have in mind
what they see in the afternoon or evening, not 2 o'clock in the morning. Such impressions offer
no basis for evaluating the census stmet count Some census takers familiar with the habits of
homeless persons, reported their belief that fewer than the usual number of people were out
and visible on S-Night Factors that could have affected the street count include:
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1. unusually cold, wet weather in many parts of the country which forced people to seek
protection from the elements and reduced the likelihood of a census taker seeing them on
the streets" (those who went to shelters were likely counted, those who hid on the streets
were probably not);

2. the presence of the media;

3. variation in the quality of the lists (that is, the types of sites listed and the specificity of the
directions so census takers could find the location) provided by the cities;

4. distrust or fear of the census by the homeless;

6. failure of some census takers to follow instructions, or to find the locations; and

6. special efforts made in some cities to encourage people to get off the streets and to enter
shelters where they could be counted more easily."

The ratio of shelter-to-street population in the census must ovetstate the tsue ratio of
homeless persons in shelters to homeless persons "on the streets" on a typical night in Spring
for two reasons: (1) the number of persons in shelters was probably highern on S-Night than
is usual for March, and (2) we counted only the visible part of the total population on the streets.

Through Joint Statistical Agreements, the Census Bureau contracted with researchers to
independently assess how well census takers followed the procedures during the street count.
The assessments took place in five cities. They included parts of the three cities of Los Angeles,
New York City, and Chicago, and all of Phoenix and New Orleans.al Observers were placed at
a random sample of approximately 30 S-Night street sites in Census district offices in each city
(in New York City, there were 60 sites). The observers reported on (1) whether census takers
came to the block; (2) how and if enumerators conducted interviews once they were there; (3)
the behavior and number of persons et the site before, during, and after the interviewers'
appearance; and (4) whether the observers were interviewed.

A disturbingly large number of observers in the five assessment district offices reported that
they were not interviewed or that they did not see census takers. At this point, it is premature
to draw conclusions from these studies about the quality of thecounts of persons visible in the
street. The observers' reports must be compared with the census counts, which will not be
compiled and released until after census data are released in late 1991. Limitations to the
counts of the observers will be detailed along with those for the census counts. There are
uncertainties right now about the observers' reports. First, we do not know how accurately
observers estimated the number of people at street sites. Second, census takers counted some
visible street people by observation so not being interviewed does not necessarily mean a
person wasn't c.r.:,nted. Third, at some sites, observers may have been unaware of the
presence or activities of census takers. A. a case in point, orm observer reported that no census
taker showed up to count several hundred people at an all-night movie theater. In fact, census
takers worked with the night manager and census reports were returned for that site. Until we

4March 20, 1990 proved to be an unwisely cold night in rnany parts of the country. Maps provided by the Nations!
Weather Service show that temperetwee ware generally below normal and much of theeastern haff of the United States
and the Northwest hod rein or snow (Appendix n

it These efforts included opening temporary shelters and providing traniponation to take seem people to shelters
on Might. Thus, some people who would atheneum haw been an the streets were in shelters on the night of March
20th.

"Temporary shelters vow, open and we received reports from maw cities that their regular shelters were filled
which may heve been a result of the weather as wen as efforts to bring people in for the census count.

"The Principe! Invosigstors who conducted the research were James D. Wright and Joel A. Devine of Milano
University (New Orleans); KahliTh Edin 01 North Pork Canoga (Chicago); Michael Cousinsau and Thomas Ward of the
Los Angeles Homeless Health Care Relict (Los Angels); Lattice R. Sulk of the Convnunity Housing Pinflefithip
(Phoenix); and Kim Hopper of the Mahon Me Institute for Psychiatric Reserech (New York). These studies will be
available from the Census &mauls Center far Sunray Methods Research as soon as they ere accepted as final. The
Census Bureau% full report on assessment of S-Night will be reedy after COM= date become available.
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compare the actual census c ..unts with the reports of the independent observers, there is no
basis for assessing the street count. Even if these comparisons can be made, it will not be valid
to extrapolate results from a District Office to an entire city, or results from five cities to the
nation as a whole.

These assessments cannot tell us how complete the count of the total street homeless
population was. They did not include an estimate of the hidden or those moving about and
were not designed to provide such estimates. The method is relatively new and we won't know
for certain if it can Over us information about the adequacy of the count of persons "visible on
the street" in these sites and cities. We do expect, however, to gain valuable information for
planning future efforts.

Our preliminary view is that caution should be exercised with the "visible in the street"
counts. From observation reports and the reports of the independent observers in five
assessment cities, we know that some census takers did not follow the instructions to try to
interview everyone they saw. Some census takers asked people if they were homeless and
some just made their own decisions. Others correctly counted everyone they saw except those
in uniform or engaged in °Wow money-making activities. Some conducted full interviews and
others counted people but didn't attempt an ir-view (they just filled in age, sex, and race
based on their observations). As the promidures anticipated, many peso* were asleep and
some were not in a state of mind to be interviewed. Some census takers didnot walk thestreets
as instructed end instead, canvassed the areas from the safety of their cats.

It I. difficult to look at specific instances where enumerators failed to follow their instructions
and project how that affected the overall count of persons visible on the street. Even though
such stories (from various sources) are generally unsubstantisted, therewere enough to cause
concern. We recommend that local areas review at the block level the "visible in the street"
counts to determine how usable the street data are for their particular area. This experience
points out not only the difficulty of counting on the street but also the difficulty of evaluating
data quality for this particular part of the census.

In New York City, observers returned to the streets for several nights after S-Night to
compare the counts of persons over several nights. This could provide insight into how the
census itself may have affected the presence of homeless persons on the street, as well as the
variability of the numbers and composition of people on the streets on different nights.

The independent researchers also conducted focus groups with homeless persons. The aim
was to get a sense of what homeless persons knew about the census and how they reacted to
the enumeration.

Coverage of "Doubled-Up Families" in Households. Doubled-up families are sometimes afraid
that officials will find out they are illegally doubled up. It is also possible the person filling out
the census form did not read the directions to include persons staying there temporarily. The
Census Bureau put In place a number of procedures to contend with this problem.n For
example, the public outreach program em: 'hashed the confidentiality of the data,census takers
were trained to look for and ask about extra people, and there were several questions on the
census forms designed tn list all members of the household and mention anyone they weren't
sure should be listed. W. don't know how successful these efforts were yet. From the Current
Population Survey,25 ye know that the number of related subfamilies has doubled, increasing
from 12 million In 1990 to 24 million in 1980. The number of unrelated subfemilies increased
from 390,000 to 537,000. We do not know whether our efforts were successful in enumerating
these people.

It Mit clear at what point a "doubled-up family" is homeless. The conceptual vagueness
makes tabulation difficult. Persons may be doubled up because they cannot afford or
temporarily do not have their own home, some can afford rent but are saving up to buy a
house, adult children may enjoy the amenities of their parents' home, some are elderly and in
poor health, and so on.

"Sureau of the Census, "The Enumeration of DoubledLip Familia,"1990 Dacenniel Census Policy Mumorandum
No. 22, December 29, 1999.

" Bureau of the Census, "Households. Female, Marital Status, and Living Arrangements: Much 1999 (Advance
Report)," Currant Population Ropoits, Series 11-20, No. 432 (September 19119), Table O.
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PUBMATION OF DATA

Date Shown for Selected Locations. As part of its publication rogram the Census Bureau will
provide data for groups of persons living in selected locations. Lor Idtions relevant to the issue
of homelessness include:

a. "Emergency shelters for homeless persons" with sleeping facilities24

b. "Shelters for abused women" includes the women and any children staying with them

c. "Vim) le in street locations" 25

d. Persons with no usual home living in group homes for: "maternity homes for unwed
mothers"; "homes or halfway houses for druglalcohol abusem; "agriculture workers'
dormitories"; and "other nonhousehold living situations" which includes transient loca-
tions such as commercial campgrounds.

e. Persons living doubled up in households.27

There is also relevant housing information from the 1990 Census. Census tabulations will
include objective indicators of housing quality. These include persons per room, presence of
complete plumbing facilities, age of structure, complete kitchen, source of water, and method
of sewage disposal. The census includes no direct evaluations of housing quality. It will give a
clue of how difficult h is for Americans to find housing at affordable prices. The census collects
information on size of family end age end number of children. It also includes housing
characteristics such as value, rent, number of bedrooms, monthly costs, and ownership of the
unit. These data, when related W family income, will provide information on the economic
burden of providing shelter for all types of households. We will show the percentage of
household income spent on housing costs and determine the number of 9:single room
occupancy" units (SRO's).22

Typos of Data Available. Counts of persons for "emergency shelters"end "visible in the street"
will be available first on the computer file, Summary Tape File 1 (STF1), and in related
publications. STF1 is scheduled to be released in late 1991 on a state-by-state basis. The counts
for these two location types are shown under the heading "group quarters population." The
smallest level of geography for STF1 Is a block.

The specifications for Summary Tape File 2 are not yet final. We propose to show counts by
sex, race, and Hispanic origin down to census tracts for:

" These include: emergency shakers for homeless persons; subsidized hoteleimotels used to house homeless
pemons, regardless of cost; all haute/motels costing $12 Of less per night (regardless of the length of stay and whether
the people regarded ft~les as "homeless"); temporary overnight shelters for rummy and homeless youth;
churches that house homeless persons overnight; ekes ordlnerCy classified as "noninstkutionel gmup quarters" which
the city said housed mostly homeless persons (this included YMCA's insome cities, but only if the city clarified It as
such); and any eke set up by the local ruse as a temporary shalw, ven if open only the night of March 20, 1990.

" Includes persons counted at pre4dentified locations in the street st Owes of commerce such as train end bus
stations, persons emerging from sbandoned and boarded-up buildings, and thoseseen at open public locations.

I. if such a piece is a hospital or a ward In a psychiatric or g.iiwsl hospital for drughdcohol abusers, we classify it
as an institution and we cannot include it as a location where homilies persons stay.

/17 We count households during the regularcensus. The census form hee instructions to include any persons staying
in the household on April 1 who did not hive a usual home eisewhere. We vaill claw* house** bY the Presence of
(1) related subfamilies, (2) **Ws oder then a spouse, chltd, or were misted to thy householder, and (3) unrelated
roomers. Wa will produce tabulations for these grcts according to poverty status. Ibis IWO provide inferential date
about doubled-up households. We wW not be able to determine family groups If rho subfamily referenceperson le not
related to tfw householder. We an only say that an aduk(s) and obildiren) undo* 15 are prevent who are unrelated
to the householder. Children under 15 unrelated to the householder are rt. included In the poverty universe.
Additionally, the poverty status of adult members of en unrelated subfamily is based on the income of each individual
alone, not the family inomns. This makes for an annulment of poor unrelseed individuals anden underestimate of
poor children. In the Current Population Survey (CPS), no CIM identify unreisted subfamilies. The 1990 CPS indicates
there nave 23 million subfamilies and the persons in four in fin subfamilieswore misted to the householder. There
were 74 million persons in subfamilies and 1.4 million were not misted to the householder. Of the 14 million, less then
0.0 milllon were children under age IL About GO percent ot these children lived inpoor famMes (these children would
not be part of the poverty universe in tlw census). The March 1900 CPS poverty rate for relined subfamilies wee 65.6
percent; for unrelated subfamilies, 523 percent.

RThis is based on the number of rooms in housing units crossclessified by rent. Current estimates innicate thst
SRO's represent about one percent of all housing units. 112
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*Emergency shelters (with sleeping facilities) for homeless persons;
*Shelters for abused women (sheltert against domestic violence or family crisis centers
with sleeping facilities);

*Shelters for runaway, neglected, and homeless children;
*Visible in street locations; and
*Persons with no usual home who were counted in:

Group maternity homes for unwed mothers
Group homes or halfway houses for drug/alcohol abuse

Other nonhousehold living situations not listed by local areas as part of S-night
(includes public campgrounds, campgrounds at race tracks, fairs and carnivals,
hostels, and similar transient sites)

Other census publications and computer files will show demographic, social, and economic
characteristics of these special populations. As of this date, we do not have definite decisions
about what will appear in which products. The most detailed data (but limited geography) will
appear in the Subject Report for Group Gunners, sometime in 1993. If there is additional
funding from outside the Census Bureau, there is the possibility of a special report with more
detailed tabulations.

CONCLUSIONS

Should W. Hav Conducted S-Night? Some told us the task was impossible. Some said it
couldn't and shouldn't be done. But homeless people are a part of the country and entitled to
be part of the record of our history. We can't dismiss people because they are hard to find and
interview. And Americans across the country lent their time, knowledge, imagination, and good
will to the effort.

How Did W. Do? We think we had an effective method that was practical within the
constraints of a decennial census. We believe our efforts gave us a good start towards
achieving our goal of a full and faircensus of the Anm-ican people. We won't know for sure how
we did until we see data and the results of our assessments. We do thinkwe counted great
many persons. We went to the places local experts told us that homeless people stay. We think
we had the most comprehensive list OWN compiled of the nation's permanent and temporary
shelters. We are having independent researchers help us assess that belief. If we did a good job
covering shelters, we will have counted many homeless persons. In any case, we will have
added people to the census who otherwise would have been missed.

We do, however, have concerns about the count of persons visible in the street There is a
general sense from some census takers familiar with the homeless population that fewer
seemed to be in their customary spots than usual. It was not a typical night The weather was
generally bad, the media were out in great force, and temporary shelters were open. In
addition, the preliminary information from census observers and the five assessment areas
indicates that there may have been overall problems in how well census takers implemented
their instructions. We won't know for sure until we can compare their reports with actual census
data, but the reports do raise questions. Unlike shelters, nothing could be done aboutthe street
count after March 20th bemuse conditions change so much over time. There were not the
same opportunities to check the counts we received. Our advice is that each area should use
the block-level data we provide to study and assess the counts for persons visible in the streets.
The quality will probably vary among cities.

There is much focus on the size of the count of the homeless that will result from the 1990
Census. We are often asked what we will do if the count is low." We have known and said from
the beginning that we would not achieve a complete count of "the homeless." We cannot
ensure how others use census data. We have, however, made every effort to be sure that
information about data limitations are available to all data users. Staff have met with many
groups to explain limitations (see Appendix G for the summary provided before the census)
and census publications will carry a statement on data limitations.
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We Itrue included and recognized in the census selected major components of the homeless
populat..n. There are other aspects to the census, however. The 1990 Census is en opportunity
to get a clearer idea of the demographic diversity of homeless persons and differences among
areas of the country.

What Lessons Did W. Learn? If we knew then what we know now, what would we have done
differently? We'll probably add to the list below once we see data, but here are a few thoughts
from staff involved in S-Night:

It would have been useful if our procedures had included a visit to street and shelter sites the
day before S-Night. We did telephone ahead to shelters, but going to the sizes would have
been better. Census takers would have had a chance to find the locations and "see the lay
of the land." That would help them decide how to organize the enumeration. At shetters, we
could have met with the shelter operators to answer questions, agree on how the census
takers would conduct their work, and how to handle media inquiries. The census takers could
have found shelter and street locations during daylight hours rather than in the dark of night.
This would have significant budget implications, of course, but would have been operation-
ally useful.

Semantic imprecision has been a barrier in conducting studies on the homeless population.
There are different needs which means there will be multiple definitions. Szatisticians could
provide more useful information if legislators, program administrators, and advocates got
together with the statistician at early stages of data development to determine definifions
appropriate to the data needs for a particular survey.

We hope that other researchers will give high priority to continued research on finding
questions that validly screen the "homeless" from the "homed." It is hard to convince
enumerators to interview everyone they see when they think they are on a mission to count
"the homeless."

Find additional ways to convince the media and the public that S-Night is not a count of "the
homeless" so unrealistic expectations are not created.

And finally.., we believe that the focus and extensive attention we gave to &Night and the
extensive help given at the local level will provide national, usable data that have not been
available before. We encourage review and use of the data but with due attention to the
limitations and the definitions used.
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Glossary of Terms

BLOCK

DISTRICT OFFICE

FOSTER CHILDREN

GROUP QUARTERS (Gas)

HOUSING UNIT

HOUSEHOLDER

INDIVIDUAL CENSUS REPORT

INSTITUTION

LAST RESORT

geographic area bounded on all aides by features
that outline an area of land. The features may be visible
such as raiircld tracks, rivers, or a street, or invisible
such as a cor:ty line or property line.

The census office responsible for the collection of the
census data for a specified area.

Nonrelatives of the householder who are under age 18.
No other nonrelative can be listed in the household
who might be the child's parent They are included in
the categorY, "roomer, boarder, or foster child" in cen-
sus tabulations.

All persons not living in households are classified as
living in GCbs. Thki includes two general categories: (1)
institutionalised persons; and (2) other persons in Gas
(noninstitutional Gas).

A house, apartment, mobile home or trailer, a group of
room or a single room occupied es separate living
quarters. In separate living quarters, the occupants live
and eat separately from other persons in the building
and have direct access from outside the building or
through a common hall.

One person in each household is designated as the
householder. Ususlly, this is the person, or one of the
persons In whose name the home is owned, being
bought or rented and who is listed as the first person
on the census form. There are family householders
(lives with relatives) and nonfamilif houzzlholders (lives
alone or with nonrelatives only).

A census form (short and long forms) used to count
persona individually in group quarters. The form asks
the urne population questions as does the household
questionnaire except that relationship to a householder
is not asked and no housing questions are asked.

GO location for persons under formally authorized,
supervised care or custody, such as prisons and local
jails; juvenile institutions; nursing, convalescent and
rest homes for the elderly and dependent; or homes,
schools, hospitals, or wards for the physically handi-
capped, mentally retarded, or mentally M. Patients or
inmates are counted at these locations at the time of
the census, regardless of their length of stay or if they
:rave a usual home elsewhere. They are generally
restricted to the institutional buildings and grounds or
must have escorts or passes to leave. They are gener-
ally under the care of trained staff with responsibilin for
their safekeeping and supervision.

Minimum informfition required for a census form to be
considered accefr able after a0 efforts to gain complete
information have tailed. On S-Night, the last resort
questions were age, sex, and race.
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NONINSTITUTIONAL GO All GQ population not in institutions. There must be 10
or more persons unrelated to the householder in the
unit (otherwise these living quarters are housing units).
These include rooming houses; group homes for the
mentally in, mentally retarded, the physically handi-
capped, homes or halfway houses for drugleleohol
abuse, maternity homes for unwed mothers, and other
group homes such as large communes; religious Gas;
college dorms; military quarters; agriculture workers'
dorms; other workers' dorms; emergency shelters with
sleeping facilities for homeless persons, shelters for
runaway, neglected and homeless children, persons
visible in the street on &Night, shelters for abused
women; dorms for medical personnel; crews of mari-
time vessels; staff residents of institutions; and other
nonhousehold living situations such as persons with no
usual home elsewhere living at campgrounds, YMCA's,
racetracks, fairs, and carnivals,

SUBFAMILY The following type of family groups living in a house-
hold related to the householder or the householder's
*Ouse; (1) a married couple counted in the same
household who may have children living with them; or
(2) one parent with one or more never-married children
under 18 years old.

UNRELATED INDIVIDUAL (1) A householder living alone or with nonrelatives
only; (2) a household member who is not related to the
householder; or (3) a person living in a GQ who is not
an inmate or patient of an institution.

USUAL HOME ELSEWHERE A question asked to determine if a person or family is
residing somewhere other than their usual residence on
Census Day. This question was not asked on S-Night
end is not asked in institutions. It is asked in most, but
not all, noninstitutional Glas.
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Appendix A

Experts Attending Meeting on Counting Homeless Persons
Bureau of the Census

April 3, 1997

1. Nashville, Tennessee

Barrett Lee
John Lozier
Kathleen Monahan

2. Baltimore, Maryland

Charles Cowan

3. Chicago, Illinois

Peter Rossi
Sara Loevy
Marva Lopez-Griffin

4. Boston, Massachusetts

Susan Tracy
Donna Brown
Deborah Chausse

5. Washington, D.C.

Frederic G. Robinson
Juane Martin
Leonard Bivins
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
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FROM THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

The goal of the 1110 *owl& ammo is to anwersto doers= Vending those who we homeless. We we
*numerate selected compitemm of the homeless population lee onedght operation aged "Sheer and hoot
Night Enumeration." Mb operation *Stabilising °tithe evonbg of March 20th and In the early morning holds of
Memh 21,11110: On the mese ride of d* biter le a summery of the plans for enumerating the homeless LI the
1 IND Cone.

To anotapilth the objioilve of awning oomponens of the homeleas, we mann' yes assistants Ii Iderddying

="ahemOutdo and pirate, pitmen and with slapping *Min, Web/motels that bruin
pirsonensagliss. and other Mean elm persons tend* stn or armee:cult

bloke% outdoor night bastions. We hen o nationd 1st of shelters oarrOleatoln briwIllourso
govemmen end private agencies and ell use cgorbfonestionto mato ind supplamon en base list of *cis. We
suggest *atm nowt paws who week with the homeless and also sonnet the ponce to assist yce. WI*
kientificatiot of the shakes and street locetion.

I. HOMELESS RI STRUCTURES AT NICHT

Nesse provide the Mowing:

1. A Eat oldie names, addresses, emi telephone numbers of stetter. with steeping facilitiesIncludina ton1Parar/
Meters such as those in church besements.

2. A 1st of names, sikhosses and telephone mobers of hotaishonsts that house homeless perransttemilles,
with oast paid either by the local govmunent or private organizations.

Do NOT Wide service bastions, such as too Whets, mien sleeping facet* also eta provided.

II. HOMELESS IN OMER LOCATIONS AT NIGHT

Neese provide the following and onion ptiorities to loose= so that we can focus our avalishie mourns to
conductbp an OM** enumerations

I. A list of street locations whem homeless persons sleep at night._ Specifythe Memo, ellselt and hem
runberrenoes. 11 the bastion is 61 torsi wet gIve sperNo directions nob es "Reno 101 South to Route
53 East got miss on MI East."

I. Sven locations witero'homeless aro et night othw then block& loth Os boldges and city peeks. Undo dant
Nersestkn streets as well is speolliaidentifiwo such es a Woe or perk some.

S. The names end addroassont Orm aunt save sr tab Onion& lam nations. *ports. howillel
eminency rooms end so *0 where homeless persons Om seek shelter at *lc

4. A list of the memos and addresses of abandoned or bosittenitw Widnes where hornless panne.= known
or believed no nay at night.

Nesse provide this Nonnation by October 11 1511, so thet we =famine our preparatory west before melting
Nat oentecis with the shelters and hotels/mots* It Jimmy. Idiom me no location In yew -woe where homeless
any, please sand a written response tiling media Ales, wo would Its the mime end phons number of a person In
yaw office we can contact In the fon aboard* ht..

Bend the information riquested above to the folloviing eddress:

Syron sof tho Census
tringCensus Ceder
Sent

Ban Pranoboo, CA 041074400

Thank you for hobby mein Ew IMO census, the litnntandel Census, the best in ow history.

If you hive any ignitions *bout our papa* enamors*** homeless er anything else *Out the. WM* Pion
ma me at I:IWO/4015.

Intik

JOHN E. REEDER

an LOCAL REVIEW LIAISON 12 0
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Appendix D-1 Con.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

Solicitation of this information is authoritad by Section 23 of Title 13, U.S. Code,
which authorizes temporary appoinunents in the Census Bureau. The information will
be primarily used to datsmns your qualifications for anqrloyment and may also be
used to identify you to other sources asked to comment on your qualifications, e.g.,
educational Inedtutions, former employers, end law enforcement agencies, or to a
court during legal proceedinp. Furnishing this Information is voluntary, but failure to
provide any part or ail of the cline sought will result in your receiving no further
CcnsIderaVon for employment.

EMPLOYMENT ELIGIBILITY VERIFICATION (FOAM 1-9)

The following types of documentation can be used to prove identity and eligibility
rtruirements for employment. Provide one document from List A or one document

In List B and from List C to meet FOffil 1-9 requkoments.

Uri A
identity end Implement lingibility

United States Pompon
Certificate of United Smtes °deanship
Certificate of Neturekation
Unexpired foreign pompon with attached
Employment Authorization
Anon Registration Card with photograph

Met S
Idesulty

Driver's License or State ID
School ID with photo
Draft Card
U.S. Mitery Card
Voter Registration Card
U.S. Military Dependent's ID Card
Nadas American Tdbal docranems
U.S. Coen Merchant Marine Card
Driver's Uwe* Issued by e
Camden Govornment authority

NISI MIND (1241471

AND
Yet C

Employment Iligiblety

Original Scald Security Card
Binh Certificate with official mai of
issuing authority
Certification of birth by Sumo Department
Carta:Won of NM abroad by
State Deperanwn
Motive MIMI:fan Tribal document
Unmasked R45 employment euthorketion
Unexpired Reentry Permit (INS Form1-327)

Uallial=1-1104re Trawl Dalumlint
U.S. Cigna Idendflostion Card
(INS Fermi-197)
Identification Card for uso of Roskient
Citizen In the U.S. (INS Form1-179)
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CENSUS EMPLOYMENT
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SUmmARY OF 1990 CENSUS PLANS

FOR COUNTING SHELTERS FOR ABUSED WOMEN

The Census Bureau will count pre-identified shelters for abused
or battered woman for the 1990 census as a part of the special
operation, "Shelter and Street Night Enumeration.° The count
will occur from 6 p.m. on March 20* 1990 through noon on March
21st.

OBJECTIVES OF THE COUNT Or SHELTERS FOR ABUSED WOMEN:
there are three primary objectives: (a) to maintain strict
confidentiality of the addresses of the shelters and to reduce
their contact,with Census Bureau employees; (b) to be sure that
women and children in these shelters are included in the
decennial census; and (c) to provide data.= the count and
characteristics of parsons in such shelters.

OPTIONS FOR ENUMERATION:
Shelters for abused women may choose one of the four options
listed below for enumeration. Shelters should notify the Census
District Office (DO) for their area by December 1969 if they wish
to participate in Options 1 or 2.

1. Recormend_persons the Census Bureau could hire as census
takers for all the shelters in a census DO area. The person
recommended would need to be knowledgeable *bout the
confidertial locations of all the shelters for abused women
in an er-ire census DO area. The person would have to apply
to the Census Bureau and meet standard hiring requirements.
The ?arson selected would be a sworn census employee and
woulg work with an office supervisor to delete shelter
addresses fron the Census Bureau's lists from fUrther
followup. The count would be conducted an March 20-21,
1990. This option best meets the objectives above.

2. Request self-enumeration for March 20, 1990. The Consuls
nO will provide instructions for self enumeration by shelter
operators (who must also swear to keep the data
confidential). The count would occur on March 20, 1990.
The shelter will have to provide their address (which is
confidential) so that they will not be contacted again.

3. Be counted by regular census takers on °Shelter and
Street Night" on March 20, 1990 from 6 p.m. to midnight.
The Census Bureau has a list of some shelter addresses and
they will be counted by Option 3 unless they choose option 1
or 2 above.

4. Be counted as of April 1, 1990 during regular census
operations as a housing unit rather than be included in the
count of shelters for abused women. Regular census takers
must visit the shelter to be sure that all persons were
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Appendix E--Con.
listed. In this case, census takers ask for names and ask
if persons have another usual address (if they do, that
address will be listed and they will be counted there).

The shelter address is required under all options. It is used to
avoid further field followup And later, in tabulating counts and
characteristics for statistical areas. Under Options 1. 2, and
3, persons are not asked if they have a usual home elsewhere and
they may choose to use a number rather than their name. Chart 1
below summarises the differences among the options.

Under any option. all information, including the address of the
shelter and information Colisctild about the shelter residents, is
confidential under Title 13 of the U.S. code. NO power'can
obtain personally identifiable information or addresses from the
Census Bureau. . The airtight law includes the White Rouse, the
judicial system, police and military, Internal Revenue Service,
immigration, and welfare agencies -- everyone. Information is
exempt from the Preedom of Information Act as well es court
subpoenas. Census employees are subject to a $5,000 fine and/or
up to 5 years imprisonment for any disclosure of census answers.
The Census Bureau has a proud tradition of maintaining the
confidentiality of answers,

The National Coalitics Against Domestic Violence will notify
their membership about the plans for the decennial census and
encourage them to use option 1 or 2 above to be sure that the
count is done by persons knowledgeable about the needs of the
shelters and to ensure that national data will be available on
shelters for abused women.

SUMMARY OP OPTIONS:

Enumeration time? 3/20-21/90 3120/90 3120/90 4/1/90
Enumeration by--
A. Recommended person X
B. Shelter operator X
C. Regular census X X

taker
Address of shelter

required? yes yes yes yes
Name/usual address of

resident required? no no no yes
visited 1/90 for Special

Place Prelist to
determine group quarters
and housing units at
address by--

A. Recommended person X
B. Regular census taker X X
C. Not visited 1/90 X

Por further information contact:
IMMIMVMOMMWM01,11O!Mal, .....
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Assessments of the 1990 S-Night
Census Operation and Overview

of the Experimental SDay Method

Laurel Schwede,
Matt T. Salo, and

Pamela C. Campanili
Center for Sunray Methods Research

U.S. Bureau of the Census

The Center for Survey Methods Research (CSMR) is a division within the Census Bureau
concerned with identifying sources of nonsampling error in censuses and surveys, and then
designing new research to improve current methods and procedures. Since 1998, a CSMR
team consisting of anthropologists, a survey statistician, and a sociologist has concentrated on
research for improving the enumeration of homeless people. The team has sponsored an
independent assessment of the S-Night component of the 1988 Census Dress Rehearsal,
conducted ethnographic research, and developed a day-time enumeration method. In 1989.
the team conducted a pilot test comparing both the planned census Shelter and Street
enumeration, "S-Night," end experimental service facility, "S-Day." methods of enumerating
homeless people in Baltimore. In conjunction with an inter-divisional working group within the
Census Bureau, the team sponsored independent research to assess the Census Bureau's 1990
&Night procedures. In this talk. I will briefly describe the assessments of the 1990 S-Night
operation and then discuss the experimental method we have developed for enumerating
homeless people during the day-time.

