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Introduction

Cynthia M. Tesuber,
Bureau of the Census

Abraham Lincoln was both postic and succinct about the reason for data collection when he
said, “if we could first know where we are, and whither we are tending, we could better judge
what t0 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.

Msethod has a critical effect on results and much controversy has surrounded mathods for
counting homeless persons. The central purpose of the conference was to improve research
methods and dats collection on homeless persons to provide results reliable enough to make
judgements sbout where we are. Those present at the confsrence provided valuable insights
as they dissacted methods siready tried by 8 stalwart band 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 resesarchers and policy makers in federal and
state governments, university ressarchers who had tsken part in the frontiers of research
projects to count homeless persons, and advocatas 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 progrem 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 agsin
and agsin to core questions and the realization of the complexity of homelessness and the
diversity of the individuals invoived.

The conference explored technical details of surveys on the homeless. On the first day,
conference participsnts looked at federal dsta nesds, the assumptions used in national
estimates, the various methods that had besn tried both nationally snd locally, how specific
methods affect results, the biases from choice of site and informeant, and examples of statistical
issues that are specific 12 unique groups such as the mentaliy ill, sicohol and drug abusers, and
the physically disabled.

On the second day, 8 smalier group of invited methodologists and govemment researchers
and planners explored specific statisticsl questions in depth snd made recommendations for
future resesrch. The topics were: (1) sampling issues; (2) definitions! issues; (3) the cost
effectiveness of various methods; (4) dats quality; (5) longitudinal studies, administrative
records, and statistical models; and (6) methods to estimate the population “at risk” of
homele-sness.

Research on the homeless may be st a turning point now. Early in the psst decade, small
groups of investigators worked in near isolation with inconsistent, sometimes unsophisticated
methodologies, conflicting findings, and with littie agreement ahout priorities or concepts. A
iater generation of studies were statistically more sound, but for the most pant, locally based
and descriptive rather than explanatory. The gradual accumulation of knowledge now provides
a8 momentum and high potential for more effective, anslytical research to inform public policy.

The case was made more than once st the conference for 8 more flexible approach of
presenting dsts in identifiable subsets to enhance comparability. Even though the term
“homeless” is used commonly, it evokes different pictures for different people. When studies
have different definitions with littie classification detail, compsrisons cannot be made. The
categories may not reflect what people think they mean. This has led to confusion, inappro-
priste comparisons, and arguments. o g



Those at the conference began to devise 8 clearer concaptual framework and direction for
future stu-fies about homeless person:. Analogies were drawn from other fields of classifica-
tions which provided results that could be used for action. For exampls, to gathsr poverty
statistics, we do not sk, “sre you poor, middle incoms, or rich?” Rather, we ask for specific
sources and amounts of income. An array of income data are then used in many different
contexts. A specific poverty index has been devised and is generally used, but for some
purposss, 126 percent or 200 percent of the poverty line is used instead. If one wishes to
chaiisnge the composition of the index, one can find out which elemsents are or sre not
included. Basic data are available to devise aiternative indexes of poverty or sometimes new
data are desired. A second anslogy was to the classification of persons as unemployed. Some
persons move in and out of unempioyment more than once in a year. Consistent clsssification
is needed for people in very diffsrent circumstances such as seasonal workers during their off
season, migram workers betwsen jobs, persons on layoff, on strike, in the hospital, self
employed, and so on. Homeless persons also five 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 homeiess persons. They shared what had worked
in their studies and what had not, sourcss of biss, and how they thought research could be
improved. Statisticians who were expert in psrticuler 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 sdvances. While
many perplexing questions remain, not all problsms were imponderable and techniques for
finding some answers are at hand. Examples sre given throughout tha papers that follow.

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

(1) Develop a conceptus! framework that describes the heterogeneity of “the homeless”
through “intelligent segmentstion™ of the homeless populstion into policy relevant
groups.

(2) Acknowledge that no single definition is universslly acceptable. Therefore 8 range of
purposes should be sccommodsted through data collection and tabulation. Through
ressarch, develop a list of conditions of homelessness, find the settings where people
with the named conditions are likely to be found, interview everyone st the location (that
is, No scresners 10 eliminate people from the survey), and provide more detail in data
presentstions about the range of cheracteristics of persons at the sites (that is, develop
& “continuum of markers”? associated with the conditions of homelessness).

(3) Coordinate federal dats development and research which would have bensfits such as:

® reducing overiap in dats collection by standardizing dsta requests to the states and
developing a national data system;

@ encouraging agencies to share advances ir. ctatistical techniques and methodology;
® coordinating gaps in data development and research; sn.
® coordinating federal research to be sure sll sppropriste agencies are invoived, to

identify emergent concepts and priority sreas for substantive resesrch, and to establish
8 forvin for consolidating research experience and sharing research resuits.

3

‘See opening remarks by Anna Kondratas.

2See remarks by David Cordray.



(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 homslessness.

(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 experimentsl research is needed in this field on (8) the
magnitude and types of problems of homelessness and (b) the delivery of services 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 grent 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 and
groups included in a study so that comparisons among studies can be made appropriatsly.?
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.

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

CONFERENCE THEMES PRESENT CHALLENGES FOR THE 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 resssrch snd data on homeless
persons. The gaps show how much is lsft to be done, Imaginative new conceptus! ciid
methodological spproaches are needed for sustained growth of knowledge in this fisld. In line
with this, the conference provided an agenda for substantive sress of research and data base
development to complement the research completed thus far.

Expansion of dsts bases is essential for meeting policy goals. The logic of coordinating data
needs among feders! agencies surfaced repeatedly. Some looked to the conference to
recommend research methods that local areas could use to produce data for federa!l aid
applications. Representatives from state and local governments expressed concem about the
cost and technical expertise needed for extensive dets collecticn at the locs! lsvel. They also
feit that too much of the burden for supplying data about homeless persons has fallen on
service providers. Often providers receive duplicsts 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 datas would be more useful and efficient.

Others suggested we could ranove towsrds 8 three-tiered spproach to data collection:

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

8Ses sample of useful items for documentation in the psper by Burt and Tssuber, “Overview of Seven Studies That
Counted Homeless Persons.”
. s
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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) Davelop a periodic national survey 1o provide detailsd data about the characteristics and
personal history of specific groups of homeless persons. In addition to providing a basic
dats base, this would provide plasusible 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 rasearch and explore in more depth the options and needs for data.

SELECTED COMMENTARY FROM CONFERENCE DISCUSSIONS

The formal papsrs given st the conference follow these introductory cormments. The
discussions svoked 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
ressarch methods.

1. Definitions and Estimates

Annusl estimates. Most estimates of the number of homeliess 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 psople who have been homeless for a short time period (usually 8 month) and then
assumes the same number bscome 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 want 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 varisble that should be included in studies.
The following questions are needsd: month snd ysar became homeless for current episode;
the number of prior episodes if any; the month and yesr esriiest 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 ressarch does not address the process of becoming
homeless. In studies of other target groups, such as drug and alcohol users., AIDS patients,
illiterate adults, and very poor persons, researchers find that many members had experienced
homelessness at some time,

b. Those that are transitionsl instabilities:

Exits from homelessness. Transitions in snd out of homelessness need more cereful
conceptuslization. Seversl researchers have done or are doing studies of people’s movements
in and out of homelessness (for example, Irving Piliavin, Marjoris Robertson, and Audrey
Burnam). if “exit” means “no longer living in 8 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
vear. if a8 more stringent definition is used, such as inquiing only persons paying at least a



portion of housing costs from esmings, only sbout 10 percent of those who had left the shelter
or street for st least two weeks would be defined as exiting homelessness in the Pilisvin study.
All longitudinal sasmpies are subjsct to attrition; parametric procedures are often used to adjust
for this but there are many questions sbout those procedures and nonparametric procedures
are being investigated.

3. Research and Methodological Issues

Surveying sheflters and service centars only. if virtually all homeless persons use services at
soms 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 depsnds on the uses of the data. For
example, if the primary aim of 8 local study is to improve service delivery, this approach makes
sense. For other purposes, ressarch 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 a8 prime example of where we need to provide “consumer
warnings” sbout 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 and 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 aress because of
the lack of service facilities. Food distribution centers, such as food pantries, should be included
in studies. Some cautionsd that the more we use service providers as informants, the less likely
we sre to find the people who do not use services. Others countered that finding the well
hidden is too costly and surveys should concentrate on the people who use services since they
are airesdy serving more people than they have funds for.

Shelter and street lists. Surveys use shelter and straet lists for sampling. The street sites
homsless people use change often. As a result, "expert informants” do not always have good
sdvice 8s to which blocks are most likely to contain homeless poople. We are also learning that
in some areas, a significant proportion of people do not stay sl night at sheiters. As a result,
there may be overiap between the shelter and street population in the early morning hours
{ususlly sfter 4 s.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 exsmple, 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 disagresment about the vslue of "capture-
recapture,” 8 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 populstion. Movement in snd out of an area, which has not
been estimated well in the past, is one of the primary difficulties 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.
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Economic conditions of cities. Martha Burt reported on a study she did of the characteristics
of cities that were reisted to levels of honelessness. The most important factors were
employment structure and quality of jobs available. The percentage of one-psrson households
was the best pradictor of homelessness. Poverty rate was not reiated to the homeless rate. This
has led her to the view that homelessness /s an aspect of our changing economic condition and
falling living standard for working people, especially those with poor education or skills.

Rursl studies. Beverly Toomey described the key informant network {"snowball technique”
winich is also known as “multiplicity ssmpiing”) they developed in their study of homelessness
in rural Ohio. informants included park rangers, welfare directors, menta! health workers,
homeless coalitions, ministerial associstions, lik.arians, gas station attendants, and laundromat
keepers. A large proportion of the rural homeless they “>und 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 practicsl purposes. The collective
knowledge of those sttending the conference gave us direction and new ideas for meeting the
chalienge of Abraham Lincoln to know where we are and whither we are tending.
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Conference Welcome

Pat Carlile
Exscutive Director, interagency Council on the Homeless

The interagency Council on the Homeless has meds it o priority to provide information on
homelessness 10 the psople who are actuslly working with the homeless. We aiso provide
technical assistance to providers and 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 mandstes is going to be addressed todsy, which is to provide
technical assistance and infcrmation 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 ali the knowlsdge that you have gained over the years that you
are going to share with us, we will be sble to develop reliable and cost sffective methodologies
that the Federal Government can use end that the ststes 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 colisct information on the homeless, and to at lesst 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 servicss. | think Anna Kondratss and others will talk more
about that ss we go slong. But, it's 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 populstion 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 I'm excited about this. | know that this is something that we absolutely need
and have needed for a long time and | am very, very gratsful that you were willing to come here
and to share your expertise with us and to reslly work through this most complicated problem
to help end this tragedy.