This paper reports the results of research undertaken by Census Bureau staff. The views
expressed are attributable to the authors and do not necessarily reflect those of the Census
Bureau. The data in this report are preliminary and tentative in nature, as the final project report
is not yet complete.

ASSESSMENT STUDIES OF THE 1990 S-NIGHT OPERATION

The Census Bureau is conducting assessments of the shelter and street portions of the
S-Night procedures implemented on March 20-21, 1990, as part of the Decennial Census. The
independent assessments have been carried out through Joint Statistical Agreements (JSAs)
between the Census Bureau and several not-for-profit organizations. There are four overall
goals of the research:

1. to assess the completeness of the lists of shelters used for homeless people on
S-Night,

2. to assess how well the enumeration procedures were followed at a sample of street
enumeration sites in eight district office areas,

3, to learn Ibout the attitudes of homeless people immediately after the census, and

4. to identify and assess factors influencing the quality of S-Night enumeration at both
shelters and street enumeration sites.

1. The Shelter List Comp totems* Assessment

The first component of the overall study involved an assessment of the completeness of
Census Bureau shelter lists which had been compiled from many sources. First, the Census
Bureau selected a stratified probability sample of 45 census district offices (Ms). Six
principal investigators were asked to compile independent lists of shelters, either alone or
with the help of knowledgeable local experts, corresponding to these selected district
office geographical areas. They submitted their shelter lists to their respective local district
offices for comparison with the census lists used.
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The shelter list assessment covered emergency shelters, low-cost hotels and motels,
and subsidized units within hotels and motels, but excluded shelters for abused women.
Any places appearing on these independent lists that were not already on the district office
lists were subsequently contacted, and if found to fit the shelter criteria, covered by Census
Bureau personnel, even if they were Identified after the actual March 20th S-Night count
Thus the independently generated lists were used to assess, and later to improve,
coverage of shelters in the 45 DOs.

The principal investigators and local experts described their methods for generating
lists, identified problems encountered in their work, and offered recommendations for
improving the compilation of shelter lists. Census Bureau staff will assess the coverage
yield from any new locations identified by the experts and prepare a report on the Shelter
List Completeness Assessment Project.

2. The Assessment of S-Night Street-Phase Procedures

The second part of the overall research focused on an assessment of how well
enumerators followed procedures in the S-Night street phase in eight district office areas:
4 in New York City and 1 each in Chicago, Los Angeles, Phoenix, and New Orleans. These
cities were selected to represent geographically diverse locations with sizeable homeless
populations, where the count of homeless people had generated considerable local
interest, and where we could locate qualified researchers. The S-Night street-phase
procedures specified that enumerators were to interview all people visible and awake in
preidentified street sites and places of commerce between 2 and 4 a.m. who were not in
uniform or engaged in money-making activities.1 These sitescity parks, street blocks,
areas under bridges, bus and train stations, airports, hospital emergency rooms, and
similar locations where homeless people tended to stay at nighthad been identified by
local governmental units, police, groups working with the homeless, and Census Bureau
district office personnel.

For the street-phase assessment BO in-place observers (IPOs) were placed in teams of
two or three at a random sample of preidentified sites to observe and report on how well
census takers followed enumeration procedures. Exceptions were New York where 120
observers were approved and Los Angeles, where the principal investigator decided on his
own to add 20 individuals (paid by the city of Los Angeles).

The in-place observers were told to station themselves in these sites from 1:45 a.m. to
4:15 a.m., bracketing the scheduled street enumeration period. After the enumeration
period was over, the IPOs met as a group with their principal investigators to fill in
debriefing questionnaires. They recorded their observations on whether enumerators
came to their sites. If enumerators came, the IPOs described the enumerators' behaviors,
their interactions with the respondents, the extent to which they followed procedures, and
the length of their stays at the sites. Observers also noted the environmental and social
conditions on the night-time streets. This included describing the site and its inhabitants,
counting the visible people at various times between 2 and 4 a.m., and describing how
these people reacted to the enumerators.

In addition, the IPOs were to report whether they believed they had been included in the
census, either by direct Interview or indirect observation. The in-place observers also
participated in oral debriefing sessions with the principel investigators.

The principal investigators from the five cities are submitting reports to the Census
Bureau describing 1) the process used and the level of success attained in hiring street
observers and 2) general environmental factors that may have affected the census count,
such as the weather, the media, local events, etc. Census Bureau staff will analyze the IPO
debriefing forms and prepare a summery report.

Finally, the five researchers conducted qualitative post-census interviews with small
groups of homeless people who use shelters and others who frequent the street The

1The S-Night street phase Woo included enumeration of people emerging from predesignated abandoned buildings
between 4 and 0 a.m. These sites were not included in the street-phase 1$1111110110 stUdy.
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objective of this third part of the researchwas to learn about homeless people's awareness
of and attitudes toward the census, as well as their reasons for participation or non-
participation.

3. Additional Research in New York City

in the New York City district office areas, there were two additional projects. First,
post-census counts were conducted over five nights at selected night-time street sites to
assess the variability of such counts over time. Second, participant observers were used to
determine what percentage of individuals found on the night-time streets were actually
"homeless" as indicated by the observation that they remained overnight et the street site.
A separate report will be submitted for this r2search.

4. Limitations of These Assessments

The shelter and street assessments were not designed to provide measures of coverage
of homeless people through S-Night enumeration. The shetter assessment was designed
to assess the coverage of shelters by comparing the list of shelters compiled by the Census
Bureau from various sources with the independent lists generated by outside knowledge-
able local experts. While addition of new shelters identified by the local experts improved
coverage, we do not know how ns-ny more shelters may have remained unidentified by
both local experts and the censr where is no comprehensive national list to provide the
true number of such shelters. Another important limitation of the shelter list assessment is
that it does not tell us anything about the quality or completeness of enumeration of people
within shelters during the actual SNight count.

The street-phase assessment projects also have important limitations. These assess-
ments cannot provide estimates of the true S-Night street homeless population or the
levels cf coverage attained on S-Night because there is no baseline for comparison, either
in terms of the true number of homeless people or the total number of sites where they
may be found. Homeless people find privacy and shelter in s wide variety of places and
may move frequently. They are often loath to tell anyone, other homelesspeople included,
where they spend the night. This understandable reticence in revealing the locations of
sleeping places which may be used one night and abandoned the next make the task of
developing lists of currently used street sites difficult at the local level and very difficult for
the nation as a whole.

The in-place observers made on-the-spot observations about the extent to which
enumerators followed procedures, how many individuals thecensus enumerators appeared
to miss at the sites and whether the observers themselves were interviewed. This is the first
time we have tried the method of using in-place observers with just a few hours of training
to assess census procedures. From preliminary results received from the researchers, we
have begun to identify some sources of error that complicate analysis and interpretation of
the results. For example, enumerators could have indirectly counted individuals by
observation without directlyInterviewing them. The in-place observers did not necessarily
have any outward indication that this was taking place. It is also possible that at some sites
observers missed seeing the enumerators altogether, perhaps because the site was very
large or visibility was obstructed. Perhaps the enumerators did not w ir vests or carry their
brightly-marked census satchels, or violated procedures by not getting out of their cars or
by conducting their enumeration outside the scheduled time frame. Another reason
observers could have missed seeing enumerators is that some of the observers may not
have been present in the site during the entire enumeration period. Thus, both the census
counts and the observations by the IPOs are subject to unknowndegrees of error.

The IPOs' debriefing forms and the independent researchers' assessment studies can
give us indications of problems, but the potential sources of error just mentioned raise
questions about the statistical reliability of the comparisons between the numbers observed
at the sites and the numbers enumerated by the census takers. Also, the sample of sites is
small and limited to the specific district office areas. It is not valid to extrapolate results from
district office areas to other parts of the cities, to other cities, or to the nation as a whole.

Based upon the principal investigators' reports, the Center forSurvey Methods Research
(CSMR), in conjunction with the Census Bureau's project working group, will prepare an
overall final report analyzing all sources of data. The report will include:
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1. a description of the Implementation of each study component

2. the numbers of shelters and people sdded by the independent experts in the shelter
study,

3. recommendations for compiling shelter lists,

4. results of the analysis of the IPO debriefing forms,
5. results of the qualitative research among homeless people, and

6. after census forma have been processed, a comparison of the numbers reported by
the in-place observers with the actual census counts.

The final overall report incorporating results from other Census Bureau divisions will be
completed in 1992.

THE EXPERIMENTAL S-DAY METHOD

Now let us step back in time. In 1988 the Census Bureau did a dress rehearsal census,
including the S-Night procedures as of that time, in St. Louis, Missouri.

The team of independent researchers assessing this dress rehearsal S-Night operation
(McCall et al., 1989) concluded that, in general, the S-Night shelter count method worked well.
Dr. McCall and his associates also concluded that the S-Night street count was less cost
effective, less accurate, and potentially less safe than the shelter count.

On the basis of McCall's findings and our own observations, the CSMR team began
developing an alternative method to enumerate the "street homeless" that did not involve a
night-time street count Both the S-Night and the fledgling S-Day methods were tested in a
June, 1989 Baltimore pilot test. This first attempt at Implementing the experimental S-Day
method gave us our initial indications of problem areas we would need to work on before
conducting a second pilot test in another, larger area. The Baltimore pilot test came too late in
the census timetable to incorporate any major changes in 1990 decennial census plans. The
results are useful in understanding S-Night results and in planning future surveys or censuses
of homeless people.

The experimental S-Day approach involves enumeration of homeless people at day-time
centers where they receive services such as food, clothing, medical assistance, and so forth.
The main advantages we expected from a daytime enumeration over a night-time street count
include:

1) the greater number of people available for enumeration during the daY,

2) the greater probability of finding and enumerating some of the homeless people who are
hidden at night and thus missed by the S-Night street-phase method,

3) the increased safety of both the enumerators and the interviewees,

4) less intrusion on the privacy of hom dess people in the day than during the middle of the'
night,

5) the higher quality of data which may be obtained from people awake and going abouttheir
normal business, rather than asleep in the middle of the night and

6) the opportunity to obtain information about those doubled-up families and individuah.
missed by the S-Night procedure who use day-time services.

A final advantage is that day-time services may be about three times more numerous than
the night-time shelters in some areas. In Baltimore and Washington, D.C., there were three
times as many day- as night-service sites. We do not yet know how generalizable this ratio is for
other areas, but in contrast to the nicAt-time street sites, we know these are sites used by the
homeless on a regular basis. Thus no vacant sites are included. (See Salo end Campanelli,
1989, for a more thorough description of the development of the S-Day method.)
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During the day-time, there is a greater mix of people at service sites than at night; day-time
facilities serve the poor who have homes and the precariously housed, as well **those literally
homeless. Thus, for a daytime method, screening questions are needed to establish whethsr a
person has a home address where hefshe would be counted during the regular census. Using
the S-Day method, we gathered information on "sleeping place" patterns to distinguish
categories of people using S-Day facilities. Because people move about more during the day
than at night, a day-time method also required us to develop a method to identify and remove
duplicate questionnaires to avoid counting individuals more than once at the same site or at
more than one site. The S-Day method requires, tlwrefore,

1) valid screening questions,

2) the collection of identifying data to unduplicate cases, and

3) post-enumeration clerical work to identify and remove duplicate cases both within and
between sites.

The Census Bureau designed S-Night to include homeless people in the census, not to do
census of homeless people. In this effort, the Census Bureau did not provide a formal definition
of homelessness for the 1990 Census operations. The procedures involved enumerating all
people (except those in uniform or engaged in money-making activities) during the specified
enumeration periods at preidentified shelters, subsidized hotels/motels, temporary shelters,
night-time street sites and all-night places of commerce, and in front of abandoned bulidings.2
These directions to enumerator trainees constitute an operational definition of people who
were to be included in the S-Night operation. The S-Night method had no screening questions;
thus, an unknown number of domiciled people could have been included. Some people,
especially the hidden homeless and those spending the night at other types of places not
included in S-Night were excluded from the S-Night count because they were not visible at the
designated sites on S-Night.

In developing the S-Day approach, we conducted ethographic research among homeless
people in Baltimore to identify the varieties of homelessness and the range of places homeless
people frequent We focused on the daily problems faced by the homeless. By observing how
homeless people met their needs, we identified which food, shelter, medicsl and other services
they utilized and with what relative frequency. We learned that most of the homeless use some
type of day-time services, especially soup kitchens, and that, aside from the shelters, there are
no other places where they congregate in such Large numbers. We also discovered that
night-time street congregating sites in Baltimore were not fixed, but varied by season, day of
the week and time of day, as well as external events, such as police crackdowns or the influx
of tourists.

On the basis of the ethnographic research, we developed a functional definition of
homelessness. This definition informed the development of explicit screening questions
assessing degrees of attachment to sleeping places which we added to the S-Day question-
naire.

After several months of research, we defined an area of Baltimore with a diversity of
homeless people and a variety of day-time and night-time congregating areas. The selection of
day-time sites was based primarily on our knowledge of the range of local services. We used
factors such as their operating schedules and the travel patterns of homeless people between
them, as well as the presence or absence of local social control agents who might affect the
movements of the homeless among facilities.

In terms of scheduling for the Baltimore pilot test we took note of the seasonal differences
in the service utilization patterns of the homeless and also of variations try the time of day,
week, and month. We wanted to ensure as much comparability to the 1990 S-Night as possible.
This meant that the pilot test date had to be on a weekday at the end of the month, shortly
before "check day" when homeless people would be most likely to be low in funds and in need
of service facilities. Scheduling delays did not allow us to conduct the test in the early spring

womlipmIN

some all-night places of commerce, owners or managers were asked to identify the homeless people among
thew patrons. No exprcit criterion was provided; the enumerators relied on the proprietors' judgment as to who was
and was not homeless in determining whom to interview.
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when S-Night would be done in the actual census. The dates chosen were the night of June
27a8 for the S-Night count and June 28 for the S-Day enumeration. The pilot test covered
seven shelters, two missions, thirteen outdoor street sites, four places of commerce, eight
abandoned buildings, and nine daytime service facilities.

1. The S-Day Pilot Test Enumeration

interviewing people can be difficult at some day-time locations, such as soup kitchens.
During pretesting, we found we had the most control of the interviewing situation while
respondents were waiting in line before facilities opened and the lines began moving
rapidly. Once inside, potential respondents eat quickly and leave. To maximize our chances
of getting at least some information on everyone, we used a two-stage procedure. First,
some enumerators contacted and listed all people while they were waiting in line. If a
respondent volunteered that he/she had been interviewed before, the enumerator asked
where and when that interview had taken place and obtained the person's initials and birth
date for later verification and matching.

After this first contact, respondents who agreed to an interview and who had not been
interviewed before were Interviewed using the S-Day questionnaire. We attempted to
interview all persons using S-Day facilities except for those staff members who had a usual
home elsewhere.

In addition to the standard demographic items included on all census forms, the S-Day
questionnaire had a series of screening questions about the "sleeping places" of respon-
dents: where respondents spent the night 1) befons the survey and 2) during the previous
two weeks, as well as where they 3) usually spent the night. Additional questions covered
the name of the sleeping place (if there were one), its location, the length of stay, whose
place it was, and whether there were any time limits on the length of stay there. With these
questions, we developed a six-category scheme showing the range of attachments to
sleeping places over s six-month period, ranging from the °domiciled" through the
tentatively, precariously, and literally homeless.

Depending on one's definition of homelessness, differing numbers of these categories
of persons would be considered "homeless," and dIfering counts would be produced.
Using a strict definition including only the literally homeless, 32 percent of the people
included in our 1989 S-Day pilot test who provided enough information for classification
would be considered homeless and 88 percent domiciled. With a wider definition including
the 32 percent who were literally homeless as well as those with precarious and tentative
housing arrangements, the proportion of those classified as homeless in the same pilot test
would rise to 58 percent and the proportion of those domiciled would fall to 42 percent.
These very divergent results show that how one defines homeksnness is a critical variable
determining the counts of homeless people which are produced.

Participation in the pilot test was voluntary and there was no publicity of this test before
we conducted it. Six percent of the people at S-Day facilities were attrition cases (with an
initial enumerator contact, but no second interview), mostly due to interviewers not
following procedures. Another fifteen percent declined to provide any information to us in
this voluntary, unpublicized pilot test; we expect that refusal rates would be considerably
lower within the context of the actual census enumeration. Improving the response rate,
with special attention directed toward reducing the high refusal rate, would be a goal of any
future S-Day research.

2. Evaluation of the S-Day Method

The S-Day method has the potential advantage of including a wider variety of homeless
people than the S-Night method, but the disadvantages of requiring valid screening
questions snd operatons to unduplicate people counted at more than one site. Also, we
need to do more design work to reduce the nonresponse rats. Our work is preliminary, and
we do not yet know how well this method would work in other urban, suburban, or rural
areas.

Just as a one-night street count at open street locations and public places 'Masses
individuals who are hidden, mobile, or at other locations, a one-day procedure limited to
service facilities misses individuals who do not use the services on the day the survey is
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conducted. There is a high probability that persons who use either night- or day-time
services infrequently will be missed by a one-time count. Thus, specifying who might be
missed by a one-day count and determining the optimal number of interview days are
important research objectives. This involves balancing the value of data completeness
against cost considerations.

CONCLUSION

In this talk, I have given you a brief overview of the goals and methods of the Census
Bureau's 1990 S-Night shelter and street-assessment studies, identified some of the limitations
and analytical weaknesses we have found in these studies, and outlined the final overallreport
on S-Night that we will be preparing. I have also provided an overview of an experimental
S-Day method, identified the advantages and disadvantages of this approach, and discussed
some problems that need more work before we consider testing it again on a larger scale and
possibly over more than one day.
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Developing the Estimate of 5001000400,000
Homeless People in the United States

in 1987

Martha It Burt
The Urban Institute

These estimates are based on data from the Urban Institute's (UI) 1987 study of homeless
users of soup kitchens and shelters in large U.S. cities (100,000 or larger). Earlier presentations
of the estimates end the assumptions on which they are based can be found in Burt (1988) and
Burt and Cohen (1989, Chapter 2). The methods used in this study are exhaustively described
in our final report (Burt and Cohen, 1988, Volume II, Appendix B) and will be repeated hare only
in the barest outline. Briefly, our universe of cities with 100,000 or more population in 1984 was
chosen because, with limited resources for the study, we focused on those communities most
likely to have high concentrations of homeless people. Cities, rather than counties or MSAs,
were the unit of analysis because we were interested in service provider networks, and thought
we would be more likely to find coherent networks within the city context.

This universe of 174 cities was stratified by size (1 million or more, 999,999-500,000,
499,999-250,000, 249,999- 100,000) and Census region (Northeast, Midwest, South, West).The
six cities with more than a million population were selected with certainty; in New York City,
two of the four boroughs (Manhattan and Queens) were randomly selected to represent the
city, again due to our interest in coherent provider networks. Within the remaining strata, cities
were selected in proportion to the size of their poverty population based on 1980 census
figures, to meet a sample size of 20 cities. The sample size was determined by time and cost
constraints as well as an intention to have an adequate sample size for analysis.

Within the geographical boundaries of these 20 cities we enumerated every soup kitchen
and shelter (including hotel/motel/apartment voucher programs) and identified their size
(number of beds, or number of people served at the largest meal of the day), working from
existing lists, telephone surveys, and key informant information in an iterative process. From
the 759 facilities thus enumerated we randomly selected 400 for our primary sample and
another 200 as a backup sample in proportion to their actual size, from strata defined by facility
type (soup kitchen, shelter without meals, shelter with meals) and size (over 100, 100-28, 25 or
smaller). In all, we contacted or attempted to contact 517 providers, of whom 20 did not exist,
44 were inappropriate (beyond the city limits or did not serve homeless), and 72 could not be
reached or refused to be interviewed. The final sample of providers included 381 facilities, or
84 percent of the 453 eliOble facilities we contacted or attempted to contact (381 + 72). The
final count of eligible facilities in these cities was 888.

Facility users were randomly selected through one of several techniques, as appropriate to
the settingselection with a random start and fixed skip interval from individuals as they
passed through a meal line, a layout of tables and chairs in the seating area of a meal program,
a roster of shelter users, or a layout of shelter beds. Interviews usually took place at a meal time,
after the respondent had eaten; in shelters without meals most interviewing took place in the
evening. Respondents were first screened for homelessness. Respondents were classified as
homeless if: 1) they said they did not have a home or a permanent place to live; 2) they said
they did have a home or permanent place, but that placewas (a) a shelter or hotel/motel paid
for by "homeless" vouchers or other pay arrangements, (b) an outdoor or indoor space not
meant for habitation, (c) the home of a relative or friend with whom they did not have a regular
arrangement to stay for five or more days a week. No verification was obtained for their
responses, either from agency records or from other people. Completed interviews were
obtained from 97 percent of persons identified as homeless, all of whom were paid $5.00 for
participation. In soup kitchens, only 57 percent of screened individuals were identified as
homeless. These procedures yielded a sample of 1704 individuals.

Weighting procedures were applied to each record. Final weights included the following
components: 1) selection of cities from city strata; 2) selection ofproviders within cities and
provider strata; 3) adjustment for provider nonresponse; 4) selection of individuals from all
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facility users (after screening); 5) adjustment for individual refusaVnonresponse; 6) adjustment
for frequency of use; 7) realignment for homeless who use both soup kitchens and shelters
(unduplicating). These weighting procedures resulted in an estimate of 194,000 adults in cities
over 100,000 who used soup kitchens and shelters during any given week in March 1987. The
standard error for this estimate is 41,800, yielding a 95 percent confidence interval of * 81,900.
Ten percent of these adults indicated in their interview responses that they had children with
them; analysis indicated 34,700 children, with a 95 percent confidence interval of 1: 647. Less
then half of one percent of the respondents in our study were under 18, since the facilities we
sampled tended to discourage or refuse service to unaccompanied minors if they were aware
of their age. Thus the runaway/homeless youth part of the homeless population is missing from
our study sample.

My estimate of all homeless in the United States consists of two elements: 1) the 229,000
people estimated to be service users in cities of 100,000 or more (the 194,000 adults and their
35,000 children); 2) the homeless people who live in these cities but do not use soup kitchens
or shelters, and those who live in other places.

Most counts of the homeless cover a one-night period and classify people eitheras in shelter
or not. The biggest problem comes in estimating the size of the non-sheltered, or "street,"
population. Three aspects of our sampling and weighting procedures relate to the probable
inclusion or exclusion of these "street" people, and are important for understanding my
approach to estimating how many homeless people in our universe of cities do not use soup
kitchens or shelters. These are: 1) the frequency of use adjustment; 2) "unduplication" of
people who used both soup kitchens and shelters; 3) the inclusion in our data of people who
use soup kitchens but who do not use shelters.

We made an adjustment for frequency of use of either soup kitchens or shelters, in the
following manner. People interviewed in a shelter (soup kitchen) who said they used a shelter
(soup kitchen) during each of the previous seven days received a weight of 1 (for this
adjustment). Those who said they used the type of facility where they were interviewed only
once during the previous seven days received a weight of 7. Intermediate use levels during the
seven days preceding the interview received intermediate adjustments (e.g., a user for three
days of the seven received a weight of 713). This adjustment rests on the assumption that
utilization levels of the facilities were fairly constant during the month of March 1987 when data
collection occurredan assumption based on information obtained from providers in the
facilities we sampled. It also rests on the assumption that infrequent users were replaced during
the days they did not personally use the facilities by other people like themselves. We have no
independent basis for this assumption, but it is the most conservative assumption we could
make. Finally, the adjustment relies on the truthfulness of interview responses, for which we
have no independent validation.

The frequency of use adjustment has the effect of increasing the count of people who use
services less than seven days a week, many of whom would be counted as "street" people in
any one-day count because they are not in shelters for that one day although they are still
homeless. The frequency of use adjustment produces a seven-day estimate that is about 75
percent larger than our one-day estimate (194,000 adults vs. 110,000 adults). While there may
be some challenge to using a frequency-of-use adjustment, I believe it more adequately
expresses the sire of the whole homeless population, since our data strongly suggest that the
less frequent users of soup kitchens and shelters nonetheless remain homeless during the days
of the week they do not use these services. Virtually all respondents in this study had been
homeless for the entire week preceding the interview, yet their service use patterns reflected
considerable variety, with some using soup kitchens, shelters or both every day of the week,
and others using these facilities with varying frequency down to one day of the week.

We also "unduplicated" multiple service users. Anyone indicating that he or she had used
both soup kitchens and shelters in the week preceding the interview received an adjustment
weight to compensate for their increased probability of selection into the simple. While not
directly related to whether or not we included people usually considered to be "street"
homeless, this adjustment for multiple facility use does make an important correction to reduce
the chances that our procedures overestimate the number of homeless.

140



132

Another way in which our procedures included "street" homeless was through inclusion of
soup kitchens in our sampling frame of providers. As a consequence our sample includes a
large proportion elf individuals who do not use shelters but only use soup kitchens (25 percent
in the 1-day estimate and 29 percent in the 7-day estimate). In our data these people are
included as service users, although in other studies they would be counted as part of the street
population.1

I believe that our methods, with the inclusion of soup-kitchen-only people and the adjust-
ment for frequency of use, capture a very large proportion of all urban homeless adultsper-
haps as high as 70435 percent. I base this belief on the results of two efforts to survey homeless
people found "on the streets" our own, and Farr et al.'s (1986). In Farr et al.'s 1985 survey of
the Los Angeles skid row homeless, homeless people Were interviewed at shelters, soup
kitchens and "congregating sites," which were pubtic spaces such as parks, bus terminals, etc.
where homeless people were known to congregate. Screening established the fact that fully 85
percent of the homeless screened at congregating sites had used either a soup kitchen or a
shelter within the previous month. In the Urban Institute study, we undertook a similar
procedure at five congregating sites in each of our 20 cities (100 sites in all). Of the 999 people
screened at these sites, 47 percent (473) were homed, 45 percem (445) were homeless, and 8
percent (81) refused or broke off the interview. Of the 445 homeless persons identified, 303 had
used either a soup kitchen or a shelter within the previous week, leaving only 142 (32 percent)
as non-service users. My belief that our procedures probablycapture 70-85 percent of the adult
homeless in our cities stems from the results of these two studies.

MAKING THE ESTIMATES

I turn now to the actual procedures I used to develop the 500,000-600,000 estimates.

I began with a division of the U. S. population into three categories:
a. People in cities of 100,000 or more (this is the universe of cities for Ul's 1987 study). This

category comprises 25.4 percent of the 1986 U.S. population, or 61.2 milson people.
b. People in the rest of MSAs containing cities of 100,000 or more who are not also in A., and

people in other MSAs. This category comprises 512 percent of the 1986 U.S. population,
or 123.5 million people.

c. People outside of MSAs. This category comprises 234 percent of the population, or 56.3
million people.

Looking First et A: Cities over 100,000

I began to build the estimate of all homeless people in the country by looking at A.

I started with the Ul estimates of service users:

194,000 7-day estimate of homeless service-using adults in A.
35,000 7-day estimate of children attached to homeless service-using adults in A

229300 g. Service users in A.

Whet to Assume about Children

I then had to make some assumptions about the ratio of service users to non-service users
in A. The first assumption addressed the issue of the presence of children among non-users of
soup kitchens and shelters. In the Ul study the overall proportion of adults accompanied by
children among the homeless was 10 percent. However, these children were overwhelmingly
with adults who used shelters. Among the homeless who only used soup kitchens, only 3

In 0 very unlikely that these soup-kitchen-only users Were housed, since our screener eliminated housed individuals
as part of the pre-interview process.
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percent had children with them. As described above, we also collected data from a non-
random sample of 142 street people who did not use either soup kitchens or shelters. None of
these people had children with them (0 percent). Since I was trying to estimate the size of the
non-service using population, it did not seem appropriate to assume that the proportion of
street people who had children with them would resemble the proportion of sheltered people
accompanied by children. I therefore made the assumption that only 15 percent of the
non-service users in A had children with them a rate half-way between the 3 percent we
obtained for soup-kitchen-only people and the 0 percent we obtained for non-service users.

What to Assume about Non-Service-Using Adults

I made two alternative assumptions about the ratio of nonservice-using homeless adults in
A to service-using homeless adults. The first was that there were half again as many adult
non-users as users one on the street for every two using soup kitchens or shelters. The
second was that there were only one-quarter as many adult non-users as users one on the
street for every four using soup kitchens or shelters. In thus assuming that our survey methods
had captured 67-80 percent of the homeless, I bracketed what I thought was the most likely
range of our coverage, as explafned above (p. 6).