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

-
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Statement of Conference Objectives and
Introduction of Speakers

Charles Jones
Associate Director for Decennial Census
Bureau of the Consus

Thank you Pat and thank you participsnts for joining us today st this conference. We at the
Census Buresu and the Department of Commerce are sroud 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 dats sbout
homeless persons.

As Associate Director for the Decennial Census st the Census Bureau, it is 8 particular
pleasure for me to participate in 8 conference not relsted to the 1880 census. For the lsst year
many of us st 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 data collection stage into the important dats 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 sccomplished so far as well as to contribute to important forums much as this.

Before | proceed with my responsibility this morning, which is to state the conference
objectives and introduce our first two speakers, | want to say a few words about the status of
the 1980 census. | don‘t know what you may have read in the papers about the census, but
there’s 8 good chanhce it wasnt true. So | want this room of key data users to know you can still
count on the 1980 census.

Our goal in the 1980 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 besn 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 snd into this fall. We were responsive to difficulties and added extrs
procedures as necessary. And we concentrated most of our efforts on the most difficult to
enumerate segments of the populstion.

We were able to complete the full complement of planned coverage improvement opers-
tions and undertook 8 major new recanvassing initistive 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 pianned evalustion studies. We know these
programs have worked becsuse they have added some 2 million persons to the census counts
since we released the preliminary local counts in August. A disproportionate ghare of the added
persons have besn minorities.

How accurate is the 1880 census? It is too esrly to say. A clearer picture will deveiop when

we have finished the data collection and processed the data from the census, and when we
have completed our coverage measurement evaluations.
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Meanwhils, the dsta will soon begin to flow. We sre nearing one of the most important
milestones in the decennial census cycle: on or before the end of next month—December 31,
1980—we will deliver to the President the state population counts and the number of seats to
which esch state is entitied in the House of Repressntatives. We will also meet our legar
mandate to produce the small area data for redistricting znd deliver these to the states by
April 1, 1991. Later in 1991 the dutailed computer summary topes, containing a wealth of
information, will begin to come out.

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

First, to determine dats 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 getus started this morning toward mesting 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 Parsons.”

Barbare 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 1889 and was officislly
confirmed by the Senate August 4, 1990. She brings with her over 20 years of experience
directing social ressarch. At her official swearing in ceremony Secretary Mosbacher noted:
“We are very fortunate to have Dr. Bryant as our leader in this grest effort, the decennisl census.
She parachuted into the job at the lsst minute.” Parachuted is an apt verb since the census is
war and Barbara has provided much needed reinforcemsnt and leadership to our effort. | am
happy to present the Director of the Census Bureau, Barbara Everitt Bryant.

Our next speaker is Anna Kondrates, Assistant Secretary for Community Pisnning and
Deveiopment at the Department of Housing and Urbsn Development. Anna is responsible for
the management of HUD's programs to assist and end homelessness. Formerly she was the
Administrator of the Food and Nutrition Service at the Depsrtment of Agriculture. And she is
coauthor of the book Out of the Poverty Trap. It is my pleasure 1o introduce Anna Kondratas.

T
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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. Taeuber, Populstion Division
Thomas A. Jones, Office of the Assistant Director
Bureau of the Census

You have just heard a description of the formal goals of our meeting. | 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 Buresu’s efforts to improve coverage of components of
the homeless population in the 1980 census., Qur 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 togsther from various
fields to share what has been done so far, what has worked well, and what has not. We want
to review important studiss that have been conducted. That will help all of us to position
ourselves to move forward to the next generation of studies. | believe wo have prepared an
interesting agenda that will aliow us to do that.

Oddly enough, we have a well planned, well structured sgenda that, if we are lucky, could
lead to “chaos.” | probably should explain what | mean by “chaos.” I'm not advocating anarchy,
disarray, discord, muddis, or confusion. I'm referring to the science of chaos, which was
developed in the 1970s and which is taking much of academis by storm. Natursl scientists
devsloped the science of chaos as a way of sesing order and pattern where formerly only the
random, erratic, and unpredictable—in short, the chaotic—had been observed.

I den'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 | think we should try to incorporate into
this conference.

First, the theorists of chaos found, as James Gleick says, that "centrsl discoveries often come
from people straying outside the norms! bounds of their specisities.” 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 shares some of the pearis and some of the grit
that they have found in their studies. By bringing together participants from diverse back-
grounds and by developing the agends as we have, we want to try to see old problems in a new
light. We hope to recognize problems and soiutions we did not see before. We have here st this
conference sociologists, statisticians, demographers, anthropologists, and psychologists. My
hope is that with such a cross section we can have, if not a ravolution in thinking, at least some
useful revelations that will alter the way we talk sbout the issue of counting the homeless.

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

Nothing is more fundamentsi to the issue of counting the homeless than definition and
method. What we hope to accomplish with this confersnce is to achisve an understanding of
how various methods and definitions sffect 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 technic? ?ople about their specific data nesds st
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the stage of devei~ning the data, that is, at the stage of defining and choosing methodologies.
it is at this stage t..at technical decmonswmeomainmwpeofdmmatwmmnmﬂybe
Produced. We need coordination at the development stage to maximize the usefuiness 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 data, the problem can be
overshadowsd by the debate on the data. it is difficult to plan programs and allocate resources
with embiguous data.

Let's look at the preblem of definition, for example. There's disagreement about whether the
homeless include just those living in shelters and on the strest or whether the homeless should
aiso inciude those who are doubled-up or otherwise precariously housed. There is vaguensss
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 ususlly
paid by the occupant? In our March S-night operation, conducted as part of the 1980 census,
some cities included them on their shelter lists and some did not. Then there are ambiguities

in legisiation, such s 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 sbout persons
living in abandoned buildings who have brought in fumiture? Some peopls call them
"homsless,” some say they are squatters. Policymakers and dats users need to tel} statisticians
what they want and what their objectives are. When we choose a sampling frame for our
surveys, we effectively define the population for which data will be available.

The definitional problem gets even more complex when you try to define catsgories 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 iliness, six types of
assessment have been used, all of which can lead to diffsrent results.

Because of the definitional dissgreements and ambiguities, the Census Buresu did not
attempt to provide an official definition of homelessness nor will we provide a total count of the
homeless population in the 1880 census. Our S-Night operation, like other coverage improve-
ment activities in the 1890 census, was never expected or intended to obtain compiste
coverage of the homeless as thers 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 methodologics! soundness of current population estimates of the
number of homeless persons in the United States to the Senats Committee on Labor and
Human Resources. Of the 27 estimates, 3 were national and 24 were stste or local. The GAO
rated none of these studies "very high” in terms of technological soundness. It rated 10 studies
as "high,” sl local studies. Seven studies were rated “moderate” and 10 were rated “low* or

“very low.”

The GAQ classified the studies into three types: those that used expert judgment as the basis
of the estimste; 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
Buresu’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, & host of different approaches have been tried with

-
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differing results. GAO conciuded that “there is & small number of studies that provide
reasonably sound estimates of the homsisss in specific localities. However, no single study in
this group addressed all source of bias associsted 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 illuminste some of the
methods that shou/d be dropped and make ciearer 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 dats needs, which is the first stage of development.

As our discussions progress, | hope we can avoid being overly protective of our methods so
that we can examine critically what worked and what did not so we can all move ahead to the
next generation of studies.

| came across this quote by Tolstoy recently, and | think it is apt, if a littie 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 faisity of
conclusions which they have delighted in explaining to colieagues, which they have proudily
taught to others, and which they have woven, thread by thread, into the fabric of their lives.”

Put 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. | 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 ares of definition or msethod, no one is satisfied with where we
are. Working together snd sharing our accumulated knowledge, | am confident that we can
make progress on these issues,

19
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Judging Where We Are Going and How to Do It
Federal Data Needs for Making Policy Related
to Homeless Persons

mmm Community

r mu

Planning and Development
Department of Housing and Urban Development

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

The reason | say this Conference is long overdue is becsuses if it had happened eight years
ago, we might have had a far more intelligent homeless policy at the Federai level. Numbers are
not political banners and they should not have been used ss political banners, but that's
essentially what they were over the last decade. Numbers should be ussful 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 sttitude towards them and | hope we can learn much at this
conference that will make our programs more useful.

Unfortunately, | will have to (eave for part of the day, together with Pat Carlile, but it's an
exciting interruption. We are going to the White House to witness President Bush signing the
McKinney Act of 1880, which will provide an additional $800 million for homeless programs. As
you know, the McKinnsy Act has already provided over $2 bilion for homeless programs and
we hope we can mske the programs better with your assistance.

As | 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 Governments 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 homelsssness. So far as the current needs of the Federa!
Government are concemed, an overall total is far less important than /intelligent segmentstion,
so that we can design programs thst sre suitable for the different types of homeless persons.
A program for the homeless mentally ill on the strests is far different from 8 program ‘or victims
of domestic violence in suburbia, or homeless welfare mothars 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 emotionaslize the issues. We need to be
able to end homelessness and we can only end homelessness if we address a whole array of
socisl problems. We need homeless numbers to be operational.

As you know,omofﬁepmblommhmdwayshtdhdeﬂningpoveny,mdwhy itis
unlikely we will ever have s tots! homeless number or homeless definition that is undisputed,
is because homelessness, like poverty, is not something with discrete boundaries. There's a
continuum of sheiter needs and lack of adequate shelter. it's not either/or. Homslessness and
poverty are relstive concepts. If all we argue sbout is definitions, we will never accomplish our
common goal, namely, ending homelessness as we attack the socis! problems leading to
homelessness, 8 blight on American democracy.

o
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Cne other thing that | would like you to keep in mind, and that | will be keeping in mind as
| listen to you addressing some of these very difficuit problems of counting, is that sxpansions
of the definition of homelsssness can be counterproductive. Government has to marshs!
resources and target resources to accomplish the most for the money. Sometimes it may ssem
to advocates that they can sply the most political pressure for more funding if we come up
with numbers as high as we possibly can. But actually, inflsted numbers resulting from fuzzy
nonoperational definitions make it axtremely difficult to target resources and sctuaslly design
effective programs for specific problems, and can resuit in backiash against the homeless as the
public perceives the programs to be ineffective.

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

of a really productive relstionship between researchers and scholars and policymskers and
program administrators. Thank you.

21
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Facilitator Remarks

Susan Miskurs
Chief, Decennial Planning Division
Bureau of the Census

Good morning. | am pleased to add my weicome to that of our earlier speakers. As chief of
the Decsnnial Planning Division at the Census Bureau, | 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 1980 census. We have been fooking forward to this gathering to
share our experiences and to hear yours.

The rest of this morning, we will be hearing from various experts about Federal-leve! data
needs, about data derived at the Federal lavesl, and msthodological approaches. My role 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
presentstions. So let me begin by introducing Chris Walker of The Urban institute.

v
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Federal Data Collection Needs and Requirements
for Policies and Programs to
Assist the Homeless

Chris Walker
Urban Institute

The theme of this conference is enumeration—counting people—and how our methods
affect results. Howaver important, counts of the population are only-a part of Federal data
needs relatsd to homeless program devsiopment 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 1890 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
menagement 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. Thervefore, in addition to discussing the appropriatsness of homeless population
counts generslly for policy purposes, this paper describes a range of Federal efforts in
homeless program data collection. | am primarily interested in the feasibility of expanded
information sharing and coordinated data gathering across Federal agencies, and across levels
of government.

Federal dats needs consist of information linked to interest: agency service to s clientele and
management of policy problems for that clientele inform dats collection. The homelessness
issue is unique in the degree of overiap among agencies on policy responsibility snd
information generstion. For a single agency to make policy based on sound information in this
environment is doubly difficult: this populstion is by nature tough to find out about; jurisdiction
snd policy responsibility is fragmented. Cooperation umong agencies to generste useful
information for policy and program management purposes is 8 promising way to overcome
some of this difficuity.

This interasgency overlap of program clientsle produces no inexorable impuise to coopera-
tion on policies or programs (snd hence on information), but it does create opportunities. For
example, the Memorandum of Understanding between the Departments of Health and Human
Services and Housing and Urban Development, pledges cooperation in 8 new anti-poverty
effort. it would be difficult to imagine 8 policy issue more conducive to cooperative policy and
program development than homelessness; an issue where the goals of delivering services on
the one hand— traditionally the province of HHS—and cresting physical capacity on the
other—HUD’s charge— are so clearly linked.

That these policy linkages exist and are recognized is 8 necessary but insufficient condition
for cooperstive efforts to collect, organize, and analyze information on a shared homeless
clientele. To develop useful information across sgencies, program managers must adhere to
reasonably consistent standards of definition, level of analysis, data coverage, collsction
method, dats aggregation, and type of respondent. At the same time, this consistency must be
achieved without imposing uncompensated costs, which may sccrue sither to an sgency that
strives to meet a standard of data coverage and quality clearly insppropriste to its management
tasks, or to dats providers. The Iatter is particulsrly troublesome in a Federal system, snd
especially where Federal informastions! mandates are not sccompanied 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
evalustion, and program msnagement. Each implies 8 different standard of scceptable data
quality and method and frequency of collection. Prog“lg and policy development will typically

£
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rely on one-time data coliection efforts from samples of the grantee or clientele population,
supported by other, routine, program dats. Program evalustion may require intsnsive one-time
data collection, but is much more likely to rely on periodic grantee reporting and other
management information derived from sgency records. Program management is most depen-
dent on grantee reporting, including other mansgemsnt data such ss financis! drawdown
reports. Boundarias, as aiways, aren‘t clear: program management dats 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, | will outline (1) Fedsral dsta colisction 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-mandsted, or purely .ocal, the collection and
analysis of homeless populstion counts contribute little to direct program delivery. Thatis, this
informstion is not st all linked to outcomes—a served clisntele—but more generslly to a target
population. These data are more ussful for overall program policy making. But this linkage is
not always clear to those whose job it is to collect and report these dats, and policy
development often proceeds apace without.information in any case. Justification for efforts to
count or otherwise assess the needs of this populstion is often difficult. if counts can lead, as
Assistant Secretary Kondratas has ssid, to “intelligant segmentation of the population,” they
can be used to bolster efforts to legisiate appropriate policy responses. if counts sre conducted
or required out of s generalized belief that more data is better than less data—that is, divorced
from a concrete policy objective—homeless counts are just extremely interesting applied
methodological problems.

The broadest possible policy development task—one for which the clientele literally is
defined as “the homeless” is the need to assess the feasiblity of, and if possible develop, a
formule for the allocation of McKinney Act funds, as required by the Cranston-Gonzslez
Housing Act. Here is the purest possible rationsle for simple enumeration: funds should be
earmarked for a political jurisdiction based on the numbers of homeless found there. ironically,
this charge must be carrisd out in advance of the Census nationwide count, which ss 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 undoubtediy will be used for policy purposss, it cannot contribute
immediately to this one.

Thus, policy devsiopment in this area will rely on data that proxy, but do not measure, the
extent of homelessness. However difficult this task is in practice, ws know pretty clearly what
criteria to use to evaluate the formuls; we are iess sure what information would be needed to
develop the indicstors. This formuls would be (1) s valid proxy-perhaps some combinstion of
populstion, poverty, rant-to-income, or other measures, (2) » dynamic indicator—one that
could reflect improvement or deterioration over time, snd (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
ssitie for an adequste one. An adequate formula is, simply put, a “regionatly-balanced” variant
of the ideal one.

Whatever formuls 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 populstion counts or needs estimates—not necessarily because the Congress
wants them but because the Congress believes that other levsis of government need them.
These are the Department of Educstion counts of homsless youth and HUD's Comprehensive
Homelessness Assistance Plan (CHAP). Both are object lessons in the [imits to required local
information collection as contributors to policy development.

The Department of Education requires of stste educstional agencies an estimate of the
numbers of homeless youth. These estimates form part of each state’s ststewide pisn, which
must assess the severity of locsl need mgl describe barriers tc serving this population. Though
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the Department has issusd episodic guidance on how to conduct the counts, this exercise in
national counting is marked by a thoroughgoing inconsistency of method. Some of the state
counts sre one-day statowide estimates; othiers are annual. Some rely on a sample, others on
the universe, of shelter residents. Some states attempt t0 provide unduplicated counts: others
do not. Purely in terms of the usefuiness of the counts nationally, the net result is 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 sheiter operators of
the burcden imposed in collecting the data that are reported.

The CHAP is a required local planning document, the core of which is s 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 homsless populstion
count, the document has been used as a pretext for conducting one. Most submissions contain
an estimate, however rough, as a way of documenting locsl 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 in 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 opsn qusstion. (HUD will recommend, but not require,
counting methods.) What sesems likely in any event, as with the Education counts, is that the
collection of information on barriers to serving this populstion 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 snable legisiative oversight for specific programs, and for the most part, their utility
in general homsiess sssistance policy formulation is limited. Other dats are collected through
Congressionally-mandated or agency-sponsored program evalustions, which offer more prom-
ise as contributors to program and policy innovation.

Congressionai reporting requirements rarely impose rigorous standards of data coflection or
snsiysis, thus limiting the value of what's submitted. Typical is the ianguage that requires an
snnual report on the work of the Federal Emergency Management Adminstration. The FEMA
requirement reads: “The Nations! Bosrd shall transmit to the Congress sn annual report
covering sach year in which it conducts sctivities with funds made available under this title.” In
other words: tell us how you spent the money. Where counts of assisted clientels are provided,
they rarely support estimates of outcomes nationslly.

With each agency facing s difierent set of more or less imprecise reporting requiresments,
there are fairly predictable differences across programs in the level of reporting: better quality
than average from categoricsl programs that fund discrete project types through con:petitive
spplicaton procsdures; generally worse from programs funded through Block Grants allocated
by formula. Because catsgoricsl programs ususily restrict project types fairly narrowly, the type
of clientele is Festiicied as well. For example, in HHS's Hesith Care for the Homeless program,
local agencies can gensrate client counts by demographic, economic and disgnostic categories
using s standard report format. Block grant recipients, in contrast, can fund a range of activities
and projects and usually report at a more genersl level. No stsnderd report formsts are
demanded by funding agencies, not least because of the wide disparity in the relative capacity
of recipient agencies. Thus, for example, NHS’s Emergency Community Services Homeless
Assistance Grants simply require state aggregstes of individuals, dollars, beds, and whatever
other units of program measure are usec -~ gally.

Nevertheless, while the quantitative de: » produced is highly uneven snd not very useful for
analysis purposes, reporting requirements often produce useful qualitative, svaluative, infor-
mation. As an example, and returning to the Department of Education’s required state counts,
the counts themselves are extramely unreliable. Far more useful appesr to be efforts to identify
barriers to serving the targeted population; sttendsnce isws, school hours, transportation
policies, records transfer practices, and s0 on. The accumulation of such information can lesd
directly to change in record-keeping and other procedures at the state level. These dats also
can be used to assess technical assistasnce needs on ? rt of local school districts.
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As with congressional reports, the most useful evsiustive data are usually collected from the
categorical grants programs, more limited program objectives yielding 8 more manageable set
of program success indicators. Perhaps typical of the forma! evaluations are those of the
Veterans Administration evalustions of both the Domiciliary Care for Homeless Veterans and
the Homeless Chronically Mentally Uil Vetérans programs, which contain both an implementa-
tion, or process, analysis and sn analysis of program effects. Other agencies with rigorous
evalustion efforts inciude the health agencies—NIAAA, NIMH Resesrch Demonstration Pro-
gram for Homeless Mentally iil Adults and Families -the Department of Labor—Job Tralning
for the Homeless—and HUD’s Supportive Housing Demonstration Program, all programs with
measureable outcomes.

Program Managsment

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

Program management data, including counts of clisnts, beds, service units, and so one, are
required by agencies to be reported directly by grant recipients, without intevening layers of
data sggregation. In contrast to program evaluation data requirements, these data are limiied,
refiacted the narrow purpose for their collsction. The fower end of the quaslity range is
represented by the FEMA requirements. Each of FEMA's almost 10,000 grantees must submit
annual reports designed simply to aliow the agency to verify program eligibility and silow s
funds sudit. There is no standard format in which to report the number of persons served,
shelter provided, number of mesis, and so on.

HUD requires rather more information of their grantees, which on average appear to be
somewhat lsrger and more sophisticated than FEMA's recipients. HUD does provide a stsndard
form, and requires a fairly detailed report of expenditures sccording to eligible project activities.

COORDINATED INTERAGENCY INFORMATION COLLECTION

Most, if not all, of these sfforts have been initisted and continued in relstive isolation: dats
respondents, units of messure, and data coverage sre driven by agency-specific policy and
program objectives. There are two general types of cost incurred by fallure to think more
broadly about the potential for more genersl information sharing, concsivably including
coordinated data collection. First, agencies cut themssives off from potentially rich sources of
insight about the potential effectiveness of their own programs if they ignore evalustive
findings from programs with similsr clientels. Second, sgencies with shared grantees who
serve this clientele know almost nothing about the delivery network for their programs if they
do not share data on overiaping sources of support. In the latter instance, failure to coordinste
collection aiso incresses the cost of compliance to grantees to the degree that they tsp muitiple
funding sources.