Looking Next et B and C

The remainder of my estimating procedure rests on assumptions about the relationship of
the rate of homelessness in B to that in A, and on the appropriate rate to use for C. In the first
set of estimates, the rate in A would be 53.7/10,000 using the 2-to-1 user/non-user ratio, and
44.0/10,000 using the 4-to-1 user/non-user ratio. I assumed that the rate of homelessness in B
was one-third of the rate in A, and that the rate of homelessness in C was 9/10,000. These two
assumptions are the same as those made by the Committee for Food and Shelter, Inc. (1988)
in their national estimate of the homeless. They came from analysis of data from Washington,
DC indicating that the two wards with the most homeless (in 1985) had about 27/10,000, and
that the remaining wards of the city had about one third that proportion, or 9/10,000 (Heintz,
personal communication).

Both of these assumptions, on my part, were made before data were available for
communities in B and C, and err in the direction of overestimating the size of the homeless
population in B and C. Subsequently published or calculated date from rural areas show
between 24 to 5.6 homeless persons per 10,000 population (for rural Ohio and Yolo County,
CA, respectively Roth et al. 1985; Vemez et al. 1988). Data from suburban areas show
7-10/10,000 or 3.6/10,000 homeless people (for Fairfax County, VA and Orange County, CA,
respectivelyGoplerud, 1987; Vemez et al. 1988). The final estimate in this paper takes these
newer data into consideration to develop a somewhat lower estimate of the number of
homeless persons.
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Estimates Based on the 240-1 User-NoMiser Assumption
(using 7-day Urban Institute figures)

194,000 7-day estimate of homeless service-using adults in A.
35,000 = 7-day estimate of children attached to homeless service-using adults in A.

121= in Service users in A.

97,000 my guess about the number of non-seriice-using homeless adults in A, based on
the assumption that the non-service-user adult population is half the size of the
service-using adult population, or 33 percent of the total homeless adult population
in A.

2,900 = my guess about the number of children accompanying these non-service-using
homeless adults, assuming 1.5 percent of adults are accompanied by 2.0 children
among norrusers.

328,900 is Total number of homeless persons in A.
53.7/10,000 rate of homelessness in A (328,90016120).
17.9/10,000 .2 rate of homelessness in B.
9110,000 rate of homelessness in C.

B.

C.

Number of people-1986
61.2 million people

123.5 million people
56.3 million people

241.0 million people

Rate

53.7
17.9
9.0

Number of Homeless

328,900
221,100
50,700

600,700

Estimates Based on the 440-1 User-non-um Assumption
fusing 7-day Urban institute figures)

194,000 7-day estimate of homeless service-using adults in A.
35,000 7-day estimate of children attached to homeless service-using adults in A.

MEM or Service users in A.
39,000 my guess about the number of non-service-using homeless adults in A. based on

the assumption that the non-service-user adult population is one-fourth the size of
the service-using adult population, or 20 percent of the total homeless adult
population in A.

1,200 = my guess about the number of children accompanying these non-service-using
homeless adults, assuming 1.5 percent of adults are accompanied by 2.0 children
among non-users.

269,200 Total number of homeless persons in A.
44.0/10,000 rate of homelessness in A (269,200/6120).
14.7/10,000 . rate of homeleuness in B.
9/10,000 211 rate of homelessneu in C.

Number of people-1986 Rate Number of Homeless
A. 61.2 million people 44.0 269200
B. 123.5 million people 14.7 191,500
C. 56.3 million people 9.0 50,700

241.0 million people 501,400
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AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH: USING THE 1.DAY URBAN INSTITUTE FIGURES

As an alternative approach to using 7-day figures for estimating the size of the total homeless
population in A, I have used the 1-day rates from the Ul study, focusing exclusively on the
sheltered population rather than on the population of all service users. I include this approach
to provide one method of estimation that is as close as possible to most other study
methodologies, which use 1-night counts of the sheltered population and then try to come up
with estimates for the "street."

We estimated there were 110,300 homeless adults and 26,000 homeless children in cities of
100,000 or more who used soup kitchens or shelters on any single day in March 1987 %users of
both were "unduplicated" in the weighting procedure). With the 1-day estimates, it would not
be appropriate to use the same assumptions (of 67 and 80 percent) that I used above for the
proportion of the total homeless population captured by the Ul methodology. Instead, I have
based the 1-day estimates that follow on assumptions of 37 and 45 percent inclusion (that is,
1.6 or 1.4 non-sheltered adults for every sheltered adult).

These assumptions derive from the following facts from the 1987 Ul study. Our 1-day count
gives 82,600 adults and 25,500 children in shelters, leaving 53 percent of the 229,000 homeless
service users (based on our 7-day estimate) unsheltered for that night. Because most children
are in shelters (as explained above, and not counting runsway/homeleas youth), the compar-
ison of our 1-day and 7-day figures also implies that 58 percent of homeless adults were not
found in shelters in the 1-day count. Thus even were we to assume that our 7-day figure
captured the universe of homeless adults, we would have to use a multiplier for thr1 1-day rate
of 1.4 "street" adults to every sheltered adult (115,600 to 82,600). Yet we know that there are
some homeless adults who use neither soup kitchens or shelters. For lack of any better
rationale, I have assumed their numbers are equivalent to the 27,700 adults who used soup
kitchens but not shelters in our 1-day estimates (110,300 - 82,600), yielding a total of 132,200
unsheltered adults vs. 82,600 sheltered adults for a ratio of about 1.6 to 1.

Using the 1.6-to-7 Assumption

82,600 = 1-day estimate of homeless shelter-using adults in A.
25,500 = 1-day estimate of children attached to homeless shelter-using adults in A.

108,100 = Shelter users in A.
132,200 = my guess about the number of unsheltered homeless adults in A, based on the

assumption that the unsheltered adult population is 1.6 times the size of the
shelter-using adult population, or 63 percent of the total homeless adult population
in A.

5,300 = my guess about the number of children accompanying these unsheltered homeless
adults, assuming 2 percent of adults are accompanied by 2.0 children among
non-shelter users.

245,600 Total number of homeless persons in A.
40.1/10,000 = rate of homeleuness in A (245,600/6120).
13.4/10,000 = rate of homelessness in B.
9110,000 = rate of homeleuness in C.

Number of people-7986 Rate Number of Homeless
A. 61.2 million people 40.1 245,600
B. 123.5 million people 13.4 165,500
C. 56.3 million people 9.0 50,700

241.0 million people 461,800
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Using the 1.4to-1 Assumption

82,600 1-day estimate of homeless shelter-using adults in A.
25,500 1-day estimate of children attached to homeless shelter-using adults in A.

108,100 Shelter users in A.
115,640 my guess about the number of unsheltered homeless adults in A, based on the

assumption that the unsheltered adult population is 1.4 times the size of the
shelter-using adult population, or 58 percent of the total homeless adult population
in A.

4,600 11/ my guess about the number of children accompanying these unsheltered homeless
adults, assuming 2 percent of adults are accompanied by 2.0 children among
non-shelter users.

228,340 Total number of homeless persons in A.
37.3/10,000 git rate of homelessness in A (228,34016120).
12.4/10,000 rate of homelessness in B.

9/10,000 rate of homelessness in C.

A.

Number of people-1986
612 million people

Rate

37.4

Number of Homeless
228,300

B. 123.5 million people 12.4 153,100
C. 56.3 million people 9.0 50,700

241.0 million people 432,100

The Effects of Using Alternative Assumptions

Obviously, any assumptions one changes will produce different results. To demonstrate the
effects of changing some of the assumptions made above which might justifiably be chal-
lenged, I present two additional estimates, based on 7-day Ul figures, that produce the smallest
figures that might be defensible. The changed assumptions are:

1. The 7-day Urban Institute estimate is reduced by 15 and 9.5 percent for adult and child
senvice users, respectively, to compensate for the estimated combined effects of three
potential sources of bias described in Burt and Cohen (1988, Vol. II, Appendix 13, pp 22-24).2

2. The rate of homelessness in C is assumed to be only 4/10,000. This rate is more in line with
non-MSA rates from the only two available studies, which were published (or calculated by
me) after I made my first estimates using 9/10,000.

Using 2-to-1 User-non-user Assumption

164,900 is revised 7-day estimate of homeless service-using adults in A.
31,700 revised 7-day estimate of children attached to homeless service-using adults in A.

NOM gs Revised service users in A.
54,400 my guess about the number of non-service-using homeless adults in A, based on

the assumption that the non-service-user adult population is one-third the size of
the service-using adult population, or 33 percent of the total homeless adult
population in A.

'These three sources of bias were: 1) we used the ratio of the estimated number of clients to the screen/ire attempted
rather than the sicip interval in estimating the clients probability of selection on the day of the intervim, with a potential
for upward bias of the estimate of 9.5 percent; 2) we could not make an adjustmem fore chants potentiel use of more
then one soup kitchen ins day, but rough estimates suggested this factor could upwardly bias the estimates by 5.3
percent at most; 3) we missed some voucher programs, for a potential dwDprd bias of 02 Perdent
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1,600 = my guess about the number of children accompanying these non-service-using
homeless adults, assuming 1.5 percent of adults are accompanied by 2.0 children
among non-users.

252,600 = Total number of homeless persons in A.
41.3/10A0 = rate of Ivlmelessness in A (252,60016120).
13.8/10,000 = rate of homelessness in B.
4/10,000 = rate of homelessness in C.

Number of people-1986 Rote Number of Homeless
A. 612 million people 41.3 252,600
B. 123.5 million people 13.8 170,400
C. 56.3 million people 4.0 22,500
C. 241.0 million people Wg-00
Using the 4-to-1 User-non-user Assumption

164,900 revised 7-day estimate of homeless service-using adults in A.
31,700 = revised 7-day estimate of children attached to homeless service-using adults in A.
196,600 = Revised service users in A.
32,900 = my guess about the number of non-service-using homeless adults in A, based on the

assumption that the non-service-user adult population is one-fourth the size of the
service-using adult population, or 20 percent of the total homeless adult population
in A.

1,000 = my guess about the number of children accompanying these non-service-using
homeless adults, assuming 1.5 percent of adults are accompanied by 2.0 children
among non-users.

198,800 = Total number of homeless persons in A.
32.5110,000 = rate of homelessness in A (198,80016120).
10.W10,000 = rate of homelessness in B.
4110,000 = rate of homelessness in C.

B.

C.

Number of people-1986
612 million people

123.5 million people
56.3 million people

241.0 million people

Rate

32.5
10.8
4.0

146

Number of Homeless
198,800
133,400
22,500

354,700
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The Nashville Method

Barrett & Lee
Department of Soltio logy, Pennsylvania State University

Little questions often inspire big debates. Recent research on the "new homelessneu"
provides ample proof of this maxim. Five wordshow many homeless are there?have given
rise to a major controversy and to conferences like the present one that seek to address it.
Following Hombs and Snyder's (1982) assertion that 1 percent of the total U.S. population was
homeless in the early 1980s, several attempts have been mode to estimate the extent of the
problem at the national level (Burt end Cohen 1988; Freeman and Hall 1988; National Coalition
for the Homeless 1987; U.S. Conference of Mayors 1987; U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development 1984). The divergent findings and interpretations yielded by these studies
have only served to fan the flames of the controversy. Those flames ere not likely to be
extinguished by the Census Bureau once the results of its heavily publicized 1990 "S-night"
(street and shelter) count become available.

While national studies are clearly important, their significance lies as much in the symbolic as
the policy realm. Indeed, one could argue that such efforts amount to empirical referenda on
the success of our society in meeting its citizens' needs. Local investigations, try contrast, are
more narrowly pragmatic in function. The purpose of enumerating or surveying a homeless
population of a city, county, or state is usually to facilitate program planning or service
development and delivery. Because this kind of research bolos in a direct way to "get things
done," its designthough less subject to scrutiny than that of a nationwide inquiryis critical
Unfortunately, resource constraints pose .1 constant threat to the quality of homelessness
research at the local level.

The remainder of my presentation considers the issue implicit in doing small-scale, locally
focused (and financed) studies. Specifically, can they produce credible results? Are they worth
conducting, in view of the limited money, time, and expertise invested in them? I will proceed
by evaluating a single casean ongoing enumeration project in Nashville, Tennesseebriefly
reviewing its procedures, findings, strengths, and weaknesses. Admittedly, my credentials as a
critic are suspect, since I was deeply involved in the project under examination. I no longer live
in Nashville, however, and gradually disengaged myself from all enumeration activity over the
past few years. Thus, I am at least potentially capable of stepping ad taking a detached
look.

Background to the Research

Nashville I. much more than the country music capital these days. According to current
figures, it ranks twenty-sixth in population size among the nation's central cities, and has nearly
one million residents within its metropolitan area (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990). Like other
New South cities, Nashville receives favorable marks for its diversified economy, warm climate,
and high quality of life. This relative prosperity makes homelessness a particularly poignant
problem there.

Certain factors contributing to homelessness in Nashville are peculiar to the setting. For
example, a small number of Nashville's homeless people initially arrive in town with guitars and
lyrics in hand, pursuing an ill-fated dream of recording stardom. Some of the seven million
tourists visiting the city each year also wind up penniless and stranded, as do migrants attracted
by employment opportunities for which they lack the requisite skills. But s much greater
percentage of the homeless become that way because of structural conditions that Nashville
has in common with other large places. These include: 1) a dwindling supply of unskilled jobs,
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2) a safety net of social services insufficient to catch all who cannot take care of their own
needs, and 3) a sizeable pool of "troubled" individuals at risk of slipping into homelessness
upon their release from hospitals, correctional facilities, and mental health centers.

Perhaps the major source of homelessness in Nashville, as in many cities, has been the
contraction of affordable housing. While the housing shortage is now recognized as affecting
the entire metropolis (United Way of Middle Tennessee 1987), it first reached the acute stage
In the central business district. In 1970, 12 SRO hotels were still open downtown, containing a
total of 1,895 low-cost units. By 1985, however, only one small hotel with 15 units remained,
thanks to escalating lend prices and the construction cn office building% parking lots, and a
convention center (Nashville Coalition for the Homeless 1988), This SRO housing squeeze
pushed poor people onto the streets and into the public's consciousness.

The heightened visibility of Nashville's homeless began to attract serious attention from the
community at large in 1982. A group of downtown merchants registered strong complaints
then, and have several times since, that homeless loiterers were bad for business. During the
same year, service providers expressed concern over a rapidly escalating demand for
emergency shelter, clothing, and food. At the urging of the mayor and other civic leaders, the
Council of Community Services, a local social service umbrella organization, formed a task
force to examine the issue. That task force evolved into the Nashville Coalition for the Homeless
(hereafter the Coalition), the group responsible for sponsoring and implementing the enumer-
aticr project The initial enumeration was conducted in December of 1983 wfth a definite
purpose in mind: to obtain descriptive data on the city's homeless population that could be
used in support of a grant proposal to establish a f:ee health clinic.

Enumeration Procedures

What sets the Coalition apart from other local research teams is that it did not stop counting
the homeless after one round. To date, 13 more enumerations have been undertaken, on or
about June 20 and December 20 of each year.' By including a warm and a cold month annually,
possible seasonal fluctuations in the size and co'..iposition of the homeless population can be
monitored. Scheduling the counts late in the month is intended to capture episodes of cyclical
homelessness. Some individuals, for instance, may be able to afford lodging et the beginning
of a month, right after their pension or welfare checks arrive, but quickly exhaust such
resources and are back on the street by month's end. Thus, the timing of the enumerations
increases the chances that the population is counted while in a full or complete phase.

In several respects, the basic design of the Nashville enumerations resembles that of the
Census Bureau's S-night operation. First, enumeration activities are confined to a single night.
This feature yields fairly clean "snapshots" or point estimates, as opposed to cumulative figures
that defy easy translation into practical units of service demand. Second, the enumerations are
restricted spatially as well as temporally. At a minimum, all counts have covered a 180-block,
four-square-mile downtown district where the homeless congregate. In 1988, the Coalition
decided to extend the study domain beyond downtown to include a growing number of
shelters end service facilities located in outlying areas. For recent years, then, enumeration data
are available for both core yind peripheral segments of the homeless population.

A third feature that the Nashville project shares with S-night is the distinction between shelter
and street counts. On the date of the enumeration, staff persons at rescue missions, transient
shelters, domestic violence centers, alcoholism treatment programs, youth homes, and similar
bed-providing facilities serve as informants. The staffers, who are often Coalition members,
keep a telly of their overnight clients by sex, race, and age (less than 18, 18 to 59, and 60 or
older). When the clientele is mixed, including non-homeless as well as homeless components,

'During the first year (108344) of the project, enumerations *ere conducted on a quarterly base (ie. in March and
September as well as in December and Juno). Since the March and September results do not differ appreciably from
those for the other two months, they hey* been excluded from further consideration here.
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staffers record information only for those individuals who would be without a place to live if
discharged the next day. This information is passed along by phone to a central collection
point, usually the Coalition's offices, the morning of the enumeration.

Compared to the shelter count, the street count is a complicated affair. Between five end
eight teams, each consisting of two to four members, systematically scour the full range of
nonshelter locations where homeless persons might spend the night. Among the types of sites
searched are riverbank encampments,2 abandoned buildings, alleys, parked cars, bus stations,
coffee shops, hospital waiting rooms, and railroad yards and rights of way. Though the street
count effort concentrates on the downtown core, one team is assigned to peripheral places,
including Nashville's Music Row area and several of the bigger city parks.

All of the teams try to be as unobtrusive as possible, gathering data solely on the basis of
observation. There is no direct contact with the homeless, most of whom are sleeping when
observed. This fact precludes the use of a screening interview to determine if someone is truly
homeless or not. Instead, enumerators rely on visual cues: ill-fitting clothing, bundled belong-
ings, weathered appearance, and all manner of idiosyncratic behaviors. Since many enumer-
ators are street-level service providers of some sort (shelter staff, outreach workers, etc.), they
can frequently bypass such cues, recognizing the facesand often recalling the namesof
individuals who have recently been clients.

The observational character of the enumerations is dictated in part by their timing, which
constitutes yet another similarity to S night The street count runs from 3:30 to 5:30 AM, and the
shelter count pertains to those homeless wet house" during the same hours. By conducting the
enumerations in the early morningwhen the homeless population is presumably least mobile
and its indoor and outdoor segments are most separatethe risk of double counting should be
reduced. As a further precaution, the study area has been divided into geographic zones. Each
street-count team, armed with a map, is assigned to a zone and instructed not to leave it. In
theory, the creation of mutually exclusive territories means that different teams do not count
the same homeless person twice. Of course, there is nothing to prevent a homeless subject
from wandering across zone boundaries. To help detect such an event, the enumeration form
has spaces in which the time and location of all "sightings" are recorded. That information,
along with the demographic details on the form, allows likely crossovers to be discounted
during the final tabulation of results.3

Overview of Findings

When used in concert, what do the procedures just described tell us about the demography
of homelessness in Nashville? Since a detailed answer to this question has already been given
elsewhere (Lee 1989), I will limit myself to a summary of major findings. Table presents size
estimates for core (downtown) and total populations, as well as percentae:J changes in size
from the preceding count and the same month. On average, the enumerations have uncovered
713 homeless in the core area and a total of 934 when core and peripheral locations are
combined. Such averages obscure numerous ups and downs over time (second and third
columns), about which more will be said later. For the moment, the most important point to be
made is that the population has grown (by 26 percent from June 1986 to June 1990; by 14
percent from December 1986 to December 1989), but not as dramatically as public opinion
would suggest' In fact, the number of homeless downtown has remained remarkably constant,
falling in the 620-740 range for all June counts and the 660-820 range for all December ones.

2The Cumberland River bisects Nashville, forming the eastern boundary of the city's central business district.
ln addition to these formal preventive measures, several instances of doublecounting hive peen discovered as

enumerators compared notes at the traditional posvenumeration breakfast.
*In a 1587 telephone survey, Nashville residents wire asked how they thought the beat homeless population hadchanged In size. More than four-fifths believed it had grown rapidly while less than 1% thought a decrease had taken

place (Lee 19118).
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TOW 1. Size of Nashville Homeless Population, 1983-1990

Date
Percent change from:

Population Last count Same month
Cora Population'

December 1983 820 - 1111=0

June 1984 689 - 15.0
December 1985 714 3.6 -12.8
June 1996 557 -8.0 -4.6
December 1986 741 12.8 3.8
June 1987 695 -62 5.8
December 1987 749 7.8 1.1
June 1988 621 - 17.1 -10.6
December 1988 790 272 5.5June 1989 740 -6.3 19.2December 1989 657 -112 -16.8June 1990 687 4.6 -7.2
December mean 745 8.0 -3.9June mean 681 -82 .6Grand mean 713 -.8 - 1.7

Total Populationb
June 1986 764 - -
December 1986 901 17.9 -
June 1987 835 -7.3 9.3
December 1987 1052 28.0 162June 1908 791 -24.8 -5.3
December 1988 1081 38.7 2.8June 1989 995 -8.0 252December 1989 1029 3.3 -42
June 1990 983 -6.3 -32
December mean 1015 21.0 4.9June mean 870 -11.6 8.6Grand mean 934 4.7 5.9

*Limited to homeless enumerated in 180-block downtown area.
blncludes homeless enumerated in peripheral locations at well as downtown ares.

An equally surprising conclusion can be drawn about the composition of Nashville's
homeless. As in other places, local advocates and media representatives have emphasized the
growth of "new homeless" groups-particularly women, blacks, and children-and have
claimed that sue groups now constitute large proportions of the population. Yet the data in
Table 2 tell a different story. Males and whites predominate, and there are few children or
seniors; if anything, the makeup of homelessness in the city conforms more closely to a skid
row than a new homeless profile. Further, that profile appears to be stable. Aside from the
slowly deening representation of whites in the total population, implying an increase in black
homeless people, few long-term trends are evident"

bThe sharp decline in the percentage of seniors between June 1984 and December 1905 can be attributed to the
closure of Nashville's last three sizeable SRO hotels. These facilities had housed* number of elderly in their transient
rooms prior to thst time.

151



143

Table 2. Composition of Nashville Homeless Population, 1983-1990

Percent of population:
Date

Male White <18 years 60+ years

Core Population°
December 1983 81.5 71.8 4.6 21.7
June 1984 83.0 73.1 7.1 27.1
December 1905 89.1 833 4.5 5,9
June 1988 88.3 80.2 8.7 7.0
December 1986 89.7 80.0 2.4 7.0
June 1987 89.4 80.7 3.3 7.3
December 1987 87.3 74,8 5.7 10.0
June 1988 NA 75.0 6.1 7.1

December 1988 89.9 69.9 3,2 7.9
June 1989 135.7 68.1 3.8 7.3
December 1999 86.8 70.3 3.0 6.4
June 1990 89.2 68.7 2.6 8.9
December mean 87.4 71.8 3.9 92
June mean 87.0 74.3 4.8 103
Grand mean 872 73.0 4.3 10.3

Totel Population°
June 1988 84.7 80$ 102 6.8
December 1988 1353 783 8.5 6.8
June 1987 84.7 79.0 7,3 6.6
Dezember 1987 813 73.8 11.1 82
June 1988 50.2 733 11.4 52
December 1988 83.9 70.3 7.3 8.5
June 1989 79.8 693 92 6.2
December 1980 81.2 89.6 9.8 4.9
June 1990 81.3 89.1 11,6 8.7
December mean 93.1 73.0 92 8.8
June mean 82.1 74.3 9,9 6.4
Grand mean 82.6 73.8 OA as

"See notes to Table 1 for coreftotal distinction.

Finally, the enumeration data shed light on two distinct dimensions of locational distribution.
In the first and second columns of Table 3, shelter-to-street ratios are reported for core and total
populations. The grand means at the bottom of the table indicate that approximately six
persons have been counted indoors for each one counted outdoors. Not unexpectedly, the
December means almost double those for June, when warmer weather makes outdoor
sleeping feasible. Beyond such seasonal fluctuations, the shelter-to-street ratios are of interest
because they contrast with the results from earlier studies in Boston, Phoenix, and Pittsburgh
that produced ratios well below unity (U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development
1984: 17). My impression is that the distribution of the homeless across shelter and street
locations varies markedly from city to city.

The second distributional dimension-the degree to which homeless people are concen-
trated in the center of the city-receives attention in the last column of Table 3. Based on the
nine enumerations that have attempted to capture the total population, there are three to four
times as many homeless in core as peripheral sites. Note, however, that the core-to-periphery
ratio has declined steadily, from a high of 6.1 in June 1988 to a low of 1.8 in December 1959.
This spatial dispersion of the population has been driven by the establishment of new shelters
and the relocation of existing facilities in outlying areas.
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Table 3. Location of Nashville Homeless Population, 1983-1990

Date
Sheler/street roue for:

Core/periphery
ratio°Core population° Total population°

December 1983
June 1904
December 1986

13.8
7.3
5.7

---
---

June 1988 3.1 3.8 6.1
December 1986 5.9 7.3 4.6
Jtme 1987 2.3 2.7 6.0
December 1987 6.1 7.5 2.5
June 1988 3.0 3.9 3.8
December 1988 6.0 8.9 2.7June 1989 44 5.9 2.9
December 1989 8.4 13.7 1.8
June 1990 4.2 8.2 2.5
December mean 7.3 9.9 2.9June mean 4.0 4.5 4.0Grand mean 5.7 SA 3.5

"Number of homeless in missions, shakers, hotels + number outdoors, in abandoned buildings, bus stations, coffee
shoos, etc.

aSee notes to Table 1 for core/total dininction.
'Number of homeless in downtown area + number elsewhere in city.

Strengths and Weaknesses

The amount of faith to be placed In any set of findings is a nontrivial concern, especially if the
group of interest proves difficult to study. The enumerationson which rm conclusions about
Nashville's homeless rest have several things going for them, in addition to the careful
procedures employed. Sponsorship by the Coalition is a definite plus from both an adminis-
trative and a data quality standpoint. The Coalition's positive reputation encourages the
cooperation of missions, shelters, and other agencies that house the homeless. Because
virtually all of those agencies belong to the Coalition, its organizational membership comprises
a built-in network of contacts critical to the Implementation of the shelter count. Moreover, the
Coalition's individual membership provides an adequate supply of enumerators who work with
the homeless on a daily basis. The experience of the enumerators is matched by their
dedication to the cause; they volunteer for early-morning street count duty. Obviously, such
willingness enables research costs to be held to a minimum.

The nature of the homeless population In Nashville is another advantage. Its moderate size
keeps enumeration manageable, as does its relatively high degree of geographic concentra-
tion. Indeed, the searches carried out by the street count teams would probably not be possible
with a widely dispersed population. The shelter count also benefits from the demographic
dimensions of homeleosness in the city, at least indirectly. Limited numbers mean a limited
demand for services and, ultimately, a limited infrastructure; only 25-30 agencies provide any
kind of overnight accommodations for the homeless. These can be contacted within a few
hours on enumeration day.

Despite their advantages, the enumerations remain far from perfect, largely for reasons
common to most studies of homelessneu. As all seasoned investigators know, homeless
people are hard to fmd. The Nashville data suggest that this is especially true during the warmer
ports of the year. An examination of the middle column of Table 1 reveals alternating positive
and negative changes: on average, the population swells by 21 percent from June to
December, then shrinks by over 11 percent from December to June. In my opinion, such
changes are more artifactual than real. What happens is that a higher percentage of homeless
sleep outdoors in June, and some of them actively hide or otherwise elude detection. In chilly
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December they move indoors, becoming easier to count. (Compare June end December

shelter/street ratios in Table 3.) As a consequence, enumerations conducted in different

months cover the homeless population more or less thoroughly.

Besides missing some homeless subjects inside the study area, the Nashville enumerations

by design exclude certain outlying groups altogether. From time to time, knowledgeable

informants have reported the presence of "hobo" camps far from the city's center. Informal

shelter practices are also known to exist such es small churches in black neighborhoods

permitting down-and-out members to sleep in their sanctuaries. Numerically, however, the

most significant of the excluded groups has to be the "doubled-up" homeless. Personsstaying

temporarily with relatives or friends but without a permanent residence of their own are nearly

impossible to count. Thus, in Nashvilleas in other placesthere has been no attempt to do

so.

The type of door-to-door effort required to estimate the extent of doubling up would make

the enumerations prohibitively expensive. it would also make them more labor intensive than

they already are. One disadvantage of the street count is that a large number of person-hours

are consumed in covering a relatively small territory. Imagine the staff needed to use the same

approach in New York or Washington or Los Angeles, where the homeless occupy huge turfs,

or in rural regions with scattered pockets of homelessness. In settings like those, investigators

would be wise to consider site sampling (Rossi et al. 1988) and capture-recapture techniques

(Cowan et al 1986), among other alternatives.

A problem with the Nashville methodology that most studies avoid is the lack of verbal

interaction between enumerators and the persons they are counting. Though purely observa-

tional work takes less time than a survey, the heavy reliance on enumerator judgment (as

opposed to screening questions) introduces an element of ambiguity into the identification

process: even veteran enumerators may sometimes have difficulty recognizing a homeless

individual when they see one. And if they do not talk to that individual, the amount that can be

teamed about him or her will be minimal. Put differently, the data yield from an enumeration of

the Nashville variety is sparse by survey interview standards.

Conclusion

General lessons are hard to discern from a single case. Nevertheless, my assessment of the

Nashville enumeration project suggests that sound research on homelessness can be con-

ducted at the local level. Even in the absence of abundant funding, other resourcesinterest,

time, commitment, and expertisemay be sufficiently available in a community to produce a

credible, cost-efficient strategy and to sustain it over an extended period.