Thm,thorolrentlamtwopotenﬁaﬂylargaaronofowﬂapacmucgomiuhtermof
information needs for policy development, program evalustion, and program mansgement—
overlap of grantees and overisp of clients. We still don't know enough about agency
informstion needs and requirements to state for sure where these overiaps occur. Neverthe-
less, there sppear to be several promising areas in which to steart.

Because overisp of client is an essier area to address, Il start there. There are several
program evalustions currently being conducted for populstions with special heeds; those of
Labor, NIMH, NIAAA, and Veterans, mentionsd above. At the same time, HUD has the task of
overall policy and program mansgement for the Supportive Housing Demonstration, and the
newly authorized Shelter-Plus-Csre program. Both serve a clientels that is more thoroughly
resesrched by these other agencies. In this instance, however, one suspects that formal
arrangements for information sharing would not be appropriste given the episodic character of
this type of information collection and analysis.
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Far more promising in terms of client overiap are ongoing information systems that record
characteristics of assisted populgtions—the American Housing Survey, for example, or the
Survey of Income Program Participation. The Bursau of the Census and HUD are testing
questions on previous episodes of homsisssness for the American Housing Survey. Thus,
baginning with the 1982 survey, we will have nationally representative dats on prior homeless-
ness among domiciled U.S. housshoids, which puts us a far way toward developing national
estimates of the at-risk populstion.

Overiap of grantess is a much more ccmplicated issue. Three programs—HUD’s Emergency
Sheiter Grants, FEMA’s Emergency Food and Shelter Grants, and HHS's Emergency Commu-
nity Services Block Grant—directly fund homeless shelter and services providers. (HUD's
Supplsmsntal Assistance to Facilities to Assist the Homeless also includes emergency service
providers smong its grantees.) Theoretically, a singie homeless sheiter could be a recipient of
all three programs, but the degree of overlap smong programs is impossible to estimate. Ali of
these progrems collect more or less the same information from their grantees, with varying
degree of completsness: in FEMA's case the requ'': d information is minimal, though more
complete dats may be reported by some grantses. in HUD's case, the information is more
extensive. in both cases, data cre 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 sggregate these data for Federal reporting purposes.

if the overlap is small, then coordinated reporting, howsver desirable for analysis purposes
at the national level, probably isn‘t worth the extraordinary effort required to schieve collabo-
ration among agencies. Would this overlsp 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 HNS's Community Services Block Grants, potentially could fund these
orgsnizations. Unlikely as it may be, an organization could be faced with filing reports to five
different agencies in any year. (That additional state- or locslly-funded programs could be
funded as well will be discussed in the next section.)

Now overiay 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 Ernergency Shelter Grant monies are required to file a CHAP thst inventories
facilities. As a rule, facility capacity is the core data element included in the inventory, but some
communitiss add client counts, including unduplicated client counts, by characieristics (indi-
viduals, families, children, etc.) for each facility. Agein, this is information that siso will have te
be submitted to Federal funders snywsy. Is the CHAP the appropriate vehicle for coordinated
collection?

in mid-November, 1980, The Urban Institute convened a meeting of agency representstives
to discuss opportunities for shared collection of homslsss information. Over the coming
months, we intend to pursue this issus further. Among the Questions to be addressed in
projecting whether coordinated information collection is feasible are:

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

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

e How difficult will it be to combine local sgency-level aggregste data required for some
programs with project-level grant reporting dsta required for others?

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

i extraordinary effort is required to achieve data consistency—if this means counts or other
mandasted reporting—it must be backed by extraordinary claims for the potential gsin. And the
more abstract the objective, which practically, means gensral policy development rather than
spplied program evsiaution, the more csrefully such clsims must be tested.
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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, howevsr, is dependent on other levels of government.
The block grant programs are run through States or entitied local jurisdictions, so information
is collected and reported sccordingly. The same holds true for the data assembled and
reported in the CHAP. Any Federal agency attempts to coordinate data collsction necessarily
will be affected by local willingness to comply.

Readiness to provide program information is both a fairness and a date quslity 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 guality will suffer. Grantees or locsl reporting agencies will
only weakly attend to the validity and completeness of reported information once the cost of
collection exceeds local standards of appropristeness.

Thus, feasibility of coordinated collection has local, as well as Federal dimensions, and these
can be formulated in the same terms: are there substantial overiaps in data collection
objectives? Are costs manageable? The added cost of coordinsted data reporting, if any, is
offsst 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 it implies coordinated data definitions and standards of data 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 8 number of funders. For
others, the burden will increass, for example, if they currently do not report at all. Again, just as
the feasibility of combinad reporting at the Federal level depends on consistency of objactives
across sgencies, locsl ability to respond effectively to Federal requirements is tied to how well
these requirements aiso serve state and local planning and management needs. If at all
possible, Federal requirements should reinforce focal efforts to obtain snd use quality date.

We know that extensive overiap in some states is inevitsble. 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 nsmes asre simply the state’s label for the Federal funding program, also listed. How
much reporting overlap this entsils is not clear, though as programs proliferate, we suspect that
the variety of reporting requirements placed on localities, snd providers, will multiply as well.
Some states have attesmpted to coordinate data collection for a range of grantees. The State of
Texas, for example, sttempted an interagency effort to collect informstion on the sheltered
homeless population statewide. With four agencies invoived in the effort, tradeofis 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 communities currently collect data
on their program clientele that would exceed sny likely Federal requirement for estimating the
popuistion served. We also know that other communities do little. We clesrly need to know
more about the following:

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

® Are there areas where Federal dats collection efforts can be sugmented 1o include data of
use fo state and local governments? Are there opportunities for special, ongoing, dats
collection efforts in selected states or localities that would contribute to Federa! policy?

e 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 esti‘r‘nates of those at imminent risk?
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® Are there data collection alternatives that are more cost efficient, or correspond better to
agency or provider internal tracking and reporting? For example, are thare types of dsta that
are more easily collectible, and can be made to proxy other, harder-to-collect, data?

® What are the capacity limits to efficient dats collection practices for variov: ~ategories of
grantee? Are multiple collection methods and standards appropriste? How serious are the
tradsoffs in dats quality if standards are relaxed for various categories of respondent?

One suspects that there are dsta 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 across providers, allowing & fairly complete
assessment of the iocal sheltered homeless population. We also suspect that over time, this
kind of innovation wili diffuse. Whether these models are good snough or diffusion will be rapid
enough to support the kinds of broad information shering for policy purposes as contemplated
here is unclear. What does seem cloar 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
Ths Urban Institute

| have besn given a fascinating task, to summarize for you 8 summary of seven summaries
of seven extensive research projects. Should | 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 reads
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 evalusting the
meaning of the count or estimate the report presents. And for thoss 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
sccurate 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 & useful and necessary exercise because there are far too many conflicting
numbers and rates floating around. The lay public, policy mskers 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, agresd-upon definition of homelessness. And as we go ‘rom 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 sheiters, sassuming we have some agreement
on what types of facilities should be included as sheiters. 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 sefvices—those 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 reasonsbly sophisticated way of counting
the homeless—they can be considered “second generation” studies, after the initial very
simple efforts undertsken earlier in the 1980s. They are: (1) Barrett Lee and the Nashville
Coalition for the Homeless’ repested enumerations of Nashville’s homeless, beginning in
December 1983; (2) Rossi's 1985/1886 study of Chicago; (3) the Urban Institute’s study of
homeless users of soup kitchens and shelters in U.S. cities with populstions of 100,000 or
more: (4) the Rand Corporation’s study of 3 California counties; (5) James’' two studies of
Colorado; (6) the Census Buresau’s count of the homeless on S-night 1980; and (7) RTl's
upcoming study of the homeless as part of the Washington DC Metropolitan Ares Drug Study.
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We trisd 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 estimastes

Types of estimates made

Screening procedures used (operational definition of homelessness)

Locations (and therefore categories of people) included or excluded
Methodological influences on under- and over estimates stratification, search pro-
cedures, payment)

When the Study Was Done

Time of year—Most studies 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 becsuse the concern
for the homeless is highest then, or possibly because the assumption was made that snyone
homeless in the winter truly did not have any other place to go. Yet it is not at sll ciear whether
the nhumbers of homeless vary throughout the ysar, or whether different types of people are
homeless at different seasons. At sny rate, make note of the time of year when data were
collected,

Year done—The eariiest of these studies (Lse) was done in late 1983, and has been repeated
semi-annually thereafter. Otherwise the earliest (Rossi) was done in fall 1985. To the extent that
one believes it possible that the numbers of homeless people have incressed over the decade
of the 1880s, the year of the study is important. Presumably later studies will have higher
numbers (or rates), if indeed the populstion has grown.

Time period of data collection—Two studies, Les and the Census Bureau, collected all of
their data on one night. Rend and James did their data collection in one wesk or less. Rossi's
data collection periods were two weeks fong, the Urban Institute’s was five weeks long, and
RTV's will be four months fong.

The issue is: if a data collection period is longer than one night, the researchers must deal
with the potential for duplicate counting, as it might affect the size of the estimate. The five
studies that collected dats over longer periods of time used one or more of the following
spproaches to unduplicating: obtaining individual identifiers, with subsequent search for
duplicstes and elimination of one set of responses; ssking potential respondents if they had
siready been interviewed:; finishing s single block, geographical ares or facility in one night;
obtaining service use and siesping pattern dats as part of the interview and statistically
reducing the influence of those who hsd more than one opportunity to be selected.

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

Sources of Data

No expert testimony—None of the studies reviewed relied on expert testimony for their
estimates. The opinions of service providers and advocates are notoriously unrelisble snd
inaccurate. Providers simply do not know how many homeless people are in the community
beyond the group of people they serve, uniess they are referring to a local study that produced
relatively unbiased estimates. in that case, find the study and use its estimates, not those of the
providers. 3 1
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Enumerstion (counts without interviews)—The Nashville studies were designed to enumer-
ate homzmpeophwmommmm.mm,mudonmemnludgmemofme
enumerators, who are all members of the Nashville Coalition for the Homeless. In two other
studies, Rssid’s and the Census Bureau's S-Night, some people were counted without bsing
interviswed, In the Rand study the peopls interviswad were s deliberste sample of the total
popuistion enumerated. On S-night, Census enumersiors enumeratsd people without inter-
viswing them when the people were aslesp or judged incapable of being interviewed.
Enumerations without interviews, or with only very short and limited interviews as in the case
of the Census, may provide a count but usually provide fittle 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 weighting—All of the other studies used some form of probability
sample with weighting. The weighting, baing the inverse of the probability of selection into the
sample, provides the basis for developing an estimste 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 seif-weighting), if you are looking at a study using probability
methods and no weighting was done, ask why.

Types of Estimatss Made

Point prevalence —"point prevalence” is the number of people who have a given condition
at a particular point in time—in this cass, homelessness. All of the studies reviewed gave point
prevalence estimates —that is, they reported the number of homeless people they counted or
estimated at the time of their data collection.

Other estimates—Many of the studies also used information obtained through interviews
with homeless people to develop other astimstes, all of which sre besed on extrapolations from
a point prevalence estimate plus information on length of homsisasness obtained through
interviews. That is, these other estimates are 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 snnusl 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 ssid they had 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 bacame homeless in the
month before the interviewing took piace. 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 yeear. it includes two components—those who were aiready homeless st the beginning of
the year, and those who became homeless during the year (the “annual incidence” described
sbove). The studies that reported annual prevalence ususily edded their estimate of the
currently homeless who had been homeless for more than one month to their estimate of
annual incidence to creste an annus! prevalence figure.

When annuel incidence and prevalence are estimated in the ways just described, they sre
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 hsve attempted to follow
homeless people over time report significant “revolving-door” experiences with homeless-
hess, often within very short periods of time; other studies thst have asked people about their
histories of homelessness report that about half of the currently homeless have had prior
episodes of homelessness.
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Therefore one might take point prevalence estimates to be “lowsrbound” sstimates, as most
ressarch reports caution, because some number of the homeless are cartain to have been
missed by available snumeration or estimation msthods. But one should probably look at
annual incidence and prevalence estimates as “upper-bound” or at jeast “middie-range”
estimates as they are calculsted given the data svailsble 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 repon,
describe these procedures fu/ly. Thess procedures are often not described clearly enough in
written reports to make it possible for & reader to compare one study 1o another and know
whether they counted the same types of people or not.

Two of the studies reviswsd, 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. Usars of these data csn make any
argument they want as to who is homeless, and aggregate the counts 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 defsnsible to their sudiences. In some ways this
is the most flexible approsch, since it allows the user to make the definitional decisions. it would
be even more valuable had the enumeration included people siseping in cars or other vehicles.

All of the remaining studies reviewed used screeners. Since Rossi was one of these and
three of the remaining four (Urban Institute, RAND, RT1) adapted Rossi's screener with some
modificstions, it is not surprising that they look somewhat similsr. They counted as homeless
people who had no home or psrmanent place of their own to stay (meaning they rented or
owned it themseives), and no regular arrangement to stay st someone else’s place. RAND and
RTI, which did street searches, also excluded from enumeration people “engaged in money-
making activities,” peopls in uniform, and peopile obviously carrying out their service jobs (e.g.,
janitors, paper delivery people). The Urban institute did not do s street ssarch, and had no
exciusionary rule other than that implied by the screener.

All screeners proceedesd with step-by-step questions that clsrified most potentisl points of
confusion (e.g., if someone said they had a place of their own, but that turned out to be s park
bench or a bed in & shelter, they would be countsd as homeless) before classifying someone
as homeless or not hom:iess. None of the screeners asked people explicitly whether they
considered themseives ~:meless. None of the studies validated their scresners— that is, the
informstion given by respondents was not checked to determine its accu -v.

The studies by James used different screening methods. The 1988 study interviewed all
peopie st souplines, and then separsted the homeless from the non-homeless based on their
interview responses to a question about having a permanent place of their own. if they said
“no,”orlfthoywd”yu"bmkmwmmehe‘aplm.ﬂnvcﬁdmtwntﬁbmtoﬂnmm.
and they used souplines, they were counted as homeless. In the 1890 studv they were
scresned prior to interviewing, and inciuded as homeless if they saic they had n  ermanent
place to stay (if they said they did have a psrmanent place, even if that pisce was ¢ ialter they
were not counted as homeless).

Locations (and Categories of People) included or Excluded

Researchers often used screeners 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'sss. If §o§ do not go to battered women's
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sheiters, to voucher hotels, or to conventional dwelling units, then battered women, homeless
families staying in hotels on vouchsrs, and “doubled-up” situations for the precariously housad
will be excluded from the homeless ponulation. Some of the studies also contained soms other
exclusionary criteria. Locations or types of people may be excluded for seversl reasons—the
most common are resource constraints (not ssarching low-probability blocks; not doing a
street search) and differing takes on the brosder reaches of a definition of the homeless (such
as people in doubled-up situations, or people in treatment or criminal justice facilities).

Doubled-up—0Of the studies reviewed here, none but James in the 1988 Colorado study
sttempted to include people in doubled-up situations. A recent Houston study not reviewed
here (The Resource Group, 1989) is the on/y study | know of that attempted a systematic,
probability-based approach to estimating the precariously housed 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.

Youth—Most of the studies reviewed either seriously undercounted youth (under 18 but on
their own—i.e., not with a parent) or explicitly excluded them from the study. RAND was explicit
in screening out anyons under 18; so was Rossi in the fall 1885 data collection period. Severasl
studies did not inciude shelters designed to serve runswsy or homeless youth in their sampling
frame, githough they may have encountered and interviewed some homeless youth in their
street searches or interviews in other service sites.

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

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

Battered women's programs—Most studies included battered women's shelters in their
homeless shelter sampling frame; Rossi did not aithough thers were such facilities in Chicago;
RAND did not beceause there were no such fscilities in their counties.

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

Geographical aress of city—Some 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 strest search at all.

People not using services—The Urban Institute study included homeless psople who used
soup kitchens and shelters, but did not do 8 probability-bssed street search, snd no non-service
users are included in the estimate based on the weighted survey resuits. James also basad
much of his Colorado msthodology on service users only. W.iere he did not, in one component
of his estimate where he develops a number for non-service users, | believe his methodology
is incorrect. He bases his estimate of this component on a finding sbout the proportion of
peopie he interviewed on the streets who reported that they did not use services—but he does
not sppesr 1o 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 cstegories” are
not mutuslly exciusive, and there is an undetermined, and probably undeterminabile, amount of
overlap scross studies. For instance, the Urban Institute study included people who used soup
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kitchens but did not use shelters (20 percent of the sample). They slept in all the places usually
thought of as “street” locations. Thus the Urban Institute study included people slesping in
parks, cars, bus stations, tents, highway tunnels, stc. # they used soup kitchens, but not if they
didn't. It is impossible to tell precissly what proportion of the strest populstion {i.e., non-sheiter
users) was thus included in the Urban institute estimate, but it would certainly be more than in
a study that only went to shelters.

Methodological influsnces

Stratification—Rossi, RAND and Dennis/RT! used a method for detsrmining the size of the
non-sheitered homeless population that stratifies city blocks by the probability of finding
homeless people in them, and then uses different sampling fractions to sampls high, medium
and low probability blocks. The studies’ estimates are highly depsndsnt 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 diffsrsnt strategies were
followed for sampling from the strats. RAND did not go to low probability blocks (“zero tracts”)
at all, sithough 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 RTI will
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 tha strests, compared to a 1-to-2 ratio for
most other studies, that concentrated more on high-probability locations.

in any sample, sampling error increasss when few selected cases represent a large stratum.
Low-probability blocks are the largsst stratum in these three studies; it is 8 judgment call how
many blocks are “enough” to represent the stratum. That judgment call will be influenced by
available resources—thus RAND decided nott~ 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 (116 of the 178 cities over
100,000), but were represented by only 5 cities in the final ssmple of 20, due to resource
constraints. The consequence was that the estimates of the size of 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 Procedures —The 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, feariessness, 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 procedurs infiusnces are the
degres to which interviewers operate on stereotypes rather than inquiry (e.g., skipping people
who do not “look” homeless, even when their instructions sre to scresn everyone), and rules
for skipping (e.9. “engeged in monsy-making activities,” in uniform, providing services). Also,
the structure of the search may affect diligence, feariessness, etc. When people go out inteams
of several people each, they may be more feariess, 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.

Payment—There 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 Buresu’s S-night. As » consequence,
the Census Bureau got turned down more often. individuals who refused to complete Census
interviews were still counted, and minimal demographic dats were recorded for them (e.g.. sex,
Face, spproximate age), but no other information could be obtained. Lee did not pay psople,
since the Nashville studies did not conduct interviews, and had little or no direct contact with
the people enumerated. ) 5
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Conclusion

Users of research are urged to take great care in drawing inferences, generalizing, and
comparing across studiss. 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 scresner was used.” We nsed 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 diffsrent
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
psople.
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OVERVIEW

This overvisw provides a shorthand somparison of seven studies that counted the homeless
or developed estimates of the size of the homelsss population. The studies were chosen as
examples of the various methods used to count homeless persons during the late 1880s and
1080. The information in this overview was derived from ressarcher responsss 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 data colicction period, sources of data for
estimates, and 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 THE STUDY (P, ares covered, organizational suspices)
1. Barrett Lee/Nashville—~Nashville Coalition for the Homeless

2. Peter Rossi/Chicago—University of Mass» “ugetts Social and Demogrephic Research
Institute

3. Marths Burt/Urban United States—Urban Institute
4. Georges Vernez/3 Celifornia Counties—The RAND Corporation

5. Franklin Jemes/Colorado—Colorado Coalition for the Homeless (1988 study), Colorado
Governor's Coordinsting Council for Housing snd the Homeless (1990 study)

6. Census Bureau/United States—Census Bureau
7. Michael Dennis/Washington DC MSA—Research Triangle Institute (RTI)

YEAR AND TIME PERIOD OF DATA COLLECTION

1. Barrett Les/Nashville—single night, in lste December 1983, 1985, 1986,19887, 1988, 1989;
and in iste June 1984, 1886, 1987, 1688, 1989 and 1980.

2. Peter Rossi/Chicago—two weeks each, in September 1985 and February 19886,
3. Martha Burt/Urban United States—five weeks beginning March 1, 1887.

4. Georges Vernez/3 California Counties~Orange County, week of Septamber 15,1987;
Yolo County, week of October 18, 1887; Alameda County, week of October 25, 1987 and
& second enumeration without survey in week of January 11, 1988.