For municipalities that ere considering a count of their homeless, two caveats come to mind.

First, the procedures described here probably work best in places that resemble Nashville, i.e.,

that are similar in scale, have similar types of homeless populations, and enjoy a degree of

organizational leadership and coordination similar to that provided by the Coalition. Second,

policy makers and others likely to consume enumeration data should be forewarned that the

procedures consistently err on the conservative side. Given the segments of the homeless

missed or excluded, enumeration-based estimates of size are correctly interpreted as "lower

bound" in nature. Such a property has a beneficial effect: it renders the results more
defensibleand, I believe, more effective politicallythan the transparently inflated numbers

to which well-intentioned advocates often resort.

15 4
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Lessons from the 1985-1986 Chicago Homeless
Study

Pet' ". Rossi
Social and Demographic Research institute

University of Massachusetts
Amherst, MA 01003

INTRODUCTION

Hindsight is reputed to enjoy 20-20 vision: accordingly, the ideas presented here will be
clearer than the ones with which my colleaguesi and I designed and carried out our pioneering
study of the homeless of Chicago:. This paper will provide a brief recapitulation of the design
we used to survey the Chicago homeless. It will also present my current assessment of the
adequacy of our design and of what we teamed from that attempt that could materially improve
future attempts to carry out surveys of that sort.

The 198546 Chicago Homeless Study

The basic forms of the Chicago Homeless Study (CHS) had two roots: my colleagues end I
at the Social and Demogcaphic Research Institute (SADRI) were approached by the Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation in 1958 to provide strategies for evaluating the medical clinic* for
the homeless being funded in almost a score of cities by the foundation. We advised them that
about the best that could be done for their clinics was to establish a good monitoring system
that would enable each clinic to enumerate its clients, their characteristics and the kinds of
medical care provided:. In addition, we suggested to them that they fund research on how best
to measure the extent of homelessness in localities so that denominators might be calculated
for their clinic populations. Our proposal to them suggested a survey effort much like the one
eventually undertaken, but in Boston. At about the same time, researchers at the National
Opinion Research Center (NORC) in Chicago had proposed (wtsuccessfully) a similar survey in
New York to several foundations. When NORC heard that the Robert Wood Johnson Founda-
tion had expressed interest in our preliminary proposal, they sugggested that we join forces
and conduct the survey in Chicago. They indicatedthat the Illinois Department of Public Aid was
willing to provide some of the funding. My colleagues and I agreed to the collaboration eagerly.
The extra funding appealed to the foundation and we believed that NORC's evertise would
enhance materially the chances for a successful project Accordingly, the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation grant was given to SADRI and we subcontracted to NORC. The subcon-
tract was supplemented by funds directly to NORC from the Illinois Department of Public Aid.

The central purposes of the itudy were: 1) to develop a valid, replicable and economical
method for sampling the homeless in a locality as the basis.for computing unbiased estimates
of the site of that population; and, 2) to describe the social, economic, and heJlth conditions of
the homeless. We initially proposed to undertake three surveys in Chicago, spaced sufficiently
far apart in time to estimate seasonal variations in homelessness'.

'Gene A. Fisher vas co-Principal Investigator. We were ably assisted by Osorgianna WIllie who served as our
research asi001140. In addition, there were many persons on the staff of NORC, Social Research Center, who played
critical roles in many Ohms af tha studY including Dr. Martin Franke, Dr. Sarah Loom and Dr. Mary Ma O'Brien.

'The Chicago Homeless Study le described In detail in Pater H. Rossi. Oen' A. Fisher and &orgasms WIIIIKShe
Condition vim, Homeless of eldeego,19118 Social and Demogaphico Rematch Institute end NORC, A Social Research
Canter, Amherst MA end Chicago IL. The study also forme the cerastplace of Paler H.Ronal Down end Out in Americo:
The Origins of Nomeleseness, 1989, The University of Chicago Press Chicago,IL Appendbce aim presents much of the
technical details of survey design and population estimation procedures.

'The foundation provided fin..fs for SADRI to design end operate an MIS system that funnelled date on all clients
served try the medical clinics. Some of the mefor findings are to be found in James D. Wright and Eleanor Weber.
Honenees end Heel" 1988, McGraw Kt New York.

We also had in mind applying capture-recapture estimation methods using the overlap between paint of Survilyi.
Three samples would also allow some estimation of flows into and out of the homeless population.
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Conventional surveys are based on samples of structures and dwelling units, a strategy that

misses anyone without some conventional dwelling unit. Thus, we proposed a strategy that

was like a photographic negative of conventional procedures, namely a probability based area

sample of non-dwelling unit places. We defined our universe as all adults who on a given night

had no dwelling unit to which they had legal or customary access rightss. We further divided

that universe into two parts: "shelter homeless" population, consisting of all persons housed ill

shelters provided predominantly for homeless persons*: and a "street homeless" population

consisting of homeless persons not in shatters. We designed two sampling operations, one for

each subuniverse.

Designing the shelter survey was comparatively simple. We planned to list the universe of

shelters, obtain direct counts or estimates of their bed capacities, and pick a sample of shelters

with probabilities proportionate to size. Within shelters, we planned to pick a systematic sample

of residents from existing rosters or ones compiled especially for our survey.

The street survey was more difficutt. It was to be a sample of census blocks, each of which

was to be "swept" by a team of intenriewers who were to inspect every non-dwelling space on

that block, screening all persons encountered for homelessness. Interviewers were told to

asystematically enter and walk through all public access places halls, garages, abandoned

buildings, examine all parked vehicles for occupancy, and to penetrate all structures until they

encountered a locked door or the social equivalent thereof (managers, proprietors, guards,

etc.). All persons encountered were to be queried whether each was homeless.

We planned both the street and shelter surveys as nighttime operations. The shelters were

to be approached after closing for the night and before residents were asleep. The street blocks

were to be swept from 1 AM to 6 AM. This timing strategy was adopted to minimize the

screening task and to provide maximum separation between the streetand shelter populations.

Because costs were driven mainly by the street sample, we tried to stratify all the census

blocks in the city of Chicago ex ante by the expected numbers of homeless to be found on

those blocks in the middle of the night There were no existing estimates of such expected

numbers, and so we had to gather them by surveying presumably knowledgeable persons. We

used the community relations officers of each Chicago police precinct' to classify each block in

the precinct area into one ofthree size categories, in addition, as a check on police knowledge,

we surveyed so-called homeless experts to locate "high density' blocks, ones with relatively

large numbers of homeless persons congregating there nightly. Within each size stratum, we

picked blocks at random with probabnities proportionate to the expected number of homeless

to be found in the blocks of each stratum. We planned to use teams of interviewers

accompanied by off-duty Chicago police (without uniforms) who we hired to provide protection

for our interviewerse. NORC hired and trained the interviewers as well as drew the sample.

Table 1 provides details about the overall sample design for the twosub-universes. Note that

the sample sizes for the two surveys differ. We planned the Fill street survey based on an

expectation that there were somewhere between 5,000 and 10,000 homeless in Chicago, most

of whom would be in the street universe. Since we could not find such a large number, the

---%definition of homelessness is what no ware istor to cellthe lien* homeless," recognizing a cannon, of

"precariously homed" persons with tenuous claims on conventionsi divelling unite.
ends definition 'abided persons, bow elk In shalom that wwnt prima* detoxification unite, shelters for battered

women, the chronically mentally 4 and parsons Nails or hospitals.
/Sewn, other orgenbetione were considered end refused either because their knowledge of the city was pertial or

centered on daytime characteristics, for example, United Parcel Service or Min& Oen. W. settled on the police

department because it was the only institution in Chicago that had detailed Womaition on a black-by-bloat basis for

the entire city of Chicago. In addition, as a 244iour-e-day operation, we believed fl v. police could &Voguish between

nigintims and tisytinw densities of homelessness.
The criticiem Is often made that Mang polio, affect respondents in the street sample. There is no way we can sell

whether that critickm was justified. However, we did direct our interviewers to make note of any parson who managed

to evade their approaches, as shown in Table 2. 157
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block sample for the Fall survey was too small, as shown by the large standard errors for the
estimates derived (See Table 2). Accordingly, we enlarged the sample for our second survey.
Nevertheless, the increase was insufficient to compensate entirely for the seasonal drop in the
size of the street homeless population.

Homeless persons in shelters ware approached to be questioned using a 30-minute
questionnaire. Each respondent was paid $5.00 for giving an interview. On the streets, each
person encountered in a block sweep, was offered $1.00 to answer a short screening
questionnaire. Persons determined to be homeless were then offered an additional $4.00 to
answer the same 30-minute questionnaire used for the shelter sample.

The implementation experiences of both surveys aro shown in Table 3. Despite dire
predictions from "experts" that the homeless would be hard to interview, our experience was
otherwise. Sample completion rates, as shown in Table 3, were at least as good as those
obtained by the best conventional surveys and certainly above average for all surveys.

Of course, we had no ex ante experiences upon which to base calculations of realisft
budgets for the surveys. Our fret survey, conducted in a two-weak period centered around
October 1, 1985, almost completely exhausted our initial grant. Fortunately, the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation, aided by the Pew Memorial Trust, provided funds for an additional survey
conducted in a two-week period centered around the first ofFebruary 1986. The second survey
used the same strategy but a larger sample of blocks (Table 1). We also had similar
implementation experiences in the second survey (Table 3). The 1986 samples of shelters and
streets were drawn independently.

The two surveys provided the basie fortwo estimates of the homeless population of Chicago
(Table 2). In addition, we gathered a great deal of descriptive data in the interviews. Especially
important were interview data on the income of the homeless and on the sources from which
income was obtained.

A Critical Appraisal of CHS

As indicated earlier in this paper, The Chicago Homeless Survey had two major goals: to
produce a socio-economic portrait of the homeless and to produce estimates of the size of that
population. When we issued our report in August 1986, not much attention wes paid initially to
the descriptive materials: rather, the focus of media attention was on our estimates on the size
of the homeless population. Although we believed that our two surveys provided the only (to
that time) credible, defensible estimates of the size of the literally homeless population of
Chicago, those estimates were met with considerable distrust and outright hostility. Before our
surveys, the Chicago homeless advocates had been "gueutimating" the number of homeless
persons variously as 15,000, 20,000 and as high as 25,000. Our study showed the number to be
from one-sixth to one-tenth those estimates. The advocates claimed that we did not count the
"hidden homeless," those living doubled up, the pan-time homeless, and other groups of
homeless persons. Thus, they felt we had proceeded in a faulty manner to produce unbeliev-
ably low estimates. Particular criticism was levelled at our use of the police to obtain block
stratification data and to guard the safety of our interviewers. We were also criticized for
producing estimates that would lull the Illinois and Chicago political elite into believing that
there was no homelessness problem in that city. There were even hints that we manufactured
the estimates to suit the political needs of the Illinois Department of Public Aid.

Clearly, in the short run, the CHS was a political failure. Enough unfavorable comments were
produced (and published) about our study to produce notable drop in the cordiality of our
sponsors. As in most media coverage of the homelessness issue, the media discussion was
dominated by the advocates. Newspapers, television and radio thrive on controversy and the
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homeless advocates were all too willing to oblige. After we produced our reporta, there was no
discussion, as had been planned, of conducting additional surveys in the other cities in which
medical clinics for the homeless had been funded by our sponsors.

As a life-long political liberal, I found myself in the uncomfortable position of being solicited
by conservative political journals to contribute articles and shunned by liberal journals10. An
aura of alleged shoddiness and incompetence began to appear around mentions of CHS. In
public meetings concerned with homelessness I attended in the year after the release of the
report, persons otherwise cordial and friendly appeared cold and distant.

In contrast, other researches have had a much more favorable reception in Chicago and in
other cities17. In part, other researchers avoided difficulties by not attempting to make estimates
of the size of the homeless populationn. But more importantly, I believe that some large portion
of the responsibility for this poor reception among advocates lies in our failure to properly build
a supportive constituency for our study among advocates and Chicago's political elite. That
such would have been difficult to do from my base in western Massachusetts. and that it should
have been done nevertheless, is acknowledged.

It also cannot be said that CHS was a successful search for an economical approach to the
estimation of the size of the homeless population. In round numbers, the two surveys cost
more than $500,000, of which the major portion, about $400,000 was spent by NORC in the two
field operations in Chicago. The remainder supported the design and analysis staff at SADRI.
Although I am confident that comparable local surveys can be done today for considerably less,
it would still cost between $100,000 and $300,000 per city to replicate the survs'3.

The major cost components are generated by the street surveys. Some savings can be
achieved by some of the strategies described later. Nevertheless, sweeping a sufficiently large
sample of streets will remain an expensive, labor intensive activity. In addition, there are several
technical improvements than can be made that would either reduce costs or improve data
quality, as I describe below.

Although the shelter sample appears to a straightfonvard operation, it turns out to be difficult
to conduct interviews in many shelters after closing time. Some shelters stay open for
admissions long after many residents are fast asleep. Other shelters could not provide accurate
rosters of residents. In many shelters it turned out to be necessary to interview persons as they
left the shelter in the morning. A great deal of confusion and error can be avoided by careful
advance reconnaissame of a shelter to determine the best interviewing times and optimum
respondent selection procedures tailored to the characteristics of the particular shelter.

In addition, we did not screen for homelessness in the shelters. However, we came across
several instances in which residents had conventional dwellings to go to but preferred for a
variety of reasons to sleep in a shatter. I would recommend strongly that shelter residents be
screened.

Perhaps the major technical flawwas that we were not able to raise sufficiently the efficiency
of our street sample through stratification. Ascan be seen in Table 2, the Inter-strata differences
in strata average numbors of homeless persons was not large. Indeed, in the Winter survey, as

%oast Fisher and Willie The Coretion of the &Mika et Chkago.19911, Chicago, U. and Amherst, MA Social and
Demographic Rosen* Institute an I NOM A Social Research Center.

"See Pew H. Rossi "No Good Applied Research Goes Unpunished," social Science end Modern Society, Vol. 25,*1, pp. 7340, 1967.
"Sosin and his colleagues' Mt Chicago study was well received as vas that of my colleague, James D Wright'.

study of the homeless clinic populatbn. (See Satin, Michael R. Colson, Paul; & Grossman, Susan June Me
"Homelessness in Chicago: Poverty and Pathology, Social Melitutions and Social Change". Chicego The Chicago
Community TWO, and James D. Wright and Eleanor Weber liomelessness end Heath. New fork. McGraw Hill, 11189.)

"This swum, was suggested to us by several reviewers of our CHS report as a way of defusing controversy ax ante
and focusing attention on our substantive descriptive findings.

"The higher estimates are for the largest cities In which larger block and shelter samples will have to be taken to
°accommodate

the greater ems heterogeneity to be encountered in lerge Woes rk or Los Angeles.
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shown in Table 2, the average numbers of homeless persons found in the strata in both surveys
do not confirm the ex ante size classification that created the strata. For 6xample, in the Winter
survey, the middle-sized stratum was smaller than that for the lowest-size stratum. Clearly, the
police and our other "expert" informants could not identify with much precision those Chicago
blocks that were night-time congregating spots for the homeless in that city. We have since
learned that other researcher have had the same experkInce with other sources of information
and that congregating places of the homeless are not fixed but vary greatly within short periods
of time.

Accordingly, if a sample design modelled after the CHS is going to be used elsewhere, a lot
more effort needs to be given to raising the precision of any ex ante size classification of blocks.
In our study most of our effort went into getting all the blocks classified by police community
relations officers. I now believe that we would have made a better investment to concentrate
our efforts on locating major congregating places, using informants from among service
providers and the homeless themselves. This suggests a strategy of forming only two strata of
blocks: high density stratum composed of blocks that are known congregating places, and a
residual stratum of all other blocks in the city. Correspondingly, the sample size for the residual
stratum would be increased.

The block sweep procedures used in CHS were criticized because of the presence of off-duty
policemen to provide safety to our interviewers. The belief is that they might have scared off
homeless persons who thereby evaded our screening efforts. I find it hard to evaluate the
weight of this critique mainly because our police escorts were not in uniform, although Chicago
policemen do not tend toward the small and feeble looking end of the continuum of male body
types. If homeless persons were put off by the sight of a woman (moat interviewers were
female) accompanied by a burly male, then I find it difficult to imagine a Mem we could put
together that would provide protection to our interviewers and at the same time look benign.
An alternative strategy, which we tried on a trial basis, was to shift the sweep time to the early
evening (8 to 10PM). The results were inconclusive'''.

I believe we need more exploration of what the optimum times are for street sift asps. We
avoided daytime sweeping because of what we believed would be an overwhelminp screening
task. It is hard to imagine that we could screen a Michigan Avenue block in the middle of the
mornhig without the deployment of an army of interviewers assigned to each such block.
Perhaps a set of decision rules could be worked out to employ an initial visual screen with a
more detailed verbal screening undertaken only with persons who appear on the initial visual
screen likely to be homeless. For example, a visual screen might be used to screen out all
persons who appeared to be pursuing an occupation (such as delivery personnel, cab drivers,
window cleaners), or carrying items clearly related to work (such as brief cases or portable
computers).

However. I despair that such rules can be made simple enough to be workable on very
crowded blocks. Porhaps more promiaing would be to try screening times either before or after
normal working hours.

Given the successes of Martha Burt and Franklin James in using food kitchens es a source of
access to the street homeless, it is tempting to suggest abandoning street sweeps in the middle
of the night and to rely wholly on food kitchens (and other providers of servimas to the
homeless). This strategy would be extremely attractive if we could realistically assume that all

"We tried this strategy on a smell number of blocks sweeping them between 8 and 10 PM as o all as on another day
in the dead of the night. We could find no difference in the resulting sweeps, except for the increased screening in the
earlier hours. I suspect that this trial did not have enough statistical pow to detect any tbut the most dramatic
dffferences.
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street homeless persons had a non-zero probability of using service providers. Unfortunately,
several recent research reports show that significant numbers of the street homeless do not
use services and that the proportkms of those not using services varies from city to city's.

One possible accommodation is to consider mixed methods in which street sweeps, shelter
samples, and service-provider samplesare used in the same design. The street samples would
provide estimates of the homekos who never use shelters or other services, while the shelter
and service provider samples would be used to provide reasonable estimates of service users.
Although such a mixed method approach is conceptually attractive, it undoubtedly would be
very expensive. The street sample would have to be quite large to get a reasonable estimate of
those who do not use services's.

Perhaps the most serious flaw in the CHS was the very restricted definition of the homeless
employed. It has become increasingly apparent to me that the homelessare best thought of as
persons living in the most aggravated form of extreme poverty. The problem of the homeless
ought to be reconceptualized as a problem of extreme poverty. This is a much larger pool of
persona who's income is so slight that they cannot effectively enter the housing market as
consumers. The extremely poor who manage to be housed in conventional dwelling units are
able to do so mainly through the generosity of family and friends. These are the doubled up
who have a high probability of become homeless if the generosity and sense of obligation of
their housing benefactors deteriorates. To the extent that the extremely poor with housing also
use services provided for the homeless, they should be included in samples of service users.
But of course, from such samples, we do not know anything of those who do not use servicesfor homeless persons.

To expand studies of the homeless to include the extremely poor who are precariously
housed constitutes a severe challenge to social researchers. This challenge is not technical so
much as a question of how to emend studies efficiently. The precariously housed can be
reached through conventional survey approaches. A household survey, properly conducted,should cover the precariously housed. However, the screening problem is a looming obstacle.
Most households do not contain doubled-up families or extremely poor single persons living
with a primary household. Accordingly, a survey of the precariously housed would be
inefficient unless an appropriate ex ante stratification strategy could be designed to heighten
the probability of doubled-up households appearing in a sample.

Of course, existing conventional surveys can be used to study the extremely poor who are
precariously housed. The Current Population Survey (CPS), the Survey of Income and Program
Participation, and similar surveys cover the precariously housed. Some have collected data of
interest Such surveys are not useful for local studies, and hence, of limited use until a good
national survey of the homeless is undertaken.

If I were asked to design a definitive study of the problem of homelessness without budget
and time constraints, I would certainly opt for a multi-method approsch consisting of a street
sample, a service-provider semi" and a household sample, ail centered on the same locality.
ff I could summon enough hubris, I would design. national study, using*esame sample frame
as the CPS, with street sweeps and prov.tior-based samples in PSUs in the sample frame. At
minimum, however, the study ought to be comparative, composed of sufficiently rich samplesof each of a set of localities.

'V-additional worry la that the use of the clients of food kitchens end other services depends heavily on learning
from clients how often they use various services. The more study such use patterns ere, the more useful the project.The longer the period OW which persons are said to recall use patterns, the more unreliable and Imprecise ars thedata.

"The mixed.rnethod approach isattractive In other ways. Our Out swoops did not produce terge enough sampleof hornets= to be useful in descriptive analyses.We had to add street persons from supplemental interviews conducted
in congregating places not drawn in our mein sample.
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Future Work

Perhaps my biggest disappointment in the subsequent course of survey research in the half
decade since CHS was first released has been with the S-night efforts made in the 1990 Census.
The resulting date can support neither size estimates nor the production of detailed demo-
graphic data on the homeless. it seems to be not enough to say that S-night was not designed
to fit either of these purposes, as Census officials state. What is needed is some statement of
what the S-night counts are good for. If they have no purpose, then I believe that we are entitled
to know why S-night was conducted. I suvect that the Census felt Impelled to do something
but either lacked the resources to collect credible useful accounts and/or was apprehensive that
any technically defensible effort would simply create unacceptable controversy. Whatever the
reasons, it is clear to me that S-night was largely a wasted effort.

All that said, there is clearly much work that can be undertaken. I believe we do know how
to conduct a proper study of homeless persons and the precariously housed. My fondest hopes
are that some federal agency or wealthy private foundation will authorize and fund some form
of multi-method national sample survey as described in the previous section of this paper.
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Sample Design and implementation: Chicago Homeless
Study

Extracted from Appendix B

Peter H. Rossi Down and Out in America
University of Chicago Press, 1989

Table 1. Chicago Homeless Study: Shelter end Street Simple Designs

September 11185 (Fall) end February 1916 (Winter)

ik, Shelter Semple Design:
Fall 1985 Winter 1986

Eligible shelters in universe
28 45

Universe bed capacities
1573 2001

Shelters drawn in sample 22 27

Shelters were selected randomly within three size strata.

Residents within shelters were sampled disproportionately to form a self-weighting sample of

shelter residents.

B. Street Survey Sample Design

Census Block Classification end Sample Sizes

Prior Universe Fall Winter

Density Number of Sample Sample

Classification' Blocks Size Size

High Density 295 49 49

Medium Density 806 49 49

Low Density2 18308 70 147

TOTAL 19409 168 245

'Prior classification accomplished with the help of community relations officers of

end modified with the help of other; knowledgeable poisons.
tow density blocks were sampbd in chattel; of five blocks in Fall Survey 1 and of

the Chbago Potice Depaitmem

Table 2. Computation of Street Homeless Population Estimates

A. Fall Estimates

three blocks in Winter Survev.

Stratum Mean per- SE Multi- Number of Population Standard

Block/ plier Blocks/ Estimate Error

Ouster Clusters

High 0.102 0.060 1.398 295 42 25

Medium 0.306 0.098 1365 806 337 108

Low 0214 0.155 1.280 3862 1004 726

TOTAL
1383 735

B. Winter Estimates

High 0.571 0.400 1.195 295 202 141

Medium 0.00 0.00 1.158 806 0

Low 0.041 0.029 1.280 6103 326 229

TOTAL
528 269
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Table 3. Survey Implementation Experience

A. Shelter Universe

Fall Winter

I. Eligible shelters in universe 28 45
2. Shelters drawn in sample 22 27
3. Sampled shelters agreeing to

participate 21 23
Shelter completion rate (95.5%) (852%)

B. Shelter Resident Sample
1. Eligible residents in sampled shelters 934 1183
2. Eligible residents selected in sample 320 317
3. Sampled residents interviewed 265 248

Completion rate (82.8%) (78.2%)
C. Street Survey

1. Persons encountered' and approached
for screening 318 289

2. Persons encountered and screened 232 238
Screen completion rate (73%) (82%)

3. Persons who refused screening interview -- 80 37
Screen refusal rate (25%) (13%)

4. Screen interview breakoff 4 5
5. Persons encountered unable to be

screened 2 9
6. Persons screened and eligible for

main interview 23 30
7. Completed main interview 22 28

Completion rate (96%) (93%)
lAn "encounter consists of any person found present on a block in any public access place who was walking,

sitting, standing, lying down, sitting in a parked car or truck, or riding a bicycle.
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Estimation of the Number of Homeless and
Homeless Mentally ID Persons in

Three California Counties

M. Audrey Burnam
The RAND Corporation

In 1987, RAND conducted a study which included an enumeration of homeless persons in
three California counties. The impetus for this study was California's Mental Health Services Act
of 1985, which we refer to as The Homeless Mentally Disabled (HMD) Program. This program
allocated $20 million annually to the state's 58 counties to support a wide range of services for
homeless persons with mental disabilities. This legislation gave counties flexibility to tailor their
programs according to their needs, and authorized a comprehensive range of services which
could be provided, including food, clothing, shelter, outreach, and case management. In 1986,
the State Legislature mandated an independent performance review of the programs run by the
counties, and in 1987 RAND was contracted to conduct that review.

The objectives of this RAND study were to: 1) estimate the number and location of homeless
persons; describe their demographic characteristics and their health, housing, and subsistence
needs; and estimate the number of homeless with specific types of disabling mental illnesses;
2) identify and categorize the services provided to homeless mentally disabled persons with
State program funds; 3) identify the characteristics of persons strved by the program and types
of services received by them; 4) analyze selected measures of performance emphasizing:
provision of subsistence services; coordination of multi-service delivery; ability to engage
clients; continuity of care; placement of clients in permanent residences, job training, and other
rehabilitative programs; and assistance in obtaining institutional support such as general or
vetera.is' assistance and medical treatment; 5) discuss the findings as they relate to adequacy
of funding, allocation of funds, appropriateness of service mix and subpopulation targeting,
and service delivery improvements and effectiveness.

To accomplish these alms, we conducted three types of data collection activities. A survey
of homeless persons in three counties was conducted to provide estimates of the number of
homeless persons in these ce.nties and to profile their demographics, location, presence of
severe mental disorders, and program needs. Programmatic case studies were conducted in
the same three counties to provide a detailed picture of how the HMD program was
implemented in these areas. And finally, telephone interviews were conducted with county
Mental Health Directors, Homeless Coordinators and key service providers in 17 counties to
identify the range and characteristics of services funded and to elicit their views about the
effects of the county programs.

This paper will focus on the study's estimates of the number of homeless and homeless
mentally disabled persons in three California counties. A more detailed description of the
complete study can be found elsewhere (Vernez et al, 1988).

DESCRIPTION OF COUNTIES

The three counties that were selected for the surveys of homeless persons and the
programmatic cam studies were Alameda, Orange, and Yolo Counties. The counties were
selected because they were diverse in their general populaton characteristics and in the types
of programs they had implemented using the HMD program funds.

Alameda County has a population of 1.3 million, which resides largely in urban areas
(Oakland, Freemont, Berkeley and surrounding communities). About 18 percent of the county's
population is Black, and about 12 percent is Hispanic. Alameda was the least affluent of the
three counties we studied. In 1986, the median family income was $113,700, with 8.7 percent
below the poverty line, and 6.6 percent unemployed.
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Orange County has a population of 2.3 million and is also predominantly urban, containing
the cities of Anaheim, Santa Ma, and Orange. Only 1 percent of the population is Black, and 15
percent is Hispanic. ft Is one of the most affluent counties in the State, with a median family
income of $25,918 in 1986, 5 percent of families below the poverty line, and an unemployment
rate of only 4 percent.

Yolo County, with a population of 137 thousand, is rural. Most of the population lives in three
small communities (Davis, Woodland, and West Sacramento), which are separated by large
areas of farmland. Hispanics are 17 percent of the population, and Blacks 2 percent. The median
family income of $20,495 in 1986 was close to the State average. At that time, 9 percent of
families were below the poverty line and the unemployment rate was relatively high, at 7.3
percent.

ENUMERATION AND SURVEY METHODS

Using an approach similar to that described by Rossi and colleagues (1987), our study of
homelessness in these three counties was designed to obtain counts of the numbers of
homeless persons sleeping in emergency shelters and in the streets on a given night, and to
interview a probability sample of those counted that would represent the homeless adult
populations of each county.

The census and survey of a given community occurred in a single night. For the shelters,
enumeration and surveys were conducted in the evening hours after shelters closed. For the
streets, this fieldwork was conducted in the late night and early morning hours (generally
between 11pm and 4am). This single-night approach was taken to minimize census errors
arising from the mobility of the population. The fieldwork took place during September and
October of 1987, with 2-5 nights of data collection in each county.

Definition of Homelessness. In shelters, all persons with the exception of program staff were
defined as homeless. For those found in the street population, homelessness was defined as
not being able to stay in traditional housing (e.g., hotel room, apartment, house) for at least one
night in the 30 nights before the survey. When interviewers enumerated a person in the street
population, they were instructed to judge whether the person was clearly homeless (for
example, carrying their belongings or staying in a place that had been fashioned into a sleeping
area). Persons who were not clearly homeless were asked a series of questions to determine
whether they met the study definition of homeless.

Shelter Population Enumeration and Survey. All emergency shelters serving homeless
persons (adults and children) in each of the counties were identified, and their program
directors were contacted to obtain estimates of a typical night's census. (Shelters exclusively
designated for battered women and children were not Included, but voucher hotel rooms were
included.) Shelters were then sampled with probability proportional to the number of adults
staying in the shelter on a tipical night. Study staff visited each shelter on a specific evening and
counted adults and children in the shelter on that night. In smaller shelters, all adults 18 years
of age or older were invited to participate in the survey. In larger shelters, a sample of adults
were invited to partiepate, with the proportion sampled ranging from one-third to three-
fourths.

Table 1 shows, for each of the three counties, the total number of homeless persons counted
in all of the shelters on a given night, the total number of shelters in the county, the number of
shelters selected for the survey, the number of adults who completed survey interviews in
sampled shelters, and the survey response rate (e.g., the proportion of selected respondents
who completed a survey interview). To summarize, we obtained complete counts of homeless
persons in emergency shelters in the three counties (305 in Alameda, 423 in Orange, and 6 in
yolo), and interviewftd a probability sample of homeless adults in these shelters (70 in
Alameda, 45 in Orange, and 5 in Yolo).
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Table 1

Enumeration end Survey Sample Details
for Shelter Population

ALAMEDA ORANGE VOLD

Totat homeless persons 305 423 6

Total shelters 13 16 2

N shelters sampled 6 6 2

N adults 3urveyed 70 46 5

Survey response rate 94 90 93

Street Population Enumeration and Sunfey. The street population included homeless

persons who stayed overnight in outside areas (such as back alleys, parks, campgrounds.

beaches, riverbeds, churchyards, parked cars, and freeway underpasses) as well as indoor

public areas (such as bus and Vain depots, abandoned buildings, and all-night coffee shops).

A stratified mutti-stage sampling design was employed to enumerate and survey homeless

persons in the street population. At the first stage, census tracts were sampled, and at the

second stage, census blocks were sampled. All selected census blocks ware thoroughly

searched, and counts were made of persons who were determined to be homeless as well as

of persons whose homeless status could not be determined. Among persons in the street

enumeration who were determined to be homeless and at least 18 years old, as many as

possible were randomly selected to participate in the survey.

The census blocks and tracts in each county were stratified on the basis of estimates of the

number of homeless persons who would typically be found overnight in each block and tract.

The estimates were obtained from local experts (generally police officers who patrolled the

areas at night and local homeless service providers). Tracts and blocks believed to contain no

homeless individuals ("zero" estimate tracts and blocks) were not sampled. Tracts and blocks

believed to contain large numbers of homeless persons had a higher probability of being
sampled than those believed to contain few homeless.

In Orange County, there were five census tracts with high homeless street population

estimates (over 20 persons), all of which wereselected. There were 14 medium estimate tracts

(4 to 15 persons), four of which were selected; and there were 31 low-estimate tracts (1 to 3

persons), three of which were selected. Within selected tracts, all seven high estimate blocks (4

or more persons) were selected, and 38 of 65 low estimate blocks (1 to 3 persons) were

selected.

In Alameda County, there were 41 census tracts though to contain at least one person in the

homeless street population, and all of these were selected. In addition, there were 116 MMus

tracts in which experts thought a homelass person might "possibly" be found although it was

unlikely; 13 of these tracts were selected. Within selected tracts, all 272 blocks thought to

contain (or possibly contain) any homeless persons were selected.

In Yolo County, all 9 census tracts which were thought to have a homeless street population

were selected, and within each of these tracts, all 31 blocks thought to contain homeless

persons were selected.

In summary, for Alameda and Orange Counties, we designed a highly efficient sample of

blocks, end in Yoh" County, we sampled all nonzero blocks. Table 2 shows, for each county, the

total number of nonzero tracts in each county (that is, the number of tracts thought to have a

hlmeless street population of one or more), the number of tracts that were sampled, the total

number of nonzero blocks in each of the selected tracts, the total number of blocks that were
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sampled and searched, the number of homeless persons found in each of the sampled blocks,
the number of homeless persons estimated across all of the sampled and nonsampled blocks.
the number of homeless persons who completed survey interviews, and the survey response

As shown in Table 2, we counted 330 to 376 homeless persons in the streets in Alameda
County, 188 to 209 In Orange County, end 54 to 73 in Yolo County. The lower number in this
range is the number of persons who were determined to be homeless and the higher number
includes persons who were seen and counted but whose homeless status could not be
determined. When these counts were weighted to all of the blocks and tracts in the counties,
we estimated a range of 497 to 548 persons in the homeless street population in Alameda
County, 316 to 375 in Orange County, and 54 to 73 in Yolo County. The number of homeless
adults with whom we completed surveys in the street sample was 188 in Alameda County, 89
in Orange County, and 38 in \foto County.

Table 2

Enumeration and Survey Sample Details
for Street Population

ALAMEDA ORANGE YOLO

Total nonzero tracts 167 50 9
N tracts sampled 64 12 9
Totill nonzero blocks in tracts 272 72 31
N blocks sampled/searched 272 45 31

N homeless persons found 330-376 196-209 54-73
N homeless persons estimated 497-649 316-375 64-73
N adults surveyed 189 89 39
Survey response rote 88 72 77

POINT AND ANNUAL PREVALENCE ESTIMATION

To estimate the numbers of homeless persons in each county on a given night (point
prevalence estimates), we summed total counts in the shelter population with the midpoint of
the range of estimatsd counts in the street population. One limitation of the study was that it did
not directly count homeless persons who were, on the night of the survey, temporarily housed.
To minimize the impact of this limitation, the estimates of the number of homeless persons in
each county were upwardly adjusted by a survey-derived estimate of the proportion of
homeless persons who were likely to have been temporarily housed (for example, in jail, a hotel
room or staying with a friend) on any given night.

The resulting estimated rate of homeless persons on a given night per 10,000 persons in the
total county population is shown in Table 3. This estimated rate is 7.6 in Alameda County, 4.2
in Orange County, and 6.2 in Yolo County.

The numbers of persons who were homeless at any time over a period of a year, or annual
prevalence of homeleuneu, was also estimated using survey information on the history of
homelessneu in the past year. The annual estimate was the sum of an estimate of the number
of persons who were continuously homeless over the past year and the number who became
homeless during the past year. The number who were continuously homeless over a year was
estimated by calculating the proportion of surveyed respondents who reported having been
continuously homeless in the past year, and multiplying this by the point estimates of the
homeless population sizes in each county. The number who became homeless in the past year
was estimated by taking the proportion of surveyed respondents who reported they had
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become homeless in the past month, multiplying this by the point estimates of the homeless
population sizes, and then multiplying by 12. This approach to estimating annual prevalence of
homelessneu assumes a stable population size, that is, that the remission rate from home-
lessness equals the incidence rate.

Using this approach, the estimated rate of persons who are homeless at any time during the
year per 10,000 total county population is shown in Table 3. This rate I. 22.3 in Alameda County,
19.8 in Orange County, and 12.8 in Yolo County.
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Table 4 shows that, of the total annual prevalence of homelessness, about 80 Percent
represents entry to homelessness at some time during the year rather than continuous
homelessness. These entries to homelessness include both new episodes of homelessness as
well as repeat episodes. The high proportion of entries into homelessness over a year
highlights the dynamic nature of homelessness and the permeability of the barrier between the
domiciled and the homeless. The large number of persons having some period of homeless-
ness over time may also partially e 1plaln relatively high estimates of homeless population sizes
by local service providers, whose frame of reference is likely to be longer than one night.
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PREVALENCE OF SERIOUS MENTAL ILLNESS AMONG THE HOMELESS

As pan of the survey of homeless persons in the three counties, we collected information to
estimate the prevalence of serious mental illness in these populations. By serious mental
illness, we refer to mental disorder which causes psychotic symptoms and is likely to be either
chronic, or recurrent, or cause long standing residual symptoms. Operationally, we used a
structured survey instrument to screen for major affective disorder (recurrent major depression
or bipolar disorder) and schizophrenia, using DSM-III criteria (American Psychiatric Association,
1980).

To develop the screener, we drew items from the Diagnostic Interview Schedule (MS), a
highly structured diagnostic interview designed to be administered by lay interviewers (Robins
et al., 1981). We selected items that were likely to be predictive of the target diagnoses, and
constructed short-cut diagnostic algorithms using the key items. We tested the &crooner by
comparing the diagnosis resulting from the *crooner algorithm with that resulting from the full
DIS, using available survey data from a sample of 328 homeless adults residing in the Los
Angeles downtown Skid Row area. This sample, described in further detail by Koegel and
colleagues (Koegel et ai, 1988; Burnam & Koegel, 1988) had completed the full DIS as part of
a prior study. Several alternative screening item combinations were examined using these data.
We selected the alternative which resulted in less than 15 percent false negative classifications
and minimized the Mae positive error rate. The resulting *crooner included 18 questions which
screened for the lifetime diagnoses of major affective disorder and schizophrenia.

Table 5 shows the sensitivity, specificity, and positive predictive value of the screener whem
lifetime diagnoses using the full DIS are considered the "correct" diagnoses. The sensitivity
(proportion of true positive cases correctly classified by the screener) and specificity (propor-
tion of true negative cases correctly classified by the screener) are both high. However, even
this level resulted in specificity less than ideal positive predictivevalues (the proportion of cases
classified positive by the screener that are truly positive). Because of the high rates of false
positives we anticipated when using the diagnosticscreener in our survey of homeless persons
in the RAND study, we adjustedour estimates of the prevalence of serious mental illness in this
study, assuming that the screener continued to operate with the sensitivities end specificities
shown in this table.

Table 6

Ability of &Greener to Detect
D8M-lii Diagnoses

Positive
Diagnoses Predictive

Sensitivity SPacifillf Value

Schkophrenis 99 92 (16

Major Affective 99 70 42

Table 6 shows the estimated prevalence of serious mental disorder among the homeless
populations in each of the three counties. About one-third of the homeless in these counties are
estimated to suffer from either major affettive disorder or schizophrenia. We find major
affective disorder to be about three times more common among these homeless populations
than in general populations (where rates of 5 to 10 percent are commonly found) while rates of
schizophrenia are even more disproportionately high among the homeless. Here we find
schizophrenia among 7 to 16 percent of the homeless, while it is relatively rare (0.5 to 1 percent)
in general populations.

1 7 0
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Table 0

At Least One in Four Homeless Have
A Serious Mental Disorder

Percent with disorder ALAMEDA ORANGE YOLO

Major Affective Disorder 24 12 31

Schizophrenia 16 7 11

Serious Mental Disorder 33 26 40

DISCUSSION

One difference between this study and the enumeration of homeless persons in Chicago by
Rossi and colleagues is the much larger geographical area covered in our study. This, along
with budget constraints, necessitated a highly efficient sampling approach to estimating the
size of the homeless street population. Unlike the Chicago study, areas in this study which were
thought to contain no homeless persons (the "zero" estimate tracts and blocks) had no
probability of being sampled and searched.

The major limitation of this approach is that an unknown number of homeless persons may
actually have been staying in these "zero" estimate tracts end blocks, unnoticed by our experts,
and thus our estimates of the homeless population size in these counties may be underesti-
mated. To check on the extent to which this underestimation may have biased our results, we
searched 17 blocks in 7 zero estimate tracts in Alameda County. Our field staff found one
homeless person in one of these blocks, and another person on a second block whose
homeless status could not be determined. If this pattern is typical for other zero estimate blocks
in Alameda County, omission of them from our sampling frame resulted in a 13 to 22 percent
underestimate of the total homeless population size. Although, under ideal circumstances, we
would want to heavily sample zero estimate blocks to arrive at a more precise estimate of the
homeless population size, the cost of the study was greatly reduced by omitting them. (The
fieldwork in all three of the counties was conducted for a cost of about 048,000 in 1981)

Another cost-saving efficiency that we introduced in this study was the use of a brief
diagnostic screener for the purposes of estimating the number of seriously mentally ill
homeless persons. This *crooner took less than 10 minutes to administer in an interview format,
and, because its sensitivity and specificity was calibrated against a comprehensive diagnostic
interview, the number of persons meeting full criteria for WWII major affective disorder and
schizophrenia could be estimated. The entire 20-minute survey conducted in this study, in
addition to screening for serious mental illness, collected information on a variety of demo-
graphic characteristics, current circumstances, and patterns of entitlement and service use.

Although the approach to estimating the size of the homeless population in this study has its
limitations, we believe this type of approach can provide an objective and standardized
yardstick against which to gauge the relative size and characteristics of homeless populations
across service areas, at fairly low cost.
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Techniques for Estimating the Size
of the Homeless Population in Colorado

Franklin J. James
Professor of Public Policy

Graduate School of the Public Affairs
University of Colorado at Denver

I would like to start my comments on the Colorado research by emphasizing the limited
usefulness I see for this kind of data. I think this was the kind of subject we perhaps should have

discussed a little more fully this morning.
Estimates of the homeless population and the composition of the homeless population at a

point in time don't offer very many useful clues for policy about homelessness. They are mostly
useful for estimating the needs for various kinds of emergency services, shelter, food, some
kinds of medical care and so forth. They are not particularly useful for estimating the need for

a variety of curative services. At a minimum, the need for curative services depends on the

number of separate cases of homelessness that occur over some period of time. It is very
difficult to estimate the number of people that are likely to be homeless over some period of

time from cross-section survey data.
In a broader sense, the need for curative policies depends on the size of the at-risk

population, that is, people who are not homeless at a point in time but who are at high risk of
homelessness. In our own research in Colorado, we have vied to estimate the likely size of the
at-risk population. We estimate that in Colorado it is at least 15 times larger than the number of
homeless at any one point in time.' Its composition is different than the people who are
homeless at a point in time, but we do not know exactly how different the characteristics are.
A complex array of factors shape a person's risk of homelessness. The people who are at risk

are a small minority of the impoverished. We estimate in Colorado that the poverty population

is at least 10 times larger than the population that is at risk of homelessness.
So, cross-sectionat surveys have a very limited usefulness for policy formulation. It is my

hope that such surveys are only the first generation of research on homelessness, and that we
will move into something more fruitful as time goes by. I'm excited by the longitudinal research
being done by Audrey Burnam and Irving Pi Davin. Such research can offer rich insight into the

paths leading in and out of homelessness. However, rm very concerned about its likely success

given the fluidity and difficulty of following homeless people.
There is another, so far unused, data resource I'd like to point out that rm quite optimistic

about. The Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Census Bureau are

beginning to investigate the possibility of adding questions about homelessness into the
American Housing Survey. That is a survey of about 40,000 households nationwide, perhaps
100,000 people. lf, in a survey of that size, we can ask people's past experiences with
homelessness perhaps during the past year we could begin to get a handle on the size and

characteristics of the at-risk population. And, by bootlegging questions about homelessness in
other large-scale data collection efforts like the Current Population Survey or the Survey of
Income and Program Participation, maybe wewill be able to get even better information as time

goes by.
Why did we do our survey research on homeleuness in Colorado? The origin of our efforts

lie with the Colorado Coalition for the Homeless, the Denver Department of Social SWIMS, and

the University of Colorado at Denver, where rm a professor in the Graduate School of Public

Affairs. Until our research, there was no information in the state on the scale of homelessness,

even at a point in time, or onthe nature of the homelessness problem in the state. The Coalition,

the Department of Social Services and others were at loggerheads, debating the size, and
characteristics of the homeless. The Department of Social Seivices was arguing that the
homeless problem was exaggerated; the Coalition for the Homeless was arguing that the size

of the population was underestimated.

'For purposes of this analysis, the "high-risr population is defined as the persons with at least 10-percent
probability of homelessness in a given rigor. 173
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The three of us decided that if we agreed beforehand on a particular method and definition
for estimating this population, and if we agreed to comply with the results when they came in,
that planning and policy analysis in the state would be moved forward, and that is exactly what
we did. The three of us agreed to a method. I personally designed the method. ft was
implemented in cooperation with these other agencies and when the results came in,
everybody supported the results.

The Colorado research has been useful in policy analysis in the state on a preliminary level.
The research focused attention on a problem of a particular size, of a particular nature, with a
particular locational pattern within the state. It served as the basis of all the major policy analysis
efforts that have focused on homeleuness in the state since we did the first survey in 1988. We
redid the survey using generally the same method in 1990, so we are beginning to have
longitudinal data, and we are beginning to think of our research agenda for the future.

Now, let me tell you what information the method generates, end then Ill tell you how it
works. We believe that our methods in Colorado, which, ofcourse, are built on earlier nu earch
efforts elsewhere in the nation, give a good picture, both in terms of scale and composition, of
the shelter population in Colorado. We believe that we get a comprehensive but somewhat less
reliable estimate of the scale of the street population. By street population, I mean persons
sleeping under bridges, in abandoned buildings, in cars and so forth. We only get a portion of
the remainder of the homeless population. Those are persons in hotels or other temporary
lodging, or who are coming out of detox centers, hospitals, jails and so forth. The only portion
of that population we get are persons who are using soup lines or food lines.

Let me be clear about the definition of homelessness that's been used. We've used the same
two definitions in both years so that we can estimate trends in the scale of the problem. Each
definition focuses on homelessness among the groups I've mentioned: persons on the street,
persons using soup lines, persons in shelters. Among these groups, the first definition defines
as "the homeless" the persons who say they don't have a permanent place to live of their own.
In principle, this definition includes some precariously housed persons, as well as the literally
homeless. That gives a larger definition of the population. The second definition is more
restrictive. The second definition counts people as homeless only if they report they did not
have a permanent place to live of any kind.

To make the definitions somewhat clearer, a person in a shelter who reported he or she had
a permanent place to live, would not be counted as homeless. We've found there are a number
of groups who were not homeless who are in the shelters in Colorado. In some parts of the
state, for example, a few people use the shelter system as a form of hostel system, for example.
Other pcople are in shelters for a brief period of time and believe they have a permanent place
to go if they choose. We have decided not to count those persons as homeless.

How did the methods work? As with the other studies we have discussed here todey, we do
a probability sample of persons in the shelter system throughout the state. We do a probability
sample statewide of persons using soup lines or food lines. We believe the results of these two
surveys are highly reliable.

In the Denver Metropolitan area, which has the only major concentration of homeless
persons on the streets that are known, we do a sample of persons in places known to be
sleeping places of homeless people. We don't make an effort to survey persons on the streets
outside of these known sleeping places. By known places, I mean places known to the search
and rescue staff of the Salvation Army, staff of the Coalition for the Homeless, and other
knowledgeable people.

Our estimate of the street population is made in two steps. First we estimate numbers of
persons sleeping on the streets who are also using soup lines. This is based on our probability
samples of soup line users. Second, we expand that into an estimate of the overall street
population on the basis of patterns of use of soup lines among the street people we interview.
In some ways, Ws quite similar to what Burt end Cohen have done on the national level. The
specific factor we use to expand numbers of street people usingsoup lines to the overall street
population is the inverse of the proportion of street people using soup lines.

Now, the results. We estimate a homeless population that is about one per 1,000 residents
of the State of Colorado. That's a somewhat higher rate than has been found in California. Ws
a considerably lower rate than has been found in the national studies. I think, the comparatively
low rate of homelessness in Colorado reflects the soft housing market conditions in the state.

174



188

We estimate a street population that's between one-third and ono-sixth of the total homeless
population in the Denver metropolitan area. We estimate that the size of the homeless
population has declined marginally betmsen 1988 and 1990 in the state as a whole. Whether the
decline is statistically siwilicant or not, we don't know. Our preliminary estimates suggest a
decline of about five to six percent. So, ilke in Nashville, we're not finding homelessness to be
a growing problem.

Let me talk about the main weaknesses I see in the method. The weaknesses rm going to talk
about are common to a number of other studies. The first is we don't have a good handle at all
on numbers of homeless youth on the their own. Homelessnessamong youth I. a very difficult
status to define becsuse access to money from drugs and prostitution (as well as money from
parents) fundamentally changes the nature ofhomelessness among this population. Moreover,
it's a population that doesn't use the standard homeless services, the shelters, the soup lines
and so forth. This makes homeless youth a very difficult group to track down. We're trying to
design a survey now of youth using services for youth, so we will be able to get a better idea
of the numbers of homeless youth, but that effort is just beginning.

We also do not think our methods work very well in rural areas. Homeless persons in rural
areas are frequently precariously housed with friends or family, and thus invisible to public
agencies. Our methods are most effective in counting homeless people using services. Many
other research methods do the same. In many of the rural places in Colorado there are no
services for the poor or the homeless. We are trying to improve this aspect of the method. In
1988 and in 1990, we did surveys of sheriff offices, ministerial alliances, and social service
departments in counties across the state, and asked for information on numbers of homeless
people with whom they were dealing. The numbers are quite small, and we're investigating
them now for incorporation in both our 1988 and 1990 methods to preserve comparability. it is
my judgment it will affect the estimated level of homelessness outside the Denver metropolitan
area by a factor of perhaps five to ten percent, no more.

I'll conclude by saying that some groups of the rural homeless in Colorado are a difficult and
fearsome group to interview. A reporter called me the other day from the Wall Street Journal,
and said, "Franklin, we're doing a story on rural homelessness. Have you got any rural
homeless in Colorado?" And, so I gave him a few leads. I told him that in the western part of the
state, it is reported by social service departments that about 50 to 100 homeless people live in
caves and campers and tents. He said, "Great. I'm going to call out there. I might fly out there
and interview them tomorrow." After he hung up, and I threw away his telephone number, I
remembered I forgot to warn him that all of these homeless people ere by reputation
chronically mentally ill and very well armed. He's going out to interview homeless persons
armed with hunting rifles and 357 Magnums. Good luck to him. So, anyway, thank you very
much.
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The RTI Method: Sampling Over Time

Pachael.L. Dennis, Ph.D.
Ronsido Inchon, Ph.D.
Jutta S. Thornbetry

Robert M. Bray, Ph.D.

Research Triangle Institute

Cynthia Taeuber has asked me to tell you about a study that is just getting under way, how
we have incorporated some of the lessons from the prior studies, and to focus on how we have
dealt with time-related problems in our sampling and data collection strategies. Before doing
this I must make two short digressions. The first I. to acknowledge the assistance and good will
we have received from our methodological advisors, including Kathleen Dockett, Notwetta
Milburn, Peter Rossi, Matt Salo, and Cynthia Taeuber; our project officer, Elizabeth Lambert,
and other policy makers in both Federal and local government, including Peter Charuhas, Betty
Ford, Carol Giannini, Peter Gray, Robert Huebner, Ray Spicer, Ernest Taylor, and Fay Van Hook;
and the members of our local advisory group and individual practitioners, including John
Adams, Pat Allen, Gerry Anderson, Thaddeus Aubrey, Ken Barter, John Barrett, Mike Farrell,
Russell Gaskins, Margaret Glenn, Tim Harmon, Sister Elena Henderson, Barbara Hobble, Robert
Keisling, Phyllis Manners, Anne Moss, P.J. Regan, Jane Roth, Michael Stoll, Barbara Uhler, Joan
Volpe, Willard Webster, Jack White, and Joseph Wright. The second is to note that I am
speaking today for an entire team of people conducting this study and would like to
acknowledge assistance in preparing this presentation from our team, including Rona [do
lachan, Jutta Thomberry, and Robert Bray.

In reference to the presentation, let me say that we have learned a lot from what has already
been done. Unlike many earlier studies, our focus Is less on estimating the number of homeless
people than on estimating the incidence and prevalences of substance abuse and other
disabilities among homeless people and on their need and access to treatment. I think that it is
important to keep in mind the purpose of this and other studies when comparing them. With the
exception of S-Night I suspect that most of them have been conducted for some reason other
than estimating the number of homeless people per se. This may be part of the reason why
many of the resulting estimates heve been disputed.

What Is DC*MADST

Before talking about our approach to time-related problems, let me first tell you a little bit
about the larger effort we are involved in and the basic design of uvr homeless and transient
population study. This is one of 17 studies being conducted under something called the DC
Metropolitan Area Drug Study (DC*MADS). These studies represent a comprehensive research
effort to study drug abuse among all types of people in one metropolitan area et the same time
using a common set of instrumentation, a common timeframe, and sampling frames that do
their best to either minimize and/or measure any overlap. The main objectives Me to:

assess the extent of drug abuse among the varied populations that are at risk,

assess the negative effects of drug abuse in the area as a whole, and

develop an effective model for collecting information on drug abuse that other major
metropolitan areas can use.

The study is designed to examine the extent to which the National Household Survey on
Drug Abuse (NHSDA) underrepresents several subpopulations who are more likely to be
adversely affected by substance abuse. These populations include school dropouts, adult and
juvenile criminal offenders, institutionalized people drug abuse treatment clients, pregnant
drug abusers, and, most notably, the homeless population.
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In answering the question posed earlier today, this studycosts approximately $6.3 million, of
which about 000,000 is related to the homeless component. DCMADS is being conducted
over a 3-year period, during which the homeless component will be in the field for 4 months.
The study's purpose can explain why we have relatively mare resources and time.

The National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) wants us to be able to estimate the substance
abuse prevalence& as low as 1% with a relative standard error of 50% or less. They also want
us to look at the comorbidity of other disabilities such as mental illness and health care
problems and to make sure that the results are representative of the entire homeless
population. This means that we have had to use a probsbility-based street sample and a 50- to
60-minute interview. Our substance abuse section alone is longer than most interviews I have
seen in other studies.

What Is the Homeless and Transient Population Study Design?
In terms of what Martha Burt was calling the basics, the homeless study component is

sponsored by NIDA and includes anyone in emergency shelters, on the street, or who lacks
access to regular and secured housing. It includes a screener in the street sample and
information on lifetime and annual prevalence of homelessness among people in other types
of housing. The study will be based on a random sample of 64 nights between February and
May of 1991. Both shetter and street locations will be sampled from the 16 municipalities that
make up the DC statistical metropolitan areas as defined by the U.S. Census. Sample
respondents will be asked to participate in a 50- to 60-minute interview about problems with
substance abuse, criminal activity, primary care, mental health, employment, and housing. In
each of those areas, they will be asked about their symptoms, access to treatment and where
any treatment was received. Most of this same information will be collected in the other
DC*MADS population studies, including a housing status section to look at lifetime and
12-month overlaps between each group.

One of the complications we have faced in looking at a statistical metropolitan area is that
each of the 16 municipalities is very unique in how the service system is set up. Furthermore,
the movement and characteristics of the homeless population appear to vary by municipality
and whether it is a rural, suburban, or urban area.

The sampling design includes three basic frames: the temporal, shelter, and sUeet frames.
The temporal frame will be used to randomly select 64 days over a 4-month period. It is
stratified by both week and season. Four days are to be randomly selected per week. The
weeks are balanced to produce eight in the winter (i.e., February and March) end eight in the
spring (i.e., April and May).

The shelter frame will be used to randomly sample 480 residents from 96 shelters. The
shelter frame is stratified by shelter size and season with four to six residents systematically
sampled per shelter. Sixty-four randomly sampled shelters are randomly assigned to 32 winter
days at a rate of 2 per day, and then another 32 randomly sampled shelters are randomly
assigned to 32 spring days at a rate of 1 per day. We have decided to sample more shelters in
the winter because more people are reported to be in the shelters during the iyinter.

The street frame will be used to randomly sample 269 screernd homeless people from 576
Census blocks clustered in 64 Census tracts. The street frame is stratified by expected density
of homeless people at both the block and tract level and by season. There are 288 randomly
sampled Census blocks for each season clustered by geographyand randomly assigned to one
of the 32 sampled days within the season at a rate of 9 per day. Although a screamer is used,
everyone who is encountered is to be at least enumerated on an observation form. People who
are currently engaged in illegal activities (e.g., breaking and entering, a crack den) or employed
in the provision of services (e.g., janitors, paperboys, taxi drivers, police officers) are to be only
enumerated. Everyone else will be asked to participate In a 1- to 2-minuie screening interview
and a 50- to 80-minute interview if they lack regular housingor an agreement to stay in regular
housing. We are also keeping track of the location of people so that we can look at the impact
of more restrictive locations such as those the Census used on the characteristics related to
alcohol, drug abuse, and mental health (ADM) disorders.

Our sampling design is summarized in Exhibit 1. Note that we are addressing some of the
problems with street samples that were identified earlier by Peter Rossi by improving our
stratification, increasing the number of blocks sampled, and allocating most of the block sample
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to the highest density blocks. We have tried to improve our stratification by concentrating on
the highest density blocks, using two stagesso that we could collect more detailed information
on the block level, and using two different types of people. In the first stage, we asked the main
person in charge of providing services to homeless people in each of the 16 municipalities to
rate their Census tracts using the following scheme:

Rating Definition
High One or more homeless people can be found somewhere in the tract 6 or rn-Nre

nights per week
Medium One or more homeless people can be found somewhere in the tract 1 to 5

nights per week
Low Remaining tracts

Survey Components of the Homeless and Transient Study
Next we asked each municipal expert to identify a local expert familiar with each of the

sampled tracts. These local people included outreach workers, shelter providers, and health
care workers for the homeless staff. Although they may lack the big picture for the municipality,
it is our hope that such local experts are more likely to know about which porches or tunnels
people were sleeping in. The local experts were asked to rate the individual blocks using the
same scheme, but with the word "block" substituted for the word "tract."