5. Franklin James/Colorado—about a week each, in early and late April, 198 : mid-April
1880.

6. Census Bureau/United States—Iste night of March 20 and early morming of March 21,
1990.

7. Michasl Dennis/Washington DC MSA—64 randomly sampled nights/mornings bstween
February and May 1991,

SOURCES OF DATA FOR ESTIMATES

1. Barrett Lee/Nashville—Count/enumeration. Counts of “street” people observed and
believed to be homeless by researchers (members of the Nashville Coalition for the
Homeless, in 5-8 teams) plus enumeration of people in sheiters, missions, transient SRO
rooms snd other facilities based on provider information. No direct contact with the
homeless psople enumerated. 3 8



2. Peter Rossl/Chicago—Estimates from probability sample. Sheiter sample: shelters sam-
pled proportional to capscity, residents samplisd randomly from rosters; street sample: city
biocks sampled proportional to their probability of containing homeless peopls, respon-
dents selected by screening all persons encountered for homsiessness, then interviewing
all who said they were homeless.

3. Merthe Burt/Urban United States—Estimates from probability sample. Service user
sample: cities selected proportional to size of their poverty populstion within region/size
strata from universe of all cities over 100,000 in 1884; sheiters and soup kitchens selected
proportional to capacity within size/type strats from complete list of facilities within city
limits; respondents selected randomly from shelter or soup kitchen users.

4. Georges Vernez/3 California Counties— Count/enumeration for sheiters (with accompa-
nying sampling for interviews); estimates based on counts for ssmplad blocks, for streets.
Shelters: esnumeration of residents of all shelters in each county on a typical night, obtained
from shelter providers. Street populstion: multi-stage sampling, first selecting census
tracts, then census blocks (stratified according to probability of finding homeless persons),
then screensd all individusis encountered, counted and interviewed homeless ones.

5. Franklin James/Colorado—Estimates from probability samples.

6. Census Buresu/United States— Count/enumeration. Emergency shelter and strest loca-
tions in the United States identified by national administrative records and local informants
as contsining homeless people. Selected other components identified in regulsr census
operations.

7. Michael Dennis/Washington DC MSA—Estimates from probability samples. Time sample:
4 randomiy sampled days per wesk. Sheiter sample: shelters sampled proportionsi to
average capacity and clients systemetically sampled from intske roster for entire night.
Strest 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 sveryone encountered on those blocks who is screened in as homeless.

TYPE OF ESTIMATE(S) MADE AND REPORTED

(“Point prevalence” is number of people homeless on a given night. “Annual incidence” is
number of people becoming homsless in given year. “Annual prevalsnce” is the sum of those
who became homeless during the ysar (annusl incidence) pius those people who were aiready
homeless at the beginning of the year.)

1. Barrett Lee/Nashville—Point prevalence at intervals over 7 years (so far).
2. Peter Rossi/Chicago—Point prevalence, snnusl incidence, annual prevalence.

3. Marth- Burt/Urban United States— Point prevslence, seven-dsy prevatanc.e. annual inci-
denct  nual prevalence.

4. Georges Vemnez/3 Californis Counties—Point prevalence, ennual incidence, annual prev-
alence,

5. Franklin James/Colorado—Point prevaience.
6. Census Buresu/United States—Point prevalence.

7. Michae! Dennis/Washington DC MSA—Planned estimates: 30 day, 12 munth and lifstime
prevalence, annusl incidence, and estimates irom capture-recapture methodology. Life-
time and annuai prevalence als. 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 spply only to
street or soupline situations.)
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1.
2.

3.

Barrett Les/Nashville—no screener, relied on enumerator judgment.

Peter Rossl/Chicago—resident of Cook County, did not rent or own conventional dwelling
and had no free access to one.

Marths Burt/Urban United States—did not have “own place” (house, apartment or room
paid for by self or own family) or a regular arrangsment (5 or more days a week) to stay at
someone eise’s place.

. Georges Vernez/3 California Counties—no one under 18; did not have own place or

regular access to someone else’s place.

- Franklin James/Colorado— 1888: no screener at date 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, and they used shelters or souplines. 1980:
screened out if said they had permanent place to stay (even if that place was a shelter);
otherwise, considersd homeless.

- Consus Bureau/United States—no screener, excluded anyone in uniform or engaged in

money-making activities.

Michae! Dennis/Washington DC MSA—did 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 engsged in illegal activities (e.g., prostitutes, drug
dealers, people breaking and entering) or people providing services (e.g., police, taxi
urivers, 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 frisnds.” The 1980 Census will provide an
enumerstion 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/Nashville—people not included: some “strest” people outside the downtown
ares; people doubled up in conventional dwelling units,

. Pater Rossi/Chicago—people not included: people in battered women’s or runaway/home-

less youth centers; people in nonhomeless residential settings such as jails, mental health
facilities.

- Marths Burt/Urben United States— people 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; psople in conventions! 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.

. Georges Vernez/3 California Counties—people not included: people not literally homeless

(in sheiters or “on streets”) such as those in SROs, staying with friends, institutionalized,
etc.; people in “zero tracts,” those census tracts that were not sampled because key
informants estimated they contained no homeless —if 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.

. Franklin James/Colorado—peopie 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).
40



6. Census Bureau/United States—people not included in S-night count: people sleeping in

vehicles; people in shelters or strest sites not identified to the Census Buresu prior to
S-night; people in abasndoned buildings uniess they came out and were counted while the
enumerstors were stationed outside the building in the early moming hours (4am - Bam);
homeless in institutional residentis! settings such as jails, mental health facilities (aithough
poople in these settings were enumersted on April 1 in the regulsr census, they are not
separately identified as “homeless” and no information will indicate whether they have a
reguiar home eisswhere).

. Michael Dennis/Washington DC MSA—because 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 sheiter, residential and street locstions are
included as long as they are in the DC MSA.

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

1.

Barrett Lee/Nashville—under-representation of biocks 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.

. Peter Rossi/Chicago—stratification plan for prioritizing and selecting blocks led to missing

most of the blocks that had a 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 [ow rate of finding homeless people among the people screened
(1in 10 compared to approximately 1in 2 for many other studies). Paid $1 for screener and
additional $4 for completed interview. Rossi’s exparisnce led other studies based on his
method (Vernez, Dennis) to modify their stratification and sampling plan.

. Marths Burt/Urban United States—because no systematic probability street ssmple was

sttempted, the study missed all street people who did not use 8 soup kitchen or a sheiter
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.

. Georges Vernez/3 Californis Counties— Straiified blocks by high, medium, low and zero

expectations of finding homelsss, based on information from providers, homesless psople
and other key informants; only went 1o high, medium and low blocks. Actuslly did second
street enumerstion 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 205 homeless identified in the first enumeration. Paid $ i for screener and
additional $3 for compisted interview.

. Franklin James/Colorsdo—used no formal block stratification plan. Used knowledgeable

people from Coalition for the Homeless to identify places where hoiv.eless people were
known to sleep. Iinterviewsrs/esnumerators went to these locations, counted and inter-
viswed everyone they found. Did not try to assess existence of homeless persons in
locations not pre-identified.

. Census Bureau/United States—went to pre-identified locations only, so missed homeless

not at those locations, and were depsndent on the cooperation of local informants to
accurately identify non-shelter locations whers homeless would be found (supplementsd
local information with nationa! lists for sheiters). Jurisdictions with a population of jess 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 sn undercount of
such persons. Adults and children were enumersted separately, not as family units;
tabulations will be shown for “adults with children” based on computer links. Supposed to
interview averyone who was awake; record basic information by observation if not awsake
or if unwilling to answer questions. No payment.
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7. Michase! Dennis/Weashington DC MSA - Stratification procedures are designed to oversam-
ple census blocks with a high expected density of homeless people (based on municipal
snd local expert opinion). People who have been homeless or who have worked with
homeiess people will be used as interviewers to insure sensitivity and to identify peopie
who are hiding. All peopie spending a night in emergency shelters and in open spaces
betwesn 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)?

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

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

D. Who conducted the actusl 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 iast? Did it include practice
interviews? At sites similar to those to be encountered in the survey itself?

F. What geographical areas were covered (which cities, c. 1t:-s, states)?

G. What was the time period of data collection (one night, ov. : .. week's time, over 8 month's
time, what)? How does the time period of dats collection relate 10 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 Frame—Locations
A. What locations were included?

Overnight/residential institutions
Shelter-type institutions (shelters, domestic violence shelters, subsidized temporary
hotel/motel/apartment, e.9., voucher programs, but not permanent subsidized housing
such as Section 8, .nd runaway and homeless youth centers)

Non-sheiter institutions (e.9., jeils, mental heaith facilities, detoxificstion centers,
quarter-way, half-wasy 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 peopie displaced by emergency situations
included, such as facilities for sbused and neglected children removed from
their homes, or “quickie” arrsngements for San Francisco’s earthquake victims
included?

What about hospitsis housing “boarder babies’?

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

Non-institutional locaticns
For example, streets, parks, transportation depots, sbsiloned buildings, parked cars,
parts of highway or public transportation systems, parking garages, railroad boxcars.,
Or, geographical designators, such as blocks?

Conventionai dwelling units
To identify snd count the “doubled-up” populstion, however defined.

B. How was sampling frame developed, and its compieteness 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 sttempt made to oversample any populstion (e.g., women, minority populations)?

Sampling—Respondent Sslection

A. How were individuais selected at each site?

Randomizastion issuss (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 s potentiai
respondent was reslly homeless? Was 8 potential respondent’s financial contribu-
tion a criterion—e.g., if a respondent paid for a hotel room with own resources, or
contributed to the rent in a doubled-up situstion, was s/he counted as homeless?
What characteristics would have exc/uded s potential respondent from the study as
not homeiess?)

Were the screening procedures validated in any way to assure they selected truly
homeless people and exc/uded truly non-homeless peopie?

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

C. How was the research explained?
D. Were respondents paid? How much? How was this explsined?

E. Did screening or interviewing occur within the hearing of other homeless people, facility
staff, or someone sise? If yes, how might this have affected either agreement to participate
in the study or answers to particular questions? 4 3
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Finding the “Hidden Homeless”

One purpose in doing this review of counting methologies is to undarstand which homeless
people are included, and which sre excluded, by particular methodological approaches. In
filling out this grid, consider the hidden homelsss to be anyone who cannot be found by
surveying the users of sheiter-type institutions (see Sampling Frame—~Locations—A for types
of facilities in this category). The hidden homeless, by this criterion, would include homelsss
people who use soup kitchens but not sheiters; who use health care services but not shelters:
who use no services but sleep in the park; people psrmanently or semi-psrmanently “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, bams or shacks in rural areas; some people in trestment
or correctional institutions; people sieeping in sli-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. Piease 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 expressionsformulase.

C. Were sny 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, cou/d you make these corrections (did your
procedures yield the information to make such comections)?