Why Sample Over Time?

Now, I would like to turn to the issue of time-related problems and how we have attempted
to address them in our sampling and data collection plans. Let me start by identifying four major
time-related problems that we were concerned about; these include:

changes due to weather,

changes in the service systems,

population movement across sampling frames, and

definitional problems with using only currently homeless people.

Let me address each of these problems one at a time.

Changes in the weather may affect the number and distribution of homeless people in many
ways. Seasonally, winter means higher utility bills that force some people out of their homes.
However, warmer opting weather may actually make sleeping outside a more viable option. On
a daily basis, cold or rainy weather may drive more people into shelters. We were also
concerned about confounding when we collected information from a given municipality with
seasonal variations. To address these problems, we have drawn independent seasonal
samples, subsampled them by month, and randomly assigned shelters and blocks to the
sampled nights. By subsampling for each month, we can avoid a cluster of days at the
beginning or end of the season. It also helps us to avoid having all of the shelters in one
municipality visited during only one of the months in a season.

Stratification by week serves to further limit the effect of a single storm or heat wave. Finally,
we will be recording the actual weather on each of the sampled nights to control for daily
fluctuations,

We knew a priori that most of the service systems in the DC area changed their level of
services around April 1st of each year. We ware also concerned about confounding when we
collected information from a given municipality with the receipt of entitlement checks or
paychecks. There are also systematic variations regarding when people enter and leave drug
treatment programs, hospitals, and jails. The two independent seasonal samples are designed
to capture the April 1st change in the service systems. To avoid having too many days clustered
around the beginning or end of the month, when entitlement checks and paychecks often arrive
in the mail, we have stratified the temporal sample by week. Potential confounding is further
reduced by randomly assigning shelters and blocks to the sampled nights.
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One of the historical problems with sampling homeless people has been the time of day to
draw the sample and its implications for one's definition. In many DC shelters, for instance,
people are entering shelter buildings from 8:00 p.m. until 5:00 a.m. However, even before
everyone is in for the night, many start leaving, and up to 50% have blift by 4:00 a.m. to start
walking over to a soup kitchen. Thus, there is no one single time in which the population of
people sleeping overnight in DC shelters can be sampled. ft also means that on a given night
the same person may be in both the shelter and street frames. We are addressing the first
problem by taking a systematic sample of people as they enter the shelters throughout the
night. Because we do not want changes in the weather or servtce systems to bias any estimate
of the overlap between the street and shelter frames, we will go to both every night To further
reduce any geographic bias, we have clustered the shelter and street samples. We have also
selected a time to go into the street (4:00 to 5:30 a.m.) that is a period or relatively low mobility.
Finally, we plan to simply ask the respondents about the overlap and whether they have ever
been inorviewed before. The overlap questions will look at where the respondent was during
the sampled night the last 12 months, and over a lifetime.

Throughout the diy, we have talked about the problem of how homelessness is defined.
Using a broader definition, or one that looks at a period of time instead of a single night, can
dramatically increase the size of the resulting estimates and potentially change their charac-
teristics. We have tried to address these problems by using a fairly broad definition, and we
have looked at the overlap between our definition and others that might be used. Moreover, we
have set up DC*MADS so that additional information from our sister studies can be collected
and used in the study on the hemeless and transient population. Our definition of homeless-
ness includes many people who are precariously housed or living in nontraditional dwellings.
In addition to their current episode of homelessness, respondents will be asked about their
12-month prevalence of homelessness. We will also be looking at the frequency with which the
respondents stayed in shelters, slept on the street, and used services (e.g., soup kitchens,
clinics) during the last 30 days. In our sister studieu, we will also be collecting information on
lifetime and 12-month prevalence of homelessness. Together, these items will helps us to look
at the sensitivity of our definition in scope and time. They will also allow us to look at the
sensitivity of several statistical adjustments that have been used to derive estimates of
12-month homelessness prevalence.

I would like to briefly digress on this last point I do not personally endorse the common
approach of inflating estimates of weekly prevalence of homelessness basedon the inverse of
time homeless to derive an annual prevalence estimate. Such an adjustment creates a
prevalence of episodes, not of people. For example, if a respondent had been homeless 1 of
the last 7 days, we would commonly multiply that person and their response by times 711 (the
inverse of the probability of observation) and 52 (weeks) before adding them to an estimate of
annual prevalence. In this senile they would be weighted to reflect the equivalent of 354 people
who were newly homeless. The problem I have is that, if this person were actually homeless at
two or more times in the year, their responses would be substantially ovarweighted. The
proposed data set wul allow Us to quantify the extent of this potential bias.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the DC*MADS homeless and transient study design tries to use multiple
methods and allows for multiple definitions ofhomelessness. We have tried to incorporate new
ideas and definitions so that when the criticism comes (and everything said by those who hove
gone before me indicates it will nevitably come), we will be as prepared as possible. In
particular, we have tried to deal with the time related problems that might bias our estimates
either by neutralizing them with a thorough sampling design or by trying to incorporate them
into the analysis.
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Biases Arising from Choice of Site and Informant

Kim Hopper, Ph.D.
Nathan S. Kline Institute for Psychiatric Research

Orangeburg, New York 10982

Let me open by simply underscoring what has been an implicit lesson in all the presentations
to this point: that is, the significant regional variation wecan expect in all efforts to count and
correct for the inadequacies of methods of counting homeless' people. Even before the
enumeration effort itself is mounted, huge differences can be anticipated in the quality of initial
information;7 the cooperation of local agencies, experts and service providers; and the sheer
accessibility and visibility of the target population itself. Accordingly, any effort to extrapolate
to larger geographical areas either the raw counts or computed correction factors obtained
from local samples, local "street-to-shelter" ratios, or local "service-usirvo-non-service
using" ratios, must be viewed whh a groat deal of caution. The ecological constants i must
be in place for such extrapolations to have merit simply aren't there.

That sad, let me next add my remarks to those which have already been voiced on the
problems that have surfaced to date with respect to sampling frames, the definition of
homelessness, and the use of proxy sampling locations:

1. Sampling: it has proven rather difficult to obtain the information needed to define the
sampling frame accurately. For purposes of identifying the areas and specific locations
("sites") to be canvassed, for defining and mapping the boundaries of identified sites, and
for assigning "density" weights (i.e., likely numbers to be encountered at each site), reliable
local expertise has proven to be in short supply. The practical difficulties are multiplied in
areas thought to have a large number al low density sites the revised New York City
estimates to the Census Bureau, for example, included 1547 people in 963 "off street"
locations.3 The lag between initial mapping of sites to be covered and the timing of the
actual count presents a further difficulty: as that duration lengthens, prospects for
disrupting, eliminating or otherwise altering the sites grow more likely (see below).

2. Defining Homelessness: Two briefcomments may be relevant here we have yet to build
into our working definitions of "homelenness" any metric of severity or intensity. And yet,
clearly, the sort of problem represented by a five-year veteran of the streets is radically
different than that presented by an immigrant family temporarilydoubled up by design (in
order to save the money to secure a place of their own), which, in turn, is very different from
the situation of precariously housed families who find themselves episodically without a
"normal dwelling place" of their own. Both the actual locus/circumstances of irregular
residence as well as the duration and constancy of displacement are relevant dimensions
of distinction that are lost in the conventionally aggregated class. To phrase the matter in
anthropological terms: both the meaning and utility of "homelessness" as well as its
epidemiological analogue of "severity" appear to vary widely by circumstance, historical
origin, and local context of displacement The radical and harrowing simplicity of the term
itself may fast be approaching the limits of usefulness.

Second: the Census Bureau's decision to exclude from the count anyone engaged in
obvious "commercial activity" makes street prostitutes non-homeless by definition. Why a
trade should take precedence over a residence in classifying a potential member of the

'I pass over here the related difficulties that arise in regional vanstion stemming from different ways of defining the
subject class.

sE.g., the work and prior knowledge that went into local inv..mtories of the "predesigneted sites"' to be visited by
Census enumerators on S-Night.

*These incbded such difficult-to-access places as rooftops and stairwells In housing authority proiects.
%treat vs. shelter; alone vs. with others; with kiniTriends vs. with strangers; forms( vs. informal "shelter:" for

example.
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target population isn't clear. Contemporary anecdotal observational evidence in New York
CitY, at least, suggests that a good deal of overlap may apply.8

3. Proxy Locations: For ease of access, some have suggested sampling in soup kitchens and
food pantries for a representative group of normallystreet-dwelling homeless individuals.
There remain a number of unresolved difficulties with this strategy, as I see it The regional
variation caveat voiced above applies in full measure here: there simply are no constancies
in documented patterns of use. Nor is the representativeness of the sample obtained
among the seMce-using street-dwellers demonstrable without first having a solid grasp of
the street-dwelling population as a whole. Here is a classic bootstrapping quandary: the
utility of a readily accessible proxy cannot be capitalized upon until the validity of its proxy
status has been shown and that, in turn, means reverting to the original problem the
proxy was meant to avert. To recall the first point: even supposing that were demonstrated
in one area, there is no reason to suppose that the relevant ratios could be applied
elsewhere. Patterns of survival of the &rest are not population traits, but strategic
configurations determined by the ecology of local resource availability.

A further problem is presented by those few studies* which have attempted to define
non-overlapping sample fractions, using some hierarchy of spaces in which homeless
people are to found. The problem is how to define the eligibility criteria for assignment to
a particular stratum (e.g., soup-kitchen using, and therefore ineligible to be sampled among
"street only") in such a way as to make the probability ofbeing sampled equivalent for all
defined members of that stratum. Clearly, regular users stand a much better change of
being sampled than intermittent or rare users (assuming that they are considered part of
that stratum).7 Replicable technical solutions to that problem, despite some headway in a
local instance or two, still elude us.

Aside from these largely conceptual or design issues, a number of practical obstacles
have reared their heads in recent years.

1. Valid screening devices is the first. The casual remark tossed off in an earlier presentation
about who was included in a regional survey "people who were found and who were
homeless" skips through a minefield of difficulties. How do we know whether, on
self-report alone, an individual is homeless? Roui and his colleagues in Chicago ran into
huge problems of apparent denial in "deed-of-night" screening of individuals encountered
on the streets. Other investigators have reported that individuals in ambiguous settingss
may well choose not to reveal what they cnnsider to be a stigmatized status. On the other
hand, in our own work we visited sleeping locations on the streets :and public spaces of
New York from midnight to 6 a.m, and ran into minimal difficulties in occupants's readiness
to identify themselves as homeless.

2. The instability of "predesignated sites" is another striking finding of our recent work in New
York. Huge discrepancies were found in anticipateda vs. actual numbers at individual site
locations in some cases, because security measures had been stepped up to deter
homeless people from using that site; in some, conversely, because originally harsh
policing policies had been relaxed, allowing many others to make use of the site; in others,
because the "site" itself was no longer accessible (grates having been erected, for
example); in stiff others, probably because the original projections were faulty, for
whatever reason. More instructive, because observed directly, was the loss" al sites we
documented in a sbcty-day period following the count. Through a combination of stepped-up

So does the historical record on prostitutes generally. See Su:phenol. Ooldin's forthcoming work on homelesswomen.
°E.g., the work of koegel and Burnam in Lot Angeles' skid row area.
'Some todromslY PridiminsrY findings in New York MY, In. non-representative sample of street-dwellers, suggestthat perhaps as many as 20% of those interviewed had not used a soup kitchen In the last month. As mobile outreach

and food distribution efforts expand, this fraction may well have incressed.
'E.g., a transportation terminet, as opposed, for example, to a soup kitchen result* and obviously patronited byhomeless people.
°That is, according to projections obtained by small army of city agencies in March and October 1909 a merefive months before S-Night and submitted to the Census Bureau In Ja
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eviction or displacement procedures, fire, razing of structures, and removal for safety
purposes, some 700 street-dwelling homeless were forced out of their regular habitats
within the four census districts in this period. For the most part, it should be noted, these
were not accidents of fate, but fateful decisions taken by local authorities or merchants.

3. Site boundaries were notoriously difficult to define in some instances. Fluctuations in
repeat enumerations of the same site in our sample attest not only to changing patterns of
use, but to differential competence in exploring the sites that eccrued with familiarity and
ease. In other cases, it became clear that a simple designation "subway station," for
example turned out to be a rather intricate space which could be mapped in very
different and equally legitimate ways, depending on the proclivities and competencies of
the mapper.

Let me next turn to some provisional data, collected during the course of our own
Census-sponsored work last spring, that suggest there may well be pronounced differ-
ences between homeless persons using shelters and those encountered living on the
street. We were able to interview 154 street-dwelling homeless over the course of five
mornings, in 15 randomly selected sites in lower Manhattan. To take only the most salient
points: compared to their sheltered counterparts, the ages of male" street dwellers are
more equally distributed, and whites are more heavily represented. Schooling shows no
differences, but two measures of psychiatric history (those who have "even seen a
psychiatric professional" and who were "ever hospitalized for a psychiatric problem")
show significantly greater problems for the street population. Street folks are nearly twice
as likely to have had a foster-care placement in their childhood and tend also to have been
homeless longer than their counterparts in the shelters: 46 percent of them had been
homeless for at least half of the last fwe years; the comparable figure for the shelter sample
is 29 percent. Interestingly, over two-thirds of the respondents had used the public shelters
sometime in the past, and nearly three-quarters of them cited either considerations of
danger or complaints about some aspect of the structured shelter environment Itself (lack
of privacy, curfews, no respect, lice, filth) as their reason for not using the shelters.

Finally, a methodological cavil: the longer I am involved in this kind of research the more
I am convinced of the need for greater rigor in describing and caution in interpreting
what it is we think we have obtained through structured interviews, especially when they
touch on ambiguous, difficult or personally threatening issues. The strength of the
ethnographic corrective is yet to be fully applied to such work, but it is high time the effort
was made.

10The data reported here pertain only to men; the number of women in our sample was too small for any legitimate
conckisions to be drawn.
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Biases from Choice of Site and Informant:
Who is Missed?

Pamela J. Fischer, Ph.D.
Department of Psychiatry

School of Medicine
The Johns Hopkins Univecsity

Baltimore, Wayland

Attempts to enumerate homeless people have concentrated on the users of various
services, particularly the shelter system, chiefly because sheltered people ere easier to define
as homeless and locate than nonshelter users (1). Actual counts of such populations,
occasionally bolstered by extrapolations based on local observations and estimated street-to-
shelter ratios, have provided city-specific population estimates as well as national projections
of the size of the homeless population. This approach to counting homeless individuals has to
a great extent paralleled research efforts to characterize the population over the past decade
which have also relied heavily on surveys of sheltered populations. Thus, research
methodsparticularly sampling techniquesand findings can be used to assess the dimen-
sions of the nonenumerated portion of the homeless population and identify characteristics of
those homeless groups most likely to be missing or substantially undercounted.

As in research, the way in which homelessness is defined determines the choice of sites
where individuals may be counted. Most censuses have targetted 'literally homeless"
peoplethose lacking immediate housing rather than those at risk of becoming homeless, such
as persons doubled up in households, institutionalized people, migrant workers and other
transients (2).

The success with which all individuals meeting predetermined definitional criteria can be
found and counted depends in large measure" upon how well the local environment is
understood. Key informants have been relied upon to describe characteristics of local
homeless populations and identify their geographic dispersion. However, it must be recognized
that such informants are frequently biased towards that element of the homeless population
with which they are most familiar rather than appreciating the wider dimensions of the total
population. This is particularly true of providers of serVicel, who often portray all homeless
individuals as fitting their typical user profiles. For example, informants who operate shelters
for single adults may have a distorted view of the number, characteristics and location of
homeless families. Thus, the best approach to mounting a census is to use a cadre of local
experts representing the widest possible view of the local homeless population to inform the
design of the enumeration project in combination with other methods for investigating the local
conditions, including direct observations of the movements and interviews with homeless
individuals. In this way, a more complete and balanced view of population parameters can be
developed in order that counting and/or sampling to project population estimates will most
accurately capture the true dimensions of the homeless population.

The most serious criticism of attempts to count homeless people concern the likelihood of
undercounting or otherwise misrepresenting the sociodemographic profile of the homeless
population resulting from overdependence on shelter users. It is difficult to locate homeless
individuals outside of shelters and other sites providing servicesto the homeless such as soup
kitchens, for a number o' mons, some more obvious than others. For example, homeless
persons cannot be unahsbiguously identified and counts dependent on visual cues will be
biased towards the stereotypical street person wearing multiple layers of shabby clothing and
carrying bags of belongings. Enumerators have supposed that people observed outdoors
during the night may be presumed homeless because those with access to housing will not be
abroad during the late hours. However, other categories of people, such as vendors of sexual
services, also inhabit cities at night and obscerre identification of the homeless. Even if
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manpower can be mobilized to approach every person within a specified area, respondents
may choose to deny homelessness, particularly if they perceive that harm may follow
disclosure such as arrest or hospitalization. The necessity for some homeless people to hide
from urban predators and/or the authorities, reduces the number available for counting.

On the other hand, although shelters offer a convenient site for counting individuals, the
residents of shelters may represent only a subgroup of the total homeless population due in
part to exclusionary criteria directed at potentially disruptive individuals, namely those who
appear intoxicated, emotionally disturbed, or violent Others shun shelters because they object
to the religious proselytism commonly practiced or because of risk of theft and assault
encountered within. Homeless subgroups that are poorly served by shelter providers (for
example, homeless women, families, and youth) may be underrepresented in estimates of the
total population. Thus, counts mede of shelter users may reflect characteristics of the shelter
system more than the homeless population perse. Consequently, attempts have been made to
improve counting techniques to reflect the Complexity of the homeless population including
development of street-to-shelter ratios for extrapolating observational counts to the total
population (2-5).

The concept that the homeless population naturally separates into two groups defined by
use of servicesprincipally sheltershas become reified despite lack of empirical evidence.
Shelter-users are presumed to be more acutely homelessand high functioninc; relative to street
dwellers who are believed to be disabled and chronically homeless. Although streets end
shelters have popularly been conceptualized as polar opposites, research findings suggest
there is actually a great deal of overlap between homeless persons identified on the streets and
residents of shelters. In Baltimore, 582 people were surveyed on the streets, in soup kitchens,
commercial plasma collection centers, and other non-shelter sites where homeless people
might congregate. Two-fifths of the respondents indicated they were currently homeless;
three-quarters of these reported using shelters during the previous six months (6). Similar
results were found in Los Angeles where 86 percent of homeless persons sampled in outdoor
congregating areas reported having used shelters within the month before the survey (7). The
Urban Institute national study determined that only one-third of non-service users surveyed at
congregating sites had not used a soup kitchen or shelter in the past week (4). Furthermore,
studies utilizing both street and shelter samples have found few critical differences when
comparing the two groups (8). Where differences exist, they appear to support somewhat
elevated indicators of dysfunction among non-users of services (9-12). For example, the Urban
Institute national study found that the non-users had been homeless longer, were uneMployed
longer, were less likely to receive public support, and had more physical and mental health
problems (4). However, the great overlap in MIMI* use between homeless people surveyed
within end outside the shelter system suggests that the shelter system residents compose a
fairly good proxy for the total homeless population.

Consequently, despite widespread beliefs to the contrary, there is little empirical evidence
that the non-service using population (greet-dwelling homeless) differs substantially from the
service-using population (sheltered homeless). Indeed, the current research literature suggests
considerable cross-over from the streets to shelters. Therefore, shelter-based counts of
homeless people may not be terribly compromised as the basis for projecting needs for
services if site differences are taken into account.

It is also important to remember that absolute numbers of homeless people may be
unattainable in view of the difficulties inherent in locating homeless people outside of the
service system.

Research findings may aid in developing extrapolation terms by providing information on the
percent of users (i.e., street-to-shelter ft los); movements of shelter users out of the shelter
system into permanent housing, institutions, and into the street; and differences in service-use
associated psychosocial characteristics. An additional vital area of information consists of
attributes of the shelter system per se that may shape the local homeless population, such as
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exclusionary rules. It is the characteristics of shelters and other services that are probably most
subject to regional variation and must be accounted for in developing cmss-site population
estimates is well as Interpreting local findings. For example, the New York City public shelter
system has been described as more violent than is typically found in smaller towns and cities
where shelters are smeller, mimic domestic settings, and are established by voluntary
agencies. Thus, important differences in attrsctiveness of using shelters might be expected to
influence the ratio and character of users compared to non-users.

Lastly, the importance of utilizing multiple sources of information to develop a good
understanding of local conditions cannot be overstated. The best preparation for field
operations might include use of expert guidance (i.e., key format surveys) combined with field
observations, including interviews of homeless people in a variety of settings, to build up the
composite picture of the local situation upon which enumeration projects could be based.
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Estimates of the Homeless in
Houston, Texas

Donald J. Baumann, Ph. D.
Trinity University

Charles Grigsby, Ph.D. and Cynthia Roberts-Gray, Ph.D.
The Resource Group

There are at least three general definitions of the homeless. Popular definitions are evoked
by media images that raise our consciousness, stimulateour charitable impulses, and promote
humane public policy. The bag lady, the sleeper on the warm grate in winter. and runaway
children living in abandoned building and alleys are parts of a shared, contemporary popular
definition of the homeless.

Legislated definitions that stipulate entitlementor specify conditions of eligibility for services
provide a second perspective on defining homelessness. An example of a legislated definition
can be found in section 103 of the McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (Pl. 100-77).

Research and planning definitions provide a third perspective on homelessness. These
definitions are developed as an aid in conducting needs assessments, program evaluations,
and action-oriented research to increase understandina of problems associated with home-
lessness and possible solutions. These definitions usually relyon classification systems that are
based on measurable dimensions of the homeless person's environment or history such as
location, time homeless, or etiology.

In the present research and planning project, sleeping arrangement was used as a means of
defining homelessness. A homeless individual's sleeping arrangement is viewed as failing
along a continuum ranging from low to high degrees of precariousness.

At one end of the continuum are the marginally homeless. These individuals live in a
residence they do not own or rent and report a high level of precariousness: they believe that
the arrangement is temporary (i.e., will last less than 1 year), and have no prospects for a similar
or better arrangement (i.e., do not know where they will go after leaving). By this definition, the
marginally homeless can be described as "doubling up" with friends and relatives. Further
along the continuum are individuals residing in long-term shelters if the permanence of the
sleeping arrangement is less than 1 year followed by those in short-term shelters if the stay is
greater than 24 hours.

At the other end of the continuum are the literally homeless, ranging from those individuals
who reside in emergency overnight shelters to individuals residing in abandoned buildings, to
those residing in even more precarious sleeping arrangements such as other public and private
places without official permission (under bridges, in alleys or parks, and so forth).

Our study area for estimating the homeless included the City of Houston, texas. Harris
county, Texas, and adjacent counties of the Gulf Coast United Way service delivery area. Only
methods and data from the City of Houston will be reported here.

A four-step estimation procedure was followed. Step 1 involved familiarization. Data
collectors were assigned in pairs to interview and count homeless persons in one of 5 naturally
bounded areas in the city. In the first month of their involvement, they became familiar with
their areas with the aid of key informants (for example, the police, the homeless, and service
providers). s6
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Step 2 involved counting by talking with ind4riduals in selected locations within the study
area. Homes In poor neighborhoods in the city of Houston were selected for systematic
sampling of dwelling& Poor neighborhoods were considered those with a median household
income below 615,000 in the 1980 U.S. Census. Seventy-five percent (89 of 119) of all poor
neighborhoods were sampled. Within each neighborhood, 8 streets were randomly drawn and
research dyads were told to choose the third house or apartment on the block to sample. If an
apartment was the unit sampled, the third unit passed in the complex was chosen to sample.
A sample of 200 abandoned buildings was drawn from 8,567 such cases in records maintained
by the city of Houston. One hundred and seventy-six were located.

Step 3 was applied to count the number of people found residing in long-term, short-term,
and emergency shelters as well as the number of literally homeless outside abandoned
buildings. Following a 2-week public places count, a single night count of all shelter residents
took place on July 12.

Step 4, removing redundancy, was undertaken to insure against a duplicate count among
unhoused individuals. On July 13, 14, and 15 a sample of 176 individuals was drawn from public
places and asked where they had spent filo night of July 12. Of this 176, 10 (6%) stated they
were housed, 54 (31%) stated that they stayed in abandoned buildings, 8 (4%) reported being
in a shelter end the remainder in other public places (e.g., streets, under bridges). Table 1
provides the remainder of the results by sleeping arrangement with redundancy removed.

Table 1. Estimated number of homeless people in Houston, Summer 1989

Sleeping Mangement Marginal Literal Total

Housed (outlook is for staying housed less than one year 6109,489

Longiurm shelter 1,202

Short-tern shelter 384

Overnight sheker 444
Abandoned buildings *5.793

Downtown public places 277

Pubbc pieces outside of downtown but inside Houston 61,138

Total '1119,035 7,840 117,875

°IT percent of the 489 houseelspenviente sernpled sheltered et bast one homeless person. The estimate is 0.17 x
(the number of persons livkig in households with less then 115,000 income per U.S. Census 1980) or .17 x 83,8055
108,419.

625 percent of the 178 swaged buildings ware found to be occupied by a torsi of 118 individual; for an ravage of
2.7 persons per occupied abandoned building. Extmpoleting to the ntire set of 817 abandoned buildings, the
estimate I 2 x L5G7 x 2.7 0,783.

61,231 homeless individual were counted in public phoces outside of downtown. Irearview date suggested a 41
percent duplication of the other estimates thet is, 8 percent of those Interviewed in pubhc places said they were
housed, 31 percent slept In abandoned builchnge, and 4 percent shipt In shelters. Thi count was adjusted down.
therefore, to OM x 1,231 729. Outside the loop, numbers were astIms'ed bend on a population density formule
derived from the counts Inside the loop and in the cooperating cities and vnincorporated arms of Kerrie County.

dEligibIlity stipulations for same federal assistenco programs Wady pavane residing In short-and long-term
shelters es being literally homeless. ff all persons reriding In shelters In Houston on the night of July 12 are included in
the count of the literally homeless, the adjusted tom are 109489 marginally housed homeless people and 9,208 literally
homeless people in Houston in the summer of 1989.
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Biases From Choice of Site and Informant

George J. McCall
University of Missouri-St Louis

As the final speaker, I can add only Incrementally to what has already been said about the
difficulties of counting the "hidden homeless."

My colleagues and I in St Louis have been engaged inethonographic work on homelessness
for about three years now, principally focusing on the non-sheltered population in order to
evaluate various survey studies one-day survey investigations such as S-Night, as well as a
longitudinal panel study of the homeless mentally ill.

Certainly there are quite a few homeless missed by sheltercounts, even in St. Louis, even in
winter. And these nonsheltered homeless do differ in composition, to some extent, from the
shettered population.

What I want to report here today are three major lessons we have learned about this bias.
(1) The magnitude and the nature of the bias varies temporally, defying easy correction.

A constant bias could be dealt with satisfactorily through application of a fairly simple
correction factor. An inconstant but consistent bias could be handled less happily but not
unreasonably. But the bias we are concerned with here today is neither constant nor even
consistent.

As so many of today's speakers have noted, much of the bias in shelter counts is basically
cyclical, varying by seasci 1. week of the month, day of the week, and so on. Cyclical influences
of this sort can be correcti 1 for in time-series designs, but never in cross-sectional studies or
even in most other longituuinal designs.

An even more troublirig form of inconsistent bias, however, is a bias that changes not only
in magnitude but also in direction. Whereas throughout 1988 end 1989 women constituted a
high proportion of those sleeping on the streets of downtown St. Louis, during 1990 practically
no women slept there. This development it is fair to say, has changed the nature (i.e., direction)
of the bias. Whereas in previous years women were (at certain seasons) overrepresemed
among the homeless missed by shelter-count methods, they are now underc: resented.

My point is this: Even with a single method in a single city, the various bkwes in counting
homeless are neither constant in magnitude nor necessarily even consistent in direction. No
simple, generally applicable correction procedures can be relied upon in the effort to obtain
accurate counts of the homeless, especially in aoss-sectional studies.

(2) Sampling error is not the only nor necessarily the principal source of bias in counting
the homeless.

The accuracy of any count of the homeless depends on success in three component tasks:
locating, identifying, and enumerating the homeless.

Locating the Homeless. If some homeless individuals are missed, the count will be too low
and unless those missed are randomly equivalent to those located depiction of population
characteristics will be distorted. "Sampling error of this sort has almost exclusively dominated
most discussions of bias in homeless counts.

Identifying the Homeless. In classifying individuals as homeless or not, false positive
classifications produce an overcount whereas false negative classifications produce an under-
count. Unless these two errors of classification occur randomly, both the count and the
depiction of population characteristics will be biased. We suggest that most methods for
counting homeless produce false positives In excess of false negatives sometimes in
considerable excess.
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Enumerating the Homeless. Each individual should be listed once and only once. Omissions
produce an undercount, whereas duplications produce an overcount. Unless these two errors
of listing occur randomly, both the count and the depiction of population characteristics will be
biased. We suggest that most methnds for counting homeless produce duplicate listings in
excess of null listings sometimes ir. considerable excess.

We conclude, therefore, that nonsampOng error (especially, but not exclusively, error of
classification and listing) may prove more biasing than the more widely discussed sampling
error. Furthermore, the direction of bias differs also whereas sampling error always
produces undercount, nonsampling error most often produces overcount.

(3) Informants are more effective in identifying homeless than in locating them.