D. Were any CORRECTIONS made for non-response, of facilities (refusal to aliow clients to be
interviewed) or individusis. 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 its effect on the final count.
i 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? Piease 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 sccompanying children dealt with, in the interviews/dats 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 sxceptions to this rule: no enumerations
were conducted in December 1984 or June 1985.) Through June 1880, 12 enumerations
have been completed,

B. Organizational sponsorship is provided by the Nashville Coalition for the Homeless (NCH),
an umbrelia orgsnization comprised of approximately 60 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 sssumed 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 propossl to improve the quality of local
health-care facilities and services for the homeless. Since that time, NCMH's desire to obtain
up-to-date information on the size and composition of the homeless p¢ - Jlation has been
the principal motivation.

D. Enumerations are conducted on 8 volunteer basis by NCH members, many of them
strest-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 siso NCH
members.) Altogether, 40-50 individusis are involved in data collection activities per
snumeration. Former.y homeless persons have served as guides to the street cour  .eams
a couple of times, with no appreciable effect on the results.

E. A 80-minute training session and organizationsl mesting is held before each snumeration.
Originally, 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 measurss, snd bureaucratic details (such as
how to fill out the enumerstion form correctly). No instruction is given in interviewing
techniques since the snumerators rely exclusively on direct observations, taken in as
unobtrusive 8 manner s possible.

F. Nashville, Tennessee.

G. Each enumeration is conducted during the time period to which its estimates of population
size and composition pertsin: 8 single night in June or December. The street count takes
place bstwssn 3:30 and 5:30 AM, and the tallies kept by shelter informants refer to the
same night. in short, the design of the enumeration yieids “snapshots” or point estimates
rather than cumulative totals.

Sampling Frame-Locations

A. The enumerations cover sheiters and missions for the homeless, domestic violence
centers, youth centers, vouchered motei rooms, jails, detoxificstion programs, mental
heasith facilities, and transisnt rooms in SRO hotels. All manner of outdoor and noninstitu-
tional sleeping sites in & 180-block downtown ares are aiso included; this is the study zone
scoured by the strest count teams. One team is usually sssigned to sites falling outside the
downtown ares but occasionally occupied by the homeless, such ss sbandoned buildings
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on Music Row, hospital waiting rooms, and some of the city’s larger parks. Exc/uded 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 peopie in the
city. The list of institutional settings and of sites outside the study zone is periodically
updsted 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.

Sampling—Respondent Selection

A. Except in rare instances, no verbal contact is made with esnumeration subjects. (Many are
sleeping when they are countsd.) Enumerstors decide if 8 person in a noninstitutional
location is homeless on the basis of visusl cues (bundled belongings, ilifitting clothing,
weathered facial appesrance, etc.) and personal knowledge (if the person is recognized by
one of the enumerators as a sociasl service client, periodic shelter dweller, etc.). informants
at institutional settings with mixed clienteles are instructed to count only those people who
would be without a place to live if discharged the next day.

B. Typically, two members of a street count tesm move close enough to & 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 enumerstors.

C.. D., E. Not applicable.

Finding the Hidden Homeless

The street count portion of each enumerstion focuses on homeless people sleeping
outdoors and in shanties (along the riverbank), sutomobilies, railroad boxcars, abandoned
buildings, alleys, bus depots, all-night coffee shops, hospital waiting rooms, the jasil (drunk tank),
parks, and public office buildings (post office lobby, courthouse, etc.). This 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
populstion is relstively immobile, 2) the street count is conducted in the early morming
hours, before clients sre permitted to leave shelters and other institutional settings, 3)
street count teams are sssigned to separate, non-overiapping geographic districts, 4) the
time and plsce 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. : A 6



H. Children have been included in every enumeration.

I. The goal of the enumeration project—aithough never fully achieved—is to count the total
populstion of homeless people in Nashville. Results are presented as lower-bound esti-
mates, with explicit recognition that “doubled-up” individuals and some outdoor sieepers
(especially those outside the downtown study zone) have been omitted. The dats can be
broken down by sex, race, age, and location.

1985/1986 CHICAGO STUDY
responses prepared by Peter Rossi

Basics

A. Study was undertsken over the period June 19885 through August 1986. Field work took
place at two points: September 1985 and February 1986, each being a separate survey.

B. Plwas Peter H. Rossi, Co-Pl was Gene A. Fisher. Grants were received from Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation, Pew Memorisl Trust and the lllinois Dept of Public Aid. The first 2
grants were given to UMass, SADRI, 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 hope was 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 » vere reaching their
target popuistions.

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

E. Training accomplished by NORC. | believe each interviewer participated in a training
session lasting a few days. Contact Sarsh 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, sach day’s operation was 8
sub-sample of the total ssmple. Interviewers siternated between sheiter sample and strest
sample, the former taking place after the shelter had filled up (usuelly sround 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
proportionste to sheiter capacity. Within sampied shelters, rosters of
residents were obtasined and names ssmpled systemstically. Specislized
shelters — detox, battered women, juveniles, exciuded 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 ”a 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 psrsons encoun-
tered, screening for homelessness and interviewing all positives. intervieswers
wore to enter each structure on the block, stopping only when confronted by
locked door.

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

Block stratification sccomplished 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. Bisses 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 8 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 alternstive estimate.

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

On the strests, all persons encountered were offered $1 for answering the screener and
additionsl $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 a8 survey on how
Chicagoans were living.

Hidden Homeless

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

Woeighting and Estimation Procedures

Note that we computed several estimates as shown in Chapter 3 of Down and Out in America:
Estimates based on each survey
Estimstes bssed on corrections for un-enumerated segments, such as homeless in jsil,
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 and names.

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

E, F. No correction was made for frequency of use, aithough 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 slesping
patterns. We used these to estimate homeless in jails, hospitals, temporarily in conven-
tional dwelling units.

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

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

l.  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 canture-
recapture methodology. However, the SEs on the estimates were much larger than 3Es
based on each of the separate surveys treated as cross sections. The computations are
shown in Appendix to Down and Out.

URBAN INSTITUTE 1987 STUDY
responses prepared by Marths R. Burt

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

B. Who did the study?
Princips! investigstor/Director? Martha R. Burt

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

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

Yes, for the interviews with homeless people—Ressarch Triangle institute, interviews
with service providers were done by Urban Institute employees.

C. What were the study’s purpo..s; why was it undertaken?

Official reason: To evaluste the impact of & piece of legisiation, 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 populstion.

D Who conducted the actus! 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? 4 ;

)
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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 scresning in peirs. The interview itself was conducted with one
interviewsr interviewing one client.

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

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

F. What geographics! areas were coversd (which cities, counties, states)?

All soup kitchens and shelters within the city limits of the 20 cities in our sample (New York,
Los Angeles, Philadeiphia, Detroit, Chicago, Houston, Atlanta, Birmingham, Cievelsnd, Mem-
phis, New Orieans, 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 s week’s time, over 8 month'’s
time, what)? How doss the time period of dsta 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-sectionsl study. Data coliection 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 Frame—Locations
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 st least 15 aduits st their largest meal, if soup kitchens.

Overnight/residentisl institutions

Shelter-type institutions (shelters, domestic violence shelters, subsidized temporary
hotel/motel/apartment, e.g., vouchsr programs,but not permanent subsidized housing
such as Section 8, runawasy and homeleo_a youth centers) :

All shelters for the homeless, all domestic violence shelters, subsidized temporary
voucher programs run by the city in New York and Philadelphis, were in the sampling
frame. In addition, private programs that offered vouchers to hoteis or apartments were
in the frame. We later checked with sil other cities to see if there were government
voucher programs we missed. Four cities—Los Angeles, Chicago, Clevelsnd, Pitts-
burgh—had such programs in March 1887. We determinsd that we had missed sbout
60 single men in Los Angeles and about 300-350 households with children in Chicago
(192) and in the strata repressnted by Cleveland (10) and Pittsburgh (104).

We did not go to runaway/homeless youth shelters.

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

Gray-areas 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 hot~* accepted vouchers, we interviewed
the homeless/vouchered people. We exci.. J self-pay individuals.)

In Philadeiphia, where the city cor.tracted with many board and care homes to
house homeless people, we did go to these piaces, and interviewed only those
people who wers 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 psrmanent housing projects including group homes, SROs,
apartments or other arrsngements that serve the once-homeless included?

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

Are long-stending 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, heslth clinics (others?)

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

Non-institutional locations
Streets, parks, transportstion depots, absndoned buildings, parked cars, parts of
highway or public transportation systems, parking gerages, rsilroad boxcars, or,
geographicsl designstors, such as blocks?

No, not in the probability part of the survey. We did go to five of these pisces in each
city, identified by local providers and police, where we interviewed a small non-random
sample of homeless people. This part of the dats collection is not included in the data
on which our estimates of populstion size are based. But, since only 32 percent of the
homeless identified in these congregating sites had not used s soup kitchen or sheliter
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, howsver defined.
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No, except for those few apartment programs where an agency maintsined the
apartments for homsisss peopls, and placed different homsless people and families in
them as the need aross. Ssmpling was done from a roster sugplied by the agency
issuing the voucher or permission to stay in these spartments, 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
them-Coalitions 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 mes!), days and times open, proportion of
clientele homsless (for soup kitchens), Providers were also read the entire list of soup kitchens
and sheltars for their city and ssked whether any were missing. This procedure sliminated
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 interviews from esach location), and those thst were duplicates with another
program on our list by another name. This procedurs also identified double programs—usually
a shelter that fed its own residents, but that also opersted a soup kitchen that served
non-residents for at least one mesl. These set-ups were counted as two programs. Finally,
Urban Institute staff conducted in-person provider interviews with the directors of each
program. Iin the course of setting up these interviews a few remaining programs were
eliminated as out of scops, 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 opsned within the past ra inth or two).

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

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

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

We did not interview anyone who did not use either soup kitchens or shelters,
E. Was any sttempt made to oversample any population (e.g., women, mir. populations)?

No.

Sampling—Respondent Selection
A. How were individuals selected at each site?

Randomization issuers (take all, fixed skip interval, number interviewed dependent on
size of facility/location, atc., 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
homeiless) or a soup kitchen (65 percent expected to be homeless). After ascertaining
from the provider the number of people expected at the site, 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 randomiy selected using & random start and fixed
skip interval, through one of seversi techniques as appropriste to the setting— from
individuals as they passsd through a meal line, a layout of tables snd chairs in the
seating area of & meal program, a roster of shelter users, or a layout of shelter beds.
interviews usually took place at a meal time, sfter the respondent had esten; in shelters
without meals most interviswing took place in the evening. Complsted intervisws were
obtsined from 87 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 yisided a sample of 1704 individuals.