In the construction of their sampling frames, systematic attempts to count or estimate
populations of homeless have relied on local irlormants for gvidance as to which street blocks
or other non-shefter sites are more or less likely to contain homeless individuals. As widely
noted here today, such designations have proved to bo of little practical worth.

The fact is that no one really knows accurately, relia6ly, precisely where the homeless
may be found within any sizable city. Expert informants police, shelter operators, even
outreach workers or currently homeless individuals have a largely second-hand knowledge
of where homeless locate, apart from shelters. Even those outreach workers, homeless, and
police whose rounds get them out on the streets obtain only a fragmentary picture.

As Kim Hopper stated earlier, another reason that these people don't know which sites will
be fruitful is the enormous instability of the homeless scene on the streets. In our ongoing
studies, we find the useful life of ir formation on homeless locations to be about two weeks
far too short for ordinary field planning operations of large-scale survey research.

Finally, many street homeless take care to conceal their locations, particularly their sleeping
spots. These locations are thus, by intention, very difficult for expert informants to learn of,
whether first- or second-hand.

Even though informants are of disappointingly little assistance irs the task of locating
non-sheltered homeless, we have found certain kinds of informants to be very helpful indeed
in the task of identifying homeless. I have in mind not so much the Indigenous" and other
"expert" informants on the homeless per se though these do have their uses and their
peculiar risks. We have found "gatekeepers" of public places libraries, bus stations, produce
markets, soup kitchens, allnight restaurants, and the like to be most helpful in sorting out
which individuals in those places are homeless. Of these gatekeepers, security personnel are
often particularly well informed and less reticent about disclosing information about specific
individuals.
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The Prevalence of Psychiatric Disorders in the
Homeless

William R. Rreakey, MB., F.R.C. Psych.

Increasing numbers of research reports on the psychiatric disorders of homeless people are
appearing in the scientific literature (Fisher, 1989). Differences in estimates are often perplex-
ing, and in many cases can be related to differences in definition, or methods of sampling or
ascertainment. Any discussion of the prevalence of psychiatric disorders in the homeless is ill
advised without a discussion of the methods used to derive the estimates.

SAMPUNG

Here I use sampling to refer to the source of subjects, rather than the method of selecting
individuals to minimize bias. Strategies for selection of subjects will be discussed by Dr. Dennis.
The homeless population is far from homogeneous, and persons studied at one place, or
drawn from one group, may appear quite different from those drawn from another. Figure 1
shows two sets of data on homeless women. The differences largely arise because one group
consists of young mothers in family shelters (Bassuk et al. 1988); the other consisted of women
residing in shelters which cater primarily to adults (Breakey et al. 1990). The iatter group were
somewhat older and more likely to have a mental illness or substance abuse problem.
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DEFINITIONS

Definition of terms is vitally important in interpreting prevalence estimates. There are many
different psychiatric disorders to which homeless persons, like others, are prone. Frequently
inclusive terms are used in research reports, such as mental disorder, which has little spe*Ific
meaning unless further defined. Of the many disorders included in the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of the American Psychiatric Association, Third Edition, Revised (DSM-III-R), which are
to be included? Is alcohol abuse, for example a mental disorder? DSM-III-R includes it; many
alcoholism experts would like to consider it as separate from other disorders. More recently, in
mental health service discussions, the term severe mental illness, or chronic mental illness is
used to denote those persons who are severely disabled by their disorder to the point where
special service programs are needed for their care in the community. Some investigators have
used the diagnostic categories of schizophrenia and major affective (manic-depressive)
disorders as equivalent to severely mentally ill. In our work, however, we have felt it to be more
in line with current practice to use a combination of diagnosis, history of extensive hospital-
ization and level of disability. Using these criteria, we found the prevalence of severe mental
illness in the homeless to be lower than commonly reported-12.5 percent in men and 20
percent in women.

METHOD OF ASCERTAINMENT

Definition, in turn, is intimately related to the choice of ascertainment method, the method
used to determine whether a person has a mental disorder. A hierarchy of methods exists,
ranging from the self reports of persons seeking shelter, who answer questions such as "Have
you ever been admitted to a hospital for treatment of a psychiatric disorder?" or "Do you have
an emotional or mental disorder?", to a full-blown psychiatric examination by an experienced
clinician using a standardized examination. Between these two extremes, there are many
screening instruments of varying degrees of complexity and sophistication. Some screening
instruments are designed to elicit the presence of a specific disorder, such as the Short
Michigan Alcoholism Screening Test (SMAST) (Selzer et al., 1975). This instrument has been
used in a number of studies of the homeless and been found to be well-suited to this purpose.
Other screening tests provide a more general indicator of emotional well-being. The General
Health Questionnaire (GHQ) (Goldberg, 1972) and the Center for Epidemiological Studies
depression scale (CES-0) (Radloff, 1987) are examples. Homeless persons typically score
higher on these measures than non-homeless persons, indicating their higher level of emo-
tional distress. In Baltimore, average scores for homeless people were 52 percent for men and
59 percent for women, while the average score for low-income domiciled men was 20 percent
and for low-income domiciled women was 24 percent. This information is useful if the intent is
to demonstrate the high level of emotional distress in homeless people. However, it reveals
nothing about the types of disorders present in the group, or their needs for services.

More complex instruments use structUred interview methods to elicit the information
needed to make a DSM-III-R diagnosis. One increasingly popular instrument is the Diagnostic
Interview Schedule (Robins, 1981), which can be administered by an interviewer who is trained
in the use of the instrument, but is not necessarily a trained clinician. if the purpose is to make
a definitive diagnosis, a trained clinical diagnostician remains*, "gold standard" against which
other methods must be compared. In the Baltimore Homeless Study, for example, experienced
psychiatrists used a standardized method to examine their subjects, make a diagnosis, make an
estimate of level of disability and construct a treatment plan as if they were the person's treating
physician (Breakey et al., 1989). In an earlier stage of the study, subjects had been asked about
their histories of psychiatric hospitalization. The responses to this question were found to be
vIry poor predictors of the presence of a mental illness, presumably because nowadaysmany
mentally ill persons are treated outside hospitals, and many of those treated in psychiatric
hospitals in the past may have suffered from some less severe mental disorder. Screening and
diagnostic instruments which do not involve en experienced clinician also have the drawback
that information may be missed because the method does not permit the interviewer to use his
or her own judgement and skill to elicit information that the subject may not easily divulge.
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One consequence of using clinicians is that, because the examiner is not confining attention
to a specific set of diagnoses, but is free to use the entire DSM-III-R, a wider range of disorders
is diagnosed, several disorders are likely to be identified in one subject, and the overall
prevalence rates are found to be very high. In the Baltimore Homeless Study (Breakey et al.,
1989) and in earlier studies in Boston (Bessuk, 1984), close to 90 percent of subjects were found
to have one or more psychiatric diagnoses. Figure 2 presents data from the Baltimore
Homeless Study. Disorders are grouped into four major categories, major mental illnesses
(MMI), substance use disorders, other Axis I disorders and personality disorders. Individuals in
many cases had two or more disorders, so that It is clear how the prevalence of any DSM-III-R
disorder easily approaches 100 percent.
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To summarize, therefore, prevalence rates for psychiatric disorders in the homeless need to
be interpreted with some care, bearing in mind the heterogeneity of the population, the
definitions being used in a particular study, the methods used to ascertain the presence of a
disorder, and the purposes for which the estimates were made.
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Issues in the Selection of Measures for Studies of
Homeless Populations

Elmer L Straitening
School of Public Health, Columbia University

The purpose of my presentation is to identify some of the problems in the selection and use
of measures in the study of homeless populations, to assess the potential influence of
situational factors on the responses of research participants, and to describe guiding principles
that may enhance the quality of measures and the data generated by them.

The general concern is that measures developed and standardized on representative
samples of the general population should not be used in studies of the various groups which
comprise the homeless populations. More specifically, the reliability and validity of standard
measures are questioned when they are applied to homeless populations. The issue is further
complicated by the potential influence of situational or contextual factors on the meaning and
interpretation of responses to the elements or items measured.

To obtain a measure for a study, the researcher(s) must be keenly aware of the specific
purposes of the study and the nature of the conclusions they wish to draw from the data
generated by the measure. Most of the constructs we attempt to measure in studies of the
homeless are unusually complex and multidimensional in structure. As examples, consider the
many facets of mental illness or mental disorder, substance use and abuse, alcohol depen-
dency, and the status and criteria of being homeless. The measurement of mental illness
suggests the consideration of symptoms, treatment history, high risk behavior (suicide
Morning), interview behavior, functional competence, psychotic belief symptoms, diagnostic
categories and others. Assessment procedure* must also consider a time frame (current,
recent, remote, ever) and the source of information (for example, client report, interviewer
rating, significant other, case managers, record systems, and treatment personnel.)

Another important issue is whether the study design requires measurement of change due
to, for example, a particular intervention, or the conditions of homelessness. If measurement of
change is required, the measure selected, revised, or developed must have the necessary
psychometric and content properties to generate reliable change scores as an outcome
variable.

The researched's will frequently profit from a review of the literature on the construction of
measures being considered for their studies. In particular, published articles using the measure
with populations similar to the study sample will generally provide valuable information on the
performance of the measure. The development of a network of colleagues involved in studies
of homeless populations will frequently result in an exchange of unpublished work that will
prove useful in making measurement decisioris. Finally, experts with competence in applied
psychometric principles and with consultation experience in health services research may
contribute greatly to the quality of the data so crucial to the testing of hypotheses.

The following recommendations were derived from experiences which my colleague and I
have had in the course of our studies of homeless populations. We have interviewed almost
3,000 homeless people in shelters, the streets and a variety of follow up settings. Later, in the
data analytic writing phases of our work, we reviewed the results of earlier decisions on
measures and, as always, identified questions we should have asked.

1. It is important to select or develop measures which meet the logical (research design),
substantive and theoretical demands of the study. For example, if an intervention study is
planned, it is crucial that the measures reflect the influence of the elements of the
intervention if evidence for change in the client population is to be demonstrated. As
indicated above, it is equally important to employ measures that are sufficiently reliable
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(internal consistency reliability coefficients of around .80 or above) to generate reliable
change scores which accurately reflect client change from baseline to subsequent points of
observation, Measures of change, in addition to adequately sampling the domain of
interest (content validity), must also describe clients on a metric or dimension that allows
them to change in either direction as a function of the impact of the intervention or other
influences. Scales or measures whkth r 'lace the majority of their subjects at the high or low
end of the continuum obviously prevent the necessary freedom to change in either
direction.

2. A second set of variables should provide a comprehensive and meaningful description of
study subjects. Variables should be coded to enhance the possibility of sampie compari-
sons and the generalization of results to other regions of the country. Arbirary coding of
variables may preclude accurate comparisons and should be avoided. The use of standard
classification systems, such as the decennial census or the procedures generally used in
the literature, may improve sample matching accuracy. This is especially important in
studies of homeless populations which may vary greatly nationally as a function of weather,
housing stock, the structure of services and other factors.

3. Because homeless people frequently experience dangerous, hostile end stressful environ-
ments in which they are often victimized, there is concern with the possibility that scores on
measures may partially reflect the respondent's reaction to these powerful environmental
factors rather than only to en enduring mental condition that is generally charecterialc of
the individual. Instruments sensitive to environmental conditions may generate spuriously
high or low scores and thus attribute a different mental status to the respondem than
otherwise warranted. For example, a scale designed to measure psychotic beliefs and
feelings includes an item which states: Have you ever felt that there were people who
wanted to hurt or harm you? Since victimization rates for a period of one year are over 70
percent, an affirmative answer would seem to accurately reflect for many respondents, the
true nature of their environments. While this question is supposed to measure a tendency
toward paranoid thinking (that someone is out to get you), responses to it are likely to
reflect environmental conditions. Evidence for this conclusion is provided by elevated
scores on this item when compared with the response patterns of other items used to
measure psychotic ideation or thinking.

Certain behaviors of homeless people that appear to be unusual, strange, or bizarre, may

instead by an attempt at self protection rather than a manifestation of psychopathology.
Fore more detailed discussion of the above issues, see Lovell, Barrow and Struening, in
press (available from the authors).

4. Pilot studies of the target population are of great value in identifying problems with
measures. Administration of the instrument in situations similar to those of the planned
study will add an element of reality for interviewers in training. Once the interview is
completed, the interviewer should go over the items comprising the measures with the
respondent to assest her/his understanding of item content to see if item content was
insensitive to the respondent's situation (for example, it seems insensitive to ask a
homeless person if her/his life is a failure), to estimate if the instrument seems to measure
what it is expected to measure according to the interviewer, and other issues of interest.

A second type of pilot should be based on complete interviews of 30 to 50 respondents
representative of the target populations. Key questions about the instruments of this data set
include the following:

1. Do the instruments used generate variability among those interviewed?

2. If the instruments were selected to measure change, is there room for most respondents to
move up end down the continuum measured?

3. Are the estimates of reliability within the acceptable range (ideally about .80 or above if
used to measure changes).

4. Did the measure generate missing data and, if so, misfit concentrated on the same items

itor was more less random over items? a J
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5. Are relationships among scale or measure scores in the expected range of magnitude and
direction?

The above are some of the crucial questions that should be asked of a pilot study
focused on properties of the measures. While an N of 30-50 may be considered small, the
results, if based on a representative sample of the target population, will almost certainly
yield valuable information. Coma.letion of the interviews will also provide an opportunity to
fine tune the sidlls of the interviewers and to get their evaluations of how the instruments
function in a field situation.

6. In addltion to the paper cited above (LovelL Barrow and Struening, in press), published
articles Ly Suasser, Conover and Struening, 1989; Susser, Struening and Conover, 1989;
and Susse. 1..1 Struening, 1990, provide information relevant to the selection and use of
measures employed in studies of homeless populations. A report by Struening and
colleagues, 1086 (available on request), provides results derived from measures frequently
used in studies of homeless populations. Another paper by Struening and Padget, (in
prink available from authors), presents information on the health status of shelter
residents as related to problems with alcohol, drugs and mental disorder.
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Sampling Issues in Estimating the Extent of
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Illiness

Problems Among People Who are Homeless
Michael L. Dennis, Ph.D. end

Rona Ida laden. Ph.D.
Research Triangle Institute

Because this conference focuses on estimating the number of people who are homeless, it
seems useful to start by asking ourselves: why is estimating the extent of alcuhol, drug abuse
and mental illness (ADM) among homeless people important? Two important reasons are that
the McKinney Act (P.L 100-77) and its subsequent reauthorizatIons specifically called for
programs to meet the needs of disabled people who become homeless and the large portion
of homeless people who have a disability. It is estimated that three out of four homeless people
have one or more disabilities (Fischer, 1989; Rossi, 1990), Including:

Alcoholism (33%),

Mental illness (33%),

Physical disability (25%),

Drug abuse (20%), and

Criminal records (20%).

To effectively plan programs to treat homeless people with one or more of the ADM disabilities,
it is essential to know how many people are in need, what their needs are, and to what extent
these neeck are being currently addressed.

The second question we must iddress is: why are sampling issues important in estimating
the prevalence of ADM disabilities andtreatment needs? Three basic reasons are that estimates
in prior studies have varied considerablyby study, by sites within studies end by the uncktriying
sampling methodology. In a review of 80 studies, Fischer (1989) found that ADM prevalence
estimates varied from 1 percent to 90 percent. Partof the problem was that some studies used
programs that targeted people with ADM disabilities, while others used programs that actively
discouraged them. However, even with a single study of five New York City mental health
programs' homeless persons. Barrow end colleagues (1989) found substantial variability
among sites. For instance, the frequency of prior psychiatric hospitalizations ranged from 54
percent to 77 percent This problem is further confounded with variability in the chronicity of
the homeless people being interviewed: the percentage of people with brief or episodic
periods of homelessness varied from 33 percent to 93 percent by site. The types of sites
sampled (e.g., clinic, shelter, soup kitchen, street) and the types of selection methods within
sites (e.g., snowballing, random, census) also led to disparate estimates within the same city
(Dennis et a), 1989; Fischer, 1989).

Sampling Issues

When existing studies are being compared or a new one is being planned to estimate the
prevalence of ADM disabilities and vestment needs, it I. important to address three main
sampling issues: the definition of homelessness, the methods used to make the estimate, and
the types of places that were sampled.
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Defining Homelessness

Definitions of who can be considered homeless can vary both in terms of scope and time. A
line can be drawn along several points of a contnuum that ranges from people in attests and
sheters, to those trading sex for shelter, to those in unreliable housing (e.g., facing eviction due
to condemnation), to those in single resident occupancy (SRO) hotels or doubled-up in
apartments or homes. Definitions also vary in the extent to which they are limited to currently
homeless people or include people who are about to become homeless or who have been
homeless in the recent past. The brief and sometimes episodic nature of homelessness can
make broader definitions more useful for program planners. Santiago and colleagues (1988),
for instance, found that changing their definition from "currently homeless" to "homeless in the
last 3 months" increased by 50 percent the number of people identified as homeless at the Kino
Hospital Emergency Room in Arizona.

Four Potential Methods

Having determined a definition, three basic methods can be used to develop estimates of
ADM disability prevalence and treatment needs: indirect estimation, unobtrusive observation,
and surveys. Although experts have often be surveyed to derive indirect estimates, the first
method is of questionable validity and extremely sensitive to statistical manipulation (Apple-
baum, 1966; Cowan, Breakey, Et Fischer, 1988). it is informative to note that the two most
divergent estimates of the total number of homeless people used this method (i.e., Hombs and
Snyder, 1982, 22 million, and HUD, 1984, 250,000 to 300,000).

Unobtrusive observations constitute one of the more cost effective ways to estimate the
general number of people who are homeless, but they are problematic for estimating ADM
disabilities and treatment needs. Simple observations can provide raw counts (c.f., Wiegard,
1985), but they are not reliable for estimating disabilities. Medical records can provide useful
information (el, Wright, 1988), but they are only useful if medical personnel are consistently
screening for ADM problems and recording their findings.

Surveys that employ interviewers and/or relevant clinicians are more useful for conducting
assessments of ADM disabilities and treatment needs. See, for example, Rossi, Fisher, and
Willis (1986) in Chicago; Farr, Kogel and Burnam (1980) and Burnam (1990) in Los Angeles;
Dennis et al. (1990) in Washington, DC; and Ringwalt and !schen (1990), a national homeless
runaway study. One of the major limitations of this method is the potential for respondents to
lie about or forget information when talking to a interviewer or clinician. Testing biological
specimens of urine, saliva, blood, and hair can identify some additional problems; however,
they are often less sensitive then a survey to prior events (e.g., age at first use of a drug, prior
hospitalization).

In a carefully designed study, each of these methods can be used to determine the
consequences of using more restrictive definitions and to look at trends over time. It is
important to distinguish, however, between studies that collect data on multiple occasions from
those that have multiple sampin. If a sample of shelters is visited over a two-week period, it
would be inappropriate to look st the trend over time. 3uch comparisons are only appropriate
if there are two or more independent samples or subumples (e.g., one sample is visited the
first weak and a second sample the second week). To the extent that data allow us to identify
individuals uniquely, multiple observations can also be used for more sophisticated statistical
models such as capture-recapture.

One way to address methodological and resource limitations is to use a combination of the
above methods. One of the common ways used to estimate the total population size has been
to survey people in shelters or at soup kitchens, ask experts to estimate the proportion of
homeless people who come to the sampled sites, then extrapolate an estimate. There are two
primary problems with this method. First direct estimates of the number of people in the street,
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based on unobtrusive observations and surveys, have been several magnitudes smaller in size
than those from indirect estimates by experts. Second, there is a potential interaction bebvean
ADM characteristics and the probability of being in the sample. For instance, a municipality's
shelter system may have a strong sntidrug policy and no treatment capacity. A sample of
shelter residents in this municipality would grossly underestimate the number of homeless
people needing drug treatment.

Potential Sampling Frames

Four potential types of places or sampling frames can be used to develop representative
estimates for a larger municipality or service system: shelters, streets, congregating points, and
other housing frames. Although they clearly do not cover the entire population, emergency
shelters are the most widely used frame and are relatively straightfolward to use. They do,
however, present some problems for special populations; i.e., domestic violence shelters are
often hidden away to protect their clients, and runaway shelters can also serve as official foster
home placement locations. A street frame of nondwellings, vacant buildings, cars, and parks
offers the potential of finding many of the other literally homeless people, but this frame is
relatively expensive and requires good stratification information on the expected density of
homeless people in each area. Congregating points like soup kitchens, hospitals, jails, and other
pass through points are particularly useful for studies that use a wider definition in time. On the
down side, they may require substantially more screening. Other housing frames such as
general households, prisons, schools, and group quarters may be necessary for some of the
broadest possible definitions, but these frames are very expensive in the context of locating
people who have been or are homeless. One potential solution being tried in the DC
Metropolitan Area Drug Study (DC*MADS) is to coordinate a homeless study with studies of
other populations (Dennis et al., 1990).

Implications of Sampling for Program Planning and Evaluation

Sampling issues are important in estimating the extent of ADM disabilities and treatment
needs for people who are homeless. It is feasible and probably desirable to use multiple
definitions, methods, and sampling frames. Work still needs to be done on directly comparing
ADM estimates by methodology and sampling frames. Although validity studies aimed at
estimating the number of homeless people are potentially useful, they rarely have indicated the
amount of bias related to specific ADM disabilities or treatment needs.
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Discussant Comments

Howard H. Goldman. MD., Ph.D.

The presentations in this panel focused on the issues of mental illness, alcoholism, and other
drug problems in the population of homeless Americans. Although the authors do not agree
fully on methods, these excellent presentations reflect the interest and commitment of these
investigators to help solve the problem of homelessness in impaired populations.

It should not be surprising that estimates of the number of homeless persons varies so
widely, given variation in the definitions of homelessness and the varying interests of the
numerous surveys. Census takers want to know "how many," epidemiologists want to know
"what kinds" at "what risk," and service researchers want to know "how to predict service use."
The census is used to achieve equitable representation in Congress, epidemiologic surveys tell
us the scope of a problem, and needs assessment studies help us plan for services. Precision
of estimates ought to be assessed in the context of the questions asked and the objectives of
the inquiry.

Unfortunately, I am concerned that the general focus of this conference is motivated by a
misplaced concern about the precision of populationsize estimates rather than a concern about
the role of such estimates in solving the problem of homelessness in the United States.

We ought not enumerate problems if we do not intend to do something about solving them.
Even the lowest estimates of the number of homeless persons in America exceeds byan order
of magnitude those who have been provided with material assistance toward anything more
than a stop-gap effort at solving their problem with homelessness. For special populations,
such as those impaired by mental disorders, including alcohol and other drug abuse, the
problems of special attention in the enumerations are particularly troublesome. We ought to be
careful that we distinguish the mentally ill person from other individuals who are homeless so
that we might provide them with appropriate special services rather than to further stigmatize
them by "blaming these victims" for their homelessness. By all means, let us provide
appropriate care for the disabled among the homeless. Let us not, however, assume that such
special assistance will relieve us of the need to provide them with material support and
affordable housing in particular.
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Counting the Homeless: What Counts?

David S. Cordray
Vanderbilt University

I have been asked to provide a summary of the issues raised during yesterday's presenta-
tions and panel discussions. Given the variety of interests represented within this conference,
it is not surprising that many issues were raised. These ranged from technical points about
specific estimation methods to political statements about what we should be doing to assist
homeless persons. As such, providing a coherent summary of what transpired is probably
impossible, or at least, would require considerably more space than I have been allocated.

Rather, I will focus on a subset of issues that are germane to estimating the size and
composition of the homeless population. Consonant with the title of this paper, I will focus first
on the issue of "what counts" in counting (or more accurately, estimating) the size and
composition of this population. The real point I wish to make, however, is that the shear number
of factors that must be considered (i.e., what counts) result in the need to make technical and
practical tradeoffs. Some of these trade-offs will make researchers nervous. How these
trade-offs can be made will be illustrated with an example based on a recent GAO (1989) report.

What Counts?

In an effort to distill some of the themes that emerged from comments made by our
panelists, participants, and presenters, it appears that at least five factors need to be taken into
account in developing studies about the size and composition of the homeless population. In
brief:

1. The definition of homelessness makes a substantial difference in the magnitude of
estimates. There is little consensus about what constitutes an acceptable definition,
however. Those that are used can be highly restrictive or ati inclusive. Naturally, restrictive
definitions (e.g., individuals have to be "on the streets" for at least 14 days) will yield
estimates suggesting that homelessness is far less pervasive than will estimates based on
a broad conception of the problem (e.g., definitions that include individuals who are "et
risk" of homelessness). The issue of definitions also involves temporal considerations
(duration), distinctions between incidence and prevalence, and the dynamics of homeless-
ness;

2. The methods (e.g., street surveys, administrative records, key informants) that are used
count in the sense that each is falliblebut some are less trustworthy than othersand
they are likely to over or underestimate the size of the population (GAO, 1988);

3. The reason for counting, in the first place, also counts. If the main reason for attempting to
understand the size and composition of the population is to improve service delivery,
definitions (i.e., who gets counted, and where) and methods (i.e., how the estimate is
derived) are likely to be different than If the goal of the estimation procedure is simply to
derive a national or sub-national figure;

4. The amount of resources (humen and otherwise)available to conduct the count or estimate
is an important consideration; and

5. The amount of time available to obtain an answer to the questions counts in choosing
definitions, developing methodologies and so on.

The Valancing Act°

This list is not new nor is it remarkably insightful. In any research area, our job is to balance
these competing constraints. This balancing act is simply harder to carry-off in the area of
homelessness. There are technical, practical and political reasons for this. It seems reasonable
to think that if we had enough money and time, a statistically proper estimate of the entire
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population could be obtained. Peter Rossi has persuaded me that this is not, in practice,
possible. Even with enough time and money, the rapid transition in the composition of this
population would almost certainly invalidate even precise estimates. Although longitudinal
studies (pawl and crosssectional) could be undertaken, political changes in the acceptability of
definitions suggests additional sources of slippage. So, while money and time are important,
and good studies take both, they are not sufficient. If we reduce our sights some, we can reduce
the Vale and resources needed to conduct a study in a variety of ways. For example, a precise,
national estimate could be obtained if we imposed a limited definition of homelessness (e.g.,
only those individuals located in shelters). Politically, such a trade-off is likely to engender
claims of bias. To counter these claims requires a broadening of the definition of homelessness.
is there a way out of this "catch-22"7 One solution is to rely on mixed-methodologies as a
means of piecing together a variety of estimates of this complex population.

Mixed-Methods Approach: An Illustradon

A mixed-method approach entails the use of a variety of methods to derive an overall
estimate. However, because not all methods are equally trustworthy (different methods
actual enumerations, expert opinion, population extrapolationscontain different strengths
and weaknesses), accuracy of results produced by each method needs to be documented and
disclosed to the user. Differential trustworthiness resulting from statistical and nonstatistical
sources of error and bias can be incorporated into "confidence intervals or ranges" based on
sensitivity analyses.

This approach was used in a recently completed study (I served as study director) issued by
the US. General Accounting Office, Washington, D.C. (GA0,1989). Although some of the issues
we faced Were idiosyncratic, others were generic and have immediate application to other
issues in the field (e.g., estimating prevalence of subgroups). Similarly, the analytic tactics (e.g.,
sensitivity analysis) used are general enough to be useful in other areas.

Origins of the GAO Study

In reauthorizing the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act July 22, 1987 (Public Law
100-77), Congress requested that the GAO provide an estimate of the number of homeless
children and youths in all the states. That same legislation also required the Secretary of
Education to compile and submit to Congress1 through state education agencies, data on the
number and location of homeless children and youth. The department issued its report on
February 15, 1989. In essence, ihe mandated count to be performed by GAO was intended as
a double check on the accuracy of the departments efforts. On June 15, 1989, we (GAO) issued
its report to ranking members of appropriate committees in the U.S. Senate (Edward M.
Kennedy) and the Nouse of Representatives (Augustus F. Hawkins). Note that the Congres-
sional language, in essence, asked for full, national enumeration. They also wanted the count
within 12 months. Through a series of negotiations, we all settled on an estimate based on a
representative sample. Other trade-offs will be made clearer as the example unfolds.

The Definition of Homelessness Makes e Difference

As shown in Table 1, using a variety of methods, GAO estimated that on a given night
(actually, October 24, 1988), about 88,000 children and youths (18 or younger) may be
members of families that are literally homeless. Decomposing this estimate into its component
parts it is clear that the numbers differ across settings (our definition of homelessness). As
might be expected, homeless children and youths are not evenly distributed across the
different locations where homeless families are thought to congregate or "reside." Nationwide,
urban shelters and hotels housed families with roughly 25,500 children and youths; about
21,800 are likely to be in suburban and rural areas; churches account for about 4000;
abandoned buildings, cars, or public places are likely to be called "home" by about 9000; and
about 7000 may be in various other settings (e.g., institutions). p 3
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A broad interpretation of the McKinney Act suggests that the estimated 68,000 homeless
children and youths may represent only part of the potential homeless population, namely
those who am literally homeless. Although estimates derived from a number of different
settings were used to compose our definition of literal homelessness, many advocates and
stakeholders view this is a fairly narrow conceptualisation of the problem. As a means of
broadening the definition, we attempted to estimate those believed to be precariously housed
(e.g., doubled-up with relatives or friends). As reported in Table 1, this group is quite large,
representing an additional 188,000 children and youths who could be considered homeless on
a given day. These estimates do not include homeless runaway children and youth; nor do they
account for those families who may be on the brink of homelessness by virtue of their
economic situation. Despite these omissions, adding the number of precariously housed to the
number of individuals who are literally homeless reveals that, on any given night, by these
various definitions, over 250,000 children and youth might be considered homeless.

One important aspect of this example turns around the manner in which definitions were
established and results were disclosed. BerAUSIO there is no accepted definition of homeless-
ness, we chose a broad definition but estimates were deliberately reported in as much detail as
was practicable. Simply reporting an aggregate figure (say 250,000), would have made it
impossible for relevant constituencies to know how much each component of the definition
contributed to the overall total. This is consistent with the suggestions provided by the National
institute of Mental Health (see GAO, 1988) and recent practices used by the Bureau of the
Census (Taeuber end Siegel, 1990). Not only are the utility of survey results greatly enhanced
if data are presented in the disaggregated (i.e., setting by setting) form as shown in Table 1,
such practices side-step the issue of which definition is correct. Further, disaggregated
reporting implies (and indeed, encourages) that the broadest possible definition (within
resource constraints) should be used in future surveys. When idiosyncratic definitions and
operstionalizations of homelessness are used across different sites (e.g., localities), presenting
separable estimates (by subgroup) is essential if we are ping to be to make intelligent use of
the results of such estimation exercises.

Definitions, Time, and Resource Constraints Influence Methods

Opting for a broad definition of homelessness and one that fairly represented the potential
settings where the literal homeless are likely to be found had substantial consequences for the
estimation procedures that could be employed. The purist in all of us would probably like to use
a common set of procedures (across settings) that could be defended on statistical grounds. In
attempting to meet the request of Congress, we had to rely on a unique mixture of
methodological strategies in piecing together our overall estimates. Basically, our strategy
involved three steps and multiple methods (a count, expert opinions, anti population-band
extrapolations).

Our first method is very traditional. It entailed the use of survey methods whereby we
obtained an unduplicated estimate of the number of children and youth in shelters and hotels
(or motels) in 40 large urban areas (populations in excess of 250,000), representing 27 cities. A
multi-stage probability sample was drawn to select shelters; a telephone survey was used to
obtain counts of the number of children housed in shelters on a particular night (October 24,
1988); and the number of vouchers for hotel or motel accommodations issued by the county
were obtained for that same night This method was intended to provide nationally represen-
tative estimate of the number of children and youths in shelters and hotels or motels in urban
counties. It also served as the foundation for our other estimation procedures.

To use sample-bawd methodology to obtain estimates in other settings (e.g., streets) would
have been prohibitivaly expensive and time consuming. We opted for an approximation. In
paniculsr, the second phase of the study involved developing separate estimates of the
number of children and youths in some of the other settings used to define literal homeless-
ness. These were derived by using the survey-basad county estimates in conjunction with
expert opinion. Relative to the counts, the expert ratings reflects their estimates of the
proportions of homeless children and youths in each of these other settings. The same
procedures were used to obtain estimates of the number of children end youths who might be
precariously housed (e.g., doubled-up).
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As above, using sampling methods to simply identify children and youths in urban and
suburban areas would have been too time consuming end expensive. Again, we used an
approximation based on a different methodology. For estimates of children and youths in rural
and suburban areas, actual survey-based counts were used in conjunction with other estimates
(derived horn the empirical literature) and population counts in nonurban areas. Here,
estimates based on the median homelessness rate across our 27 cities were used to project the
homelessness rate relative to the population base in rural and suburban areas. Rather than
relyirg on expert opinion, these estimates utilized extant data on population size in non-urban
areas wnd estimates from phase 1 of the study.

Finally, as a check on the sensibility of the estimates produced by these procedures, we
compared the results we derived with results repomsd in other national studies, one conducted
by ins Urban Institute (1988) and the other conducted by the !newts of Medicine (1988). We
also examined interim and final reports submitted by state oducmion agencies to the U.S.
Department of Education (U.S. Department of Education, 1989).

Accounting for Mothodoloevi Differences

Although estimates were produced for each setting with the definition of homelessness, they
are obviodsly not of equal integrity. As shown in Table 1, to account for the "precision of each
estimate" we also calculated "ranges" similar to "confidence intervals." With the exception of
the survey results, these were not ordinary confidence intervals (in the sense of classical
statistics). Rather, we used sensitivity analyses as a basis for determining the robustness of
each estimate. This produced an upper and lower boundary for each setting x method
combination. Whereas an ordinary confidence interval uses the error of estimate as the basis
for specifying the interval within which the true population value will be found, our interval
estimation procedures altered key parameters or assumptions underlying each calculation. In
this way, we were able to provide the user with a sense of the stability and sensitivity (to
alternative assumptions) of each value. To make this concrete, we also provided a verbal
description of our overall confidence in each estimate; these ranged from low to high
confidence.

For example, little is known about the prevalence of homelessness in suburban and rural
areas. Because our initial sampling frame was restricted to large urban areas, we would have
underestimated the number of homeless children and youth by omitting suburban and rural
areas. Prior studies of the homeless population In suburban areas have assumed that
prevalence is about one-third the rate of central cities. In creating the lower boundary for our
confidence interval or range, we used one-third the median rate of homelessness found in our
sample of 27 cities. In constructing the upper boundary, we essumed that the median rate was
appropriate. Here, the "best guess," point estimate ended up being the average of the high and
low boundary values. Although these values are derived from extrapolations of estimates (our
own estimate from the survey results) and compounded estimates (an estimate from another
study applied to our survey-based estimate) we judged the confidence that might be placed in
these values as moderate; below the confidence we placed in the survey results (see Tablip 1)
and ahead of the confidence ascribed to the opinion-based estimates corresponding to
numbers derived about the numbers housed in churches, in public places, in other settings like
institutions, and those in doubled-up situations.

Specifically, the opinion-based estimates were derived from interviews with shelter provid-
ers, advocates, and knowledgeable government officials in the sample of 40 counties (covering
27 cities). Over 300 individuals provided their countywide estimates of the relative number of
homeless families residing in settings other than public or Folvately sponsored shelters and
hotels. These responses were converted to ratios that, when applied to the estimated number
of families in shelters, provided estimates of the number of homilies in other settings. The
median ratios for each county were computed along with lower and upper bound values (first
and third quartile respectively). The results show that opinion based estimates are very
sensitive to the choice of values (median, first or third quartile), depicting a substantial range in
values. As seen in Table 1, using the median ratios derived within counties produces an
estimated number of double-up children and youth of approximately 186,000, nation wide. The
range, however, suggests that there may be as few as 39,000 tmilp pigh as nearly 300,000

(



197

depending upon how the data are summarized across experts at the individual county-level.
The ranges for other estimates using this method are also quite broad. This is especially true for
expert-based assessments of the number of children and youths that are likely to be in public
places. Because of this hyper-sensitivity, we judged the confidence that should be placed in
opinion-based estimates as low.

Sensitivity analyses are helpful to a certain extent but cannot establish, with certainty, the
overall sensibleness of a set of calculations. As can be seen, the decisions that were made on
high versus low estimates, while based on logic and, where possible, prior data are buta subset
of all the possible values that could have been chosen. And, while it is better to provide the
client or user with a sense of the likely confidence that should be placed in the numbers that are
produced, bracketing in Ibis wow does have its inherent limitations. Urreasonable assumptions
could be imposed that impose, artificially, a level of uncertainty that is not warranted. Varying
parameters on irrelevant assumptions lead to a false sense of certainty.

Comparisons With Other Estimates

As a means of judging the adequacy of these methods a second form of multi-method
research can be used. Namely, competing estimates from parallel studies. That is, it is useful to
compare the obtained results with other estimates, when available. Two recently published
reports served es the basis for otner national estimates of the number of homeless children and
youths. The Inetitute of Medicine (IM), using data from the National Alliance to End
Homelessness, estimated that 100,000 children and youth are literally homeless. Recall that our
estimate was roughly 68,000. Careful review of the IOM methodology suggests several
noncomparabilities across procedures. Adjusting the 10M estimate to reflect new information
on service utilization (see GAO, 1989, p.31)a key assumption in the IOM estimatereveals an
adjusted estimate of 87,000; ilthough this re-estimated figure is closer to our best-guess value
of 68,000, it was about 23 percent higher than our comparable estimate. However, it is well
within the confidence range we established for our estimate of the number of literally
homeless. In another report, the Urban Institute, under COntratt with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, conducted a study of homeless in shelters and soup kitchens in a sample of 20
cities with populations greater than 100,000. They extrapolated their findings to the nation.
They reported that there are approximately 61,500 children In cities and suburban areas. Our
comparable estimate was 60,710, excluding rural settings. Although, none of the present
studies are, by themselves, able to stand up to close technical scrutiny, the fact they differ in
approach and converge within a reasonably close "confidence range" suggests that we
probably have a sensible understanding of the magnitude of the problem. Estimates produced
by compilations reported to the Department of Education were so noncomparable, among
states and with our procedures, that meaningful comparisons were impossible (see GAO,
1989).

Conclusions

Estimating the number of homeless and the composition of this population requires
consideration of numerous technical, political and resource issues. It is highly unlikely that
enough money to support a large scale, statisticallysound estimate of the number of homeless
children and youth, or any other subpopulation, will be forthcoming. As such, we will have to
continue to rely on methods that are likely to make us, as research methodologist*, nervous.
The alternative, of course, is to avoid trying to estimate those segments of the homaess
population that are not easily enumerated by conventional methods like surveys. The politics
of counting special populations, by only focusing on the easy to find segments, suggests that
would be a sure-fire way of loosing credibility. A more sensible set of tactics is to use all
available methods, recognize their special baises, and to tackle the problem of differential
trustworthiness head-on. This can be done by providing empirically-based assessments of the
influence of biases, assumptions, other sources of uncertainty, and providing constituencies
with "consumer warnings" about how much faith to place in point estimates.
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Sampling Issues

Facilitator John Thompson
Presenters: Mardis Burt imd Fmk lin James

Notes by: Catherine Hines

Summary

Major sampling issues are who to include in the sampling frame, where to go, and how hard
to try to contact all possible homeless persons. Given the costs, is ft necessary to try to count
the total homeless population? For example, if you use service sites to survey homeless
persons, do you also need to try to contact non-service users or can you use a correction factor
(that is, a usermonuser ratio) and how accurate would that factor have to be? Rural areas are
less likely to have services. Perhaps the focus of research should be on vulnerable people and
identification of factors that trigger homelessness and service needs.

For street surveys, blocks with a low probability of having homeless persons should be
included because changes in the blocks actually used can occur quickly.

Participants discussed the characteristics that link the precariously housed to the homeless
and how to use existing surveys such as the Current Population.Survey, the American Housing
Survey, the 1990 coleus, end the Survey of Income and Program Participation.

Sampling homeless youth is an issue because they use different services or no services and
cannot be defined easily (e.g., are you homeless if you have s home but don't go there because
of abuse?). There sre also legal end ethical issues about reporting them to authorities. Some
homeless youth stay with relatives while their parents go to a shelter,
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Definitional Issues

Facilitator: Richard Bitter
Presenter: David Cordray

Notes by: Cynthia Towbar

Opening Comments by David Cordray, Vanderbilt University

No definition of homelessness is universally acceptable. The definitions that have been used
have an ad hoc flavor influenced by polkics, data that are available, and choosing obvious
settings. There are steps we could take to clarify the concept, the markers for the condition
called "homeless."

First, we need to develop a conceptual framework for defining homelessness and markers
that would represent the homeless condition. Markers might include a ratio of housing costs to
income, length of homeless episodes, safety of the environment to which a person could return
(for example, battered women), and legal priority in housing.

Second, we would identify the locations where there is a high probability of finding
individuals with the markers of homelessness.

Third, we would develop a sorting device to identify people within the sites for the markers.
The sorting devices refer to questions on the questionnaire and tabulation of the data. Surveys
should do less screening people out of the survey so that we can learn more about the range
of characteristics of persons at a site likely to have homeless persons. We need to provide more
detail in data presentations.

Fourth, we should clarify our definitions and the research on markers now by looking
backwards at known settings (for example, what are the circumstances of first-time shelter
users?). We don't need to wait for new research. We already have knowledge about some of
the conditions and markers of precariousness such as whether a person has a normal, routine
place to stay or whether they depend on formal institutional support for a place to stay, whether
they have housing tenure (that is, a legal, contractual right to be at the house), and whether the
housing is safe for them.

Recommendations

1. We should undertake comprehensive research on the conditions of homelessness; (1)
develop a conceptual framework and markers associated with the conditions of homeless-
nese; (2) identify probable sites where people with the named markers ore likely to be
found; and (3) develop sorting devices to identify people within sites for the markers and
sh.ow data for the continuum of markers.

2. To clarify definitions, we need togo backwards and provide more detail in data tabulations
for groups with the specified markers or characteristics.

3. We know more than we think we know about conditions and markers of precariousness
and we should make better use c' data already collected.
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Vlidity, Feasibility, and Cost
Effectiveness of Strategies to Include

Persons not in Ordinary Dwellings

Facilitator: Sue Mislay.
Presenter: Michael Dennis
Notes by: Charles Moore

Opening Comments by Michael Dennis, Research Triangle Institut*

The number of people who are homeless has been in dispute for the better part of a decade.
Estimates range from under 200,000 (HUD, 1984) to over 2,000,000 (Hombs b Snyder, 1982).
The reasons for these divergent estimates include the politics of service delivery, definitional
differences, and the methodologies used to generate an estimate. Advocates for homeless
people argue for higher estimates and appear genuinely concerned that, if accepted, a lower
estimate would lead to a reduction in already inadequate treatment funding. Although the more
rigorous methodologies tend to produce lower estimates, both scientists end Providers ere
increasingly calling for a change in focus (GAO, 1988). During the conference on enumerating
the homeless yesterday, there appeared to be broad-based support for estimating the number
of people with unmet treatment needs and for developing the resources that would be
necessary to address those needs. Although simple enumeration can be done through
unobtrusive observation, a needs assessment cannot. Methodological differences therefore
will become increasingly more relevant as this consensus builds.

To estimate treatment needs, the next generation of studies must use probability-based
samples so that their estimates can be extrapolated to the larger population. Four primary
places or frames exist for sampling homeless people:

Street locations, including vacant buildings, abandoned cars, parks, under bridges, trans-
portation vehicles, and 24-hour public facilities;

Service locations, including soup kitchens, health care clinics, and drop-in centers;

Emergency shelters, including short-term housing, transitional housing, battered women's
shelters, homeless runaway shelters, and hotel rooms purchased with municipal emergency
housing coupons; and

Other residential facilities, including jails, prisons, mental health facilities, drug treatment
facilities, single residency occupancy (SRO) hotels, and general households.

The places that are used have implicit implications for how homelessneu is defined and on
the slate of the resulting estimates. Early discussions have focused on the cost of estimating the
number of homeless people based on one or more of these types of locations. To date, no
direct comparisons have been made across the four types of locations within the same study.

As we move toward an emphasis on service needs, concerns are also increasing about other
types of biases that might be Introduced during the selection of a sampling frame. For instance,
suppose that a municipality has a strict antidrug policy in hs shelters. Estimates of the number
of homeless people needing drug treatment would probably be depressed if they were based
solely on a shelter sample. There is no reason to believe that mental Illness, alcoholism, or other
disabilities are independent of a person's service utilization or housing status. Therefore, h
seems sensible to make direct comparisons of estimates based on the four locations and their
combinations. Specifically, answers are needed to such questions as:
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What is the overlap of people identified at the four locations?

How do estimates based on the four locations or their combination differ In terms of the
incidence and prevalence of substance abuse, mental illness, health problems, and physical
disabilities?

How do estimates based on the four locations or their combination differ in terms of
treatment utilizstion for substance abuse, mental illness, health problems, and physical
disabilities?

The combined data set would also allow therelationship(s) between the prevalence of these
disabilities, the availability of treatment, and housing status to be studied more closely.
Although considerable work has already been done to establish the feasibility and reliability of
several methods, no major studies of validity or cost-effectiveness have been published that
involve direct comparisons of the major sampling frames. Validity studies, moreover, on the
screeners often used in street or service locations do not yet exist The working group agreed
that such validity studies should be built into future research. Fannie Mae has expressed an
interest in this area and is sponsoring thedevelopment of a paper on "Asseuing the Feasibility.
Reliability, Validity, and Cost-effectiveness of Different Methodologies for Enumerating Home-
less People" for its conference in May 1991 (Dennis, in press).
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Opening Comments by Barrett Los, Pennsylvania Stets University

I have approached this session by posing a series of questions about sampling, in light of the
need for certain kinds of data. First of all, most of the sampling approaches that resemble
anything classic appear to apply almost exclusively to urban areas. In rural areas, geographical
or census tract sampling is not nebessarily helpful, a "street search" probably will not work
because people are not very visible, since most of the homeless are staying with family or
friends on an emergency basis. Further, short time periods of one nicOlt or one week will
probably not turn up enoup people for a stable estimate. Other approaches such as snowball
sampling are probably necessary, and an assumption must be made that they will result in
contacting virtually all homeless people. tf it is seen as important from a policy perspective to
understand rural homelessness, are there ways that we can think of to identify and interview
homeless people in rural areas? Are we likely to be limited to local studies, or Is there anything
possible nationally? Still on the topic of national possibilities, what are we to do, even if we limit
ourselves to urban areas? Rossi has estimated an adequate national survey using his block
probability approach would cost upwards of $10 million not a sum anyone is likely to spend
on such a project. What are our alternatives? How good could we rr ske studies tweed on
sampling at service providers? What if we extended the time period? F,Jr instance, the recent
study in Hawaii determined that about 90 percent of the homeless used serViCes at least once
over a 90-day period, even though only about 8 percent slept in shelters on any given night.
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Could we make some reasonable approximations by using unduplicated service use data over
a reasonable time period coupled with periodic interviews in street locations to determine
service use by people found on the streets? How might such an alternative approach differ by
localities, or by sermons? How do we know whether any estimate derived from this type of
combined approach is "good enough," and for whom or what? In studies that want to do street
searches, what might we recommend to address how to handle low-probability blocks? About
approaching people to screen them for homelessness? About doing "known locations" rather
than true sampling designs? What recommendations would we make about procedures for
stratifying based on the probability of finding homeless people there? For what time period are
these identifications accurate; how quickly do homeless people change the places they hang
out? There are few easy answers to these questions, but they are topics I think we might
profitably discuss.

Group Recommendations

1. A basic need is to analyze and define the purpose of any data collection effort. There are
different needs and purposes be1ween federal and state/local efforts, and also within these
categories. The various purposes should be coordinated with the ultimate objective of
trying to design multipurpose data collection efforts.

2. This conference and sponsoring forums have begun the task of consolidating data about
experiences and results from many different data collection efforts; this activity needs to
continue so that differences in methodologies, the applicability of varying nethoaslogies
for different purposes and different assumptions and results can be analyzed. The goal
would be to determine the strengths and weaknesses of these experiences as they relate
to specific purposes.

3. Take advantage of ovortunities to do validity testing of some of the assumptions or
methodologies that have been employed. In particular:

a. Validate screening mechanisms to determine the conditions of persons who get
ecreened out.

b. Validate the Census Bureau's S-Night technique of asking someone leaving an aban-
doned building about how many people slept there.

c. Validate assumptions made about overlap of frames that is, the proportion of people
captured on the streets, in shelters, in soup kitchens, and using other services.

d. Validate frames that can be defined using outreach techniques.

4. Research the robustness of definitions of "homeless" that have or could be used. How
robust are they in relation to factors such as sampling or interviewing over time, the kind of
information that can be obtained reliably from the population, periods of homelessness,
extrapolation methods, and overlap of frames.

5. Work needs to be done on deveheping fruitful interviewing techniques. Determine ways of
recruiting and/or training Interviewers who are sensitive to the situation of the homeless
population, ways of using open-ended and informal interviewing techniques, and being
aware of ways to ask questions.

6. To address the issue of cost effectiveness, develop analyses that will address what it costs
not to have this information.

7. Do further work on ways to ensure the completeness of the frame. Working with localities
will not yield either complete shelter or street location frames. What kinds of areas can be
provided by advocates, outreach workers, or local service providers? What kind of
sampling techniques can be used to ensure efficient representation of all areas where the
population can be found?
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Estimating Undercounts and Examining
Data Quality

Facilitator: Elizabeth Mattin
Presenter: Charles Cowan

Notes by: Rorence Abramson

Opening Comments by Charles Cowan, Opinion Research Corporation

There are three methods used for local estimates of the size of the homeless population,
each involving different techniques and assumptions. 'The first is the straight count method,
which involves doing a shelter count combined with a street count. The shelter count is usually
a census, but the street count is more traditionally done by selecting a random sample of blocks
and conducting the street cv.mt only on sample blocks. This method is a very traditional
technique grounded in sampling theory.

The second technique is less direct, but related to the first. This is the modified count
method, where a complete shelter count is conducted. To get an estimate of the number of
homeless in the local area, a multiplier is applied to the shelter count. The multiplier usually
col..as from previous research in an area, from other source data, from other similar local area
research, or a best guess. The multiplier represents the number of homeless a vected to be
found on the street relative to the number found in shelters (e.g., for every four homeless
persons found in a shelter, one is expected to be found on the street). The application of the
multiplier takes us into the realm of modeling, but forces the researcher into making a major
assumption about the data and the behavior of the homeless in the area.

The third and final technique is expressly a modeling technique, where one of several
probabilistic mechanisms can be used to describe how the population might be found in a
research study. One approach is the use of capture-recapture methods, where the homeless
are observed multiple times, and the frequency of observation of the individuals is used to
model the size of the entire population. Another approach is to use the amount of time each
individual is found in a shelter as a survival time to model the average time in shelters for the
whole population, which, when combined with sheltercounts, can be expanded to an estimate
of the entire population.

The straight count method has the advantage of being conducted only once and providing
a straight-forward estimate of the population size for the area. But the straight count can have
severe undercounts whit* would go undetected if the interviewers or researchers conducting
the study are incomplete in their listings of shelters or blocks, or if they look at a skewed sample
of blocks. Model based approaches can overcome some of these foibles by including
parameters in the model that allow for the difficulty of observing an individual, but can have
other deficiencies caused by misspocification of the model.

In either case, the only way to determine undercounts and the quality of the data is to
conduct secondary studies which are designed to evaluatethe quality of the data collected and
the adequacy of the models employed. This session should start by considering what types of
secondary studies are needed to provide this type of information.

Summary of Discussion

The group considered data quality in the narrow sense, focussing on the quality of counts of
the homeless population and how one might assess quality. How good a count is good
enough? What measures are needed to tell us how good a count is in any given survey?
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The different approaches described by Cowan imply different treatments of undercount: in
the find and ser.4nd, one asks how good the count data are; in the second and third, one asks
how good the parameters and the model are. The group concluded that it probably would be
possfble to estimate undercount of the sheltered population because it is possible to construct
a sampling frame which covers a high proportion of this part of the homeless population. On
the other hand, it is probably not yet possible to estimate undercount of the unsheltered
population. ft le not clear yet how to design a sample frame or search strategy to find and
enumerate this segment of the homeless population, nor is it clear how to evaluate the results
of any particular search strategy.

Recommendations

1. More basic research is needed to support improvements in methods for enumerating
homeless. This includes research to improve and validate estimates of parameters upon
which estimates from models are based. Technical work is needed to improve the quality
of estimates of the ratio of shetter-tostreet population, screening procedures or other
methods to identify homeless persons, and measures of entrances to and exits from the
population. Research is needed on alternative sampling frames and search strategies for
the unsheltered population without stable locations where they may be found and
surveyed. The group noted the need for studies of behavior in relation to geography, the
spatial distribution and movement of the homeless population. It would be useful to
conduct a multi-city study using different methods and exploring different contextual
variables that affect the quality of the counts. Possibly, contextual factors systematically
influence key parameters such as the street-to-shelter ratio and should be taken into
account in estimation. We recommend exploring alternative sources of information to
evaluate counts (including a variety of administrative records from institutions such es jails,
mental hospitals, and hospitals). All sources of information are subject to error, however.

2. Better documentation and more assessment of how censuses end surveys of the homeless
population were carried out, and how estimates of the size of the population ware
calculated. This includes documentation of what was done, what assumptions were made
and the basis for making them, and limitations of the data. if any portion of an estimate is
based on a probability sample, it would be useful to construct confidence limits for that
portion. An expert opinion sample is not a sample. if any estimate is based on expert
opinion then a discussion evaluating that expertise is warranted. Judgments of experts
should not be taken at face value. We should improve the sophistication of our use of
expert judgments by employing the large literature in cognitive psychology and other fields
to evaluate sources of bias and error in expert judgments. We recommend auxiliary studies
to assess the accuracy and validity of the methods and assumptions on which estimates
and counts are based. it would be useful to conduct side studies to make lower-bound
estimates of the numbers and characteristics of persons missed in local surveys or
censuses of the homeless population.
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Longitudinal Studies, Estimation Methods That
Use Administrative Records, and Modelling

Techniques

Fedlitetor: Paula Schneider
Presenter: Eimer Strewing

Notes by: Ron Manderscheid

Recommendations

1. Intelligent segmentation" of the homeless population into policy relevant groups will be
critical in the future for intervention, rehabilitation, and prevention.

2. Longitudinal studies are badly needed for those at risk of becoming homeless, as well as
those currently in shelters or on the streets. Unlike point prevalence studies, longitudinal
studies can help us to understand changes in population composition, morbidity and
mortality, service provision, end outcome.

3. In contrast to studies with the person as the analytic unit, a major need exists to conduct
aggregate studies to moiaal overall population dynamics to predict the structure and
composition of the homeless population. For example, the Current Population Survey and
the American Housing Survey could be used to predict *marker variables" related to tho
size end composition of the homeless population. Such "marker variables" need to be
identified and validated through longitudinal, person-oriented surveys. The national sur-
veys used in these aggregate analyses also need revision to increase their utility for these
applications.

4. A clear need exists for better federal Interagency collaboration on research regarding the
homeless, including the linking of diverse federal data sets, the sharing of expertise across
agencies and departments, and the expansion of research to include federal departments
that currently do not have s research mission in this area such as the Department ofLabor
and the Department of Transportation.

5. A clearinghouse needs to be developed to catalog past and current studies at the federal,
state, and local levels to guide future research endeavors.
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Methods to Estimate the "At Risk"
Population

Facilitator: Jay Waite
Presenter: Duane Mc Gough
Notes by: Annetta Walker

Opening Comments by Duane Mc Gough, Department of Housing and Urban Development

The "at risk" population includes people such as unrelated individuals in households, second
families unrelated to the householder, people in tansient housing, and people with high
housing costs relative to their income.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Census Bureau plan to test
questions in the American Housing Survey (AHS) 1991 national survey for recent movers
(moved within 12 months before the survey). They wit; be asked about any episodes of
homelessness they may have experienced. The suggestion for this inquiry came from Franklin
James of the University of Colorado, Denver, Graduate School of Public Affairs. The questions
will be tested and then further refined on a panel of the 1991 MS metropolitan surveys. They
will build on questions currently in the AHS regarding the previous residence of household
members. The current list (house, apartment, mobile home, other type of residence) will be
expanded to include Single Room Occupancy (SRO) hotels, transitional housing, shelters,
automobiles, street, and so on. An attempt may be made to cover the 12 months prior to
moving into the current residence to obtain all types of homeless experiences. If there are
problems of recall, the MS will ask for the immediately previous place of residence only. If any
of the "homeless situations" are reported, the respondent will be asked if that was because the
individual or family/household unit had no permanent place of residence.

The purpose of the new questions is to determine the characteristics of persons who had
been homeless but managed the transition to permanent housing. Since the ANS interviews at
housing units but not at group quarters such as shelters or institutions, the data is for "success"
stories only. Characteristics of all homeless persons and families cannot be inferred from these
data.

Summary of Discussion and Recommendations

The "at risk" population refers to persons precariously housed who may be on the threshold
of becoming homeless. As with any survey, the operational definition of who to include in the
study is critical to the planning and implementation of the study and the results obtained.
Currently, there is no definition agreed upon by researchers of who should or should not be
included as "at risk." The purpose of the data determines the target group for inclusion in the
survey (for example, single mothers, abused women, substance abusers).

Before researchers can define the number of persons who are "at risk" of becoming
homeless, they must determine the risk factors for homelessness. For example, income is not
the only factor and cannot be used by itself as a predictor. Different subgroups have different
risks. Single mothers, for exempts, have different needs and risks than do the mentally ill or
substance abusers. To reliably estimate the "at risk" population, one must collect characteris-
tics of different population groups who are homeless. Once such data are collected, research-
ers may be able to develop a diagram which identifies a combination of factors that predict a
person's chances of becoming homeless.
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Why is there e need to define the "et risk" population?

1. Prevention policies: If the number ofpersons in this group can be identified, can programs
be designed to prevent such persons from becoming homeless?

2. Trend analysis: Can researchers predict trends in homelessness? For example, is the
homeless population getting bigger? Is the composition changing? Now do the trends in
the United States compare with other countries?

It was the consensus of the group that more research and data about the subpopulation
groups are needed before a reliable statistical model can be developed to estimate the number
of persons "at risk" of becoming homeless.
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