Screening procedures (what criteria were used, if any to dstermine that 8 potential
respondent was really homeless? Was a potential respondent’s financisl contribution a
criterion—e.g., if 8 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 exc/uded 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 s home or a permanent place to live; 2) they
said they did have 8 home or psrmanent place, but that plsce was (a) a shaliter or
hotel/mote! psid 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 «wnom they did not have a regulsr arrsngement 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.q (interviewer? escort?)

Usually, one interviewer of a pair counted and identifisd a potential respondent for
screening. The other interviewer spproached, ssked permission to ask a few questions, and
then administered the screening questions. These were usually snswered in the pressnce 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 as an interview to lesrn about homeless people, where they
went for services, what they ate and where they were abie to get food, and some simple
information about themselves.

D. Waere they paid? How much? Fow was this explained?

All respondents were paid $5.00 for their time. This was explained at the same time s
permission to conduct the intervisw 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 eise? if yes, how might this have affected either agreement to participste
in the study or answers to particular questions?

Yes, for screener. Usually not for the interview itself. | don’t know how answers might have
been affected.
o3
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Finding the “Hidden Homeless"

We interviewed people in soup kitchens. Twenty-nine percent of ali 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-dsy period preceding the interview. This adjustment had the effect of muitiplying 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
shelter—our weighting procedures aiso statistically “included” additional “hidden” homeless.
The adjustment for frequency of use increased the populstion estimate by 76 percent—from
110,000 to 194,000. We do not, however, have any probability-based way of identifying and
estimating the size of the homeless papulation that do not use either soup kitchens or shelters.

Weighting and Estimation Procedures

A. Woere any used? Iif 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 individuai
refusal/nonresponse; 6) adjustment for frequency of use; 7) reslignment for homeless
who use both soup kitchens and shelters {unduplicating). These weighting procedures
resulted in an estimate of 184,000 adults in cities over 100,000 who used soup kitchens
and sheiters during any given week in March 1987.

All formulae given below.

The standard error for this estimate is 41,800, yielding a 95 percent confidence interval
of = 81,900.

Ten percent of these adults indicsted in their interview responses that they had children
with them; analysis indicated 34,700 children, with a 85 percent confidence interval of
=+ 647. Less than hslf of one percent of the respondents in our study were under 18,
since the facilities we sampled tended to discourage or refuse service to unaccompas-
nied minors if they were aware of their age. Thus the runsway/homeless youth part of
the homeless populsation 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 (¢.g.. soup kitchen and sheliter, sheiter and health); (2) use of more
than one facility of a type (e.g., eats &t two different soup kitchens in s day); (3) use of one
or more types of facilities although found and interviewed “on the strest.” 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 8 per-person basis,
because we could not assign 8 unique number to each individual. We did, however, make sn
overall assessment of the probable overestimation due to usage of more than one soup kitchen
in a day--had we been able to do this on sn individual basis, the size of the estimate would have
been reduced by 5.3 percent.
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D. Waere #r.y CORRECTIONS made for non-response, of facilities (refusai to allow clients to be
interviawed) or individuais. Describe them, and their sffects on the final count. If not, cou/d
you mske these corrections (did your procedures vield the information to make such
corrections)?

Yes, see sbovs.

E. Was any adjustment made for fraquency of use over a period of more than one day (e.g.,
Ul's 7-day adjustment). Describe, and its effact on the final count. if not, cou/d 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.
F1. 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 sll noncertainty strats (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 separsisly. 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:

p:(12i) = 2 C(12i/C(12+) (3)

in the 12 cities where the optimum number of providers for our sample was equal to or
grester than the number of providers in the city, all providers were inctuded 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 cities, separate
sampling/weighting clssses of providers were crested for small, medium and large soup
kitchens, shelters without measls and sheiters with mesis. The second-stage sampie of
sheiter/meal sites was selected with probability proportional to the measure of size described
above. Let §(hifj) be the measure of aize of provider j of provider type f within sample city hi and
r~(hif) be the provider ¥ sample size selected from city hi. Then within sample city hi, each
t .mple provider had conditional probability P,, (hifj) of selection where:

P31y (hifj) = m(hif} S(hifj) / S(hif +) (4)

if fewsr 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 celculated as:

W, (hifj) = 1/ [P,1,(hifj)] (5)

~
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Except for adjustments to reflect differsntial frequency of using providers and the multiplicity
associated with differing use of soup kitchens and sheiters, the conditional third-stage
probability of selection of person k within shelter j of provider type f of city hi may be expressed
as:

Pyl (hifjk) = rihifj) /R(hifj) (6)

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

Nonresponse rates were calculsted at both the screener 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 ali the nonrssponding
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 clsss. For the whole sample, the average nonresponse adjustment was 1.12
reflecting an overall response rate among homeless respondesnts of 89 percent (100/112).

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 sdjustment
is:

U,, = 7/(H3.2) (7

The following assumption sbout soup kitchen use was mede: Let d = 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 equsl to d (this was the case about two thirds of the time). If H11.a is less thsn or equal to
d, the conditional probability of being selscted, given that the soup kitchen is sampled on the
specified day is (H11.a)/d and the appropriste adjustment to the basic sampling weight is:

U,, = d/(H11.8) when H11.a is less than or equsl to d (8)

if H11.ais greater than d, then the respondent must eat H11.a - d days at other soup kitchens.
Therefore, there is 8 higher probability of this individusl being included in the sample, given that
S/he could have been interviewed eisewhere st other soup kitchens. Let S equsl 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 davs open (in total) for all of the sample soup kitchens and d equal the number of
days open for the soup kitchen at which the respondent was interviewed. Then the additions!
probsbility of selection csn be approximated by §(H11.a - dV/(D - d) and the total adjustment to
the probability of selectionis 1 + S(H11.a - d)/(D - d). The inverse of this term

Uy = 1711 + S(H11.a - d)/(D - d)] when H11.a exceeds d (8)

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

Of the respondents interviewed at soup kitchens, U,, was csiculated for 62 percent while (VI
was celculated for the remaining 38 percent. Using the unweighted values from the ssmple, the
average vaiues of U, U,, and U,,- are 2.91, 1.69 and .94, respectively for 8 combined frequency
of use adjustment of 1.88 overall.
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We have two distinct, consistent estimates of the homesless population that uses both; the
sum of the weights of the homeless who were interviewsd st soup kitchens but also use
shelters and the sum of the weights of the homeless interviewed at sheiters who aiso use 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 n,, = number of respondents interviswed at soup kitchens, and
n,, = number of respondents interviewed at shalters. Then:

Pex = Ny / (N + 0yy,) (10}
plh = n'h/(nn + n.n) "1’

where p,, and 'p,, sum to one.

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 procedures to
obtain our small sample of non-service users, that only 30 percent of the homeless people
approached on the street had not used 8 soup kitchen or shelter within the previous 7 days. The
upper bound comes from a similar procedures followed by Farr, Koege! 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 LIMITATIONS

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 lstter 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 mey draw their own conclusions
about the appropriateness and importance of each potentisl adjustment.

Adjustments We Did Make, and Their Effects

Frequency of Use Adjustment. This adjustment takes account of how often individuals use
soup kitchens and sheiters. It gives less weight to frequent users snd more weight to infrequent
users, on the grounds thst the frequent users had s higher probsbility of sslection for our
sample and infrequent users had s lower probability of selection. The population estimete
without the frequency of use adjustment is 110,334. With the frequency of use adjustment the
population estimate is 184,017. Thus the frequency of use adjustment produces an increase in
the population estimate of 83,683, which is 8 75.8 percent incresse over the estimate without
the frequency of use adjustment.

Realignment for Those Who Use Both Soup Kitchens and Shelers. The final estimate of
homeless persons who use both soup kitchens snd shelters is 74,320. This estimste 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 ss those who
only used one type of facility. Without this realignment the populstion estimate would have
been 272,868; with the reslignment it is 184,017. Thus the population estimate for homeless
adulits would have been 78,8561 higher without this realighment.
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To summarize:

Frequency of use adjustment —increases estimate by ... 83,683
Realignment for thoss who use both
soup kitchens and sheiters —decreases estimate by ... 78,851
Standard Error of

Adjustment Estimate the Estimate Confidence Interval
Basic estimate 194,017 41,784 + 81,893
Estimate without frequency

of use adjustment 110,334 17,619 + 34,534
Estimate with frequency of

use adjustment, but before

realigning for those who use

both soup kitchens and shel-

ters 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 sll of our analyses of data describing the homeless population. The argument couid
be made that the tota! populsticn estimate should also be reduced, using the imputed weights
for Reno rather than the unimputed weights. Were one to make this changs, the size of the
population estimate would be reduced by 19,786, or 10.2 percent.

Adjust 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 Skip Interval Rather than Estimate-to-Screener Ratio. As described above, we used the
ratio of provider estimate of population size to the number of scresners attempted in
calculsting 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 8.5 percent of the
final astimate of 184,017.

Add Homeless Users of Voucher Programs. if we add the people missed because some
voucher programs were omittad from the sampling frame in some cities, we would increase the
population by spproximately 300-400. Of these, approximately 60 are single men in Los
Angeles, and 300-350 are homeless houssholds with children in Chicago (192) and in the strata
represented by Cleveland (10) and Pittsburgh (104).

To summarize:

Adjustments that would reduce the size of the estimates:

Reduce Reno weights down by ......... 19,786 (10.2%)

Adjust for multiple soup

kitchen use within a day down by ......... 8,013 ( 5.3%)

Use skip interval instead of

provider estimate divided by

screeners sttempted down by ......... 18,398 ( 9.5%)
Adjustment that would increase the size of the estimates:

Add population of omitted

voucher programs up by aspproximately 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 deait 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,
= 647.

. To what universes, 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 varisnce computed? What were the results?

Adults homeless users of soup kitchens or shelters in U.S. cities of 100,000 or over (1984
popuiation). 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 sny special estimating tect iiques, if you used them (such as capture-
recapture).

None.

RAND’S 1987 SURVEY OF HOMELESS IN 3 CALIFORNIA COUNTIES
responses prepared by M. Audrey Bumam

Basics

A. The project was conducted June 1987- Februsry 88. Enumerations and surveys of
homeiess individuals were conducted the week of September 15, 1887 in Orange County,
the week of October 19, 1887 in Yolo County, and the week of October 25, 1987 in Alameds
County. A second enumeration of Alameds County, which did not include a survey, was
conducted the week of Jsnuary 11, 1988,

B. Co-Principsl Investigators were Georges Vernez and Audrey Burnam. Audrey Bumam
directed the component of the project that invoived 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 Stste of Californis snacted legisistion which allocated $20 million
snnually to the state’s 58 counties to support programs for the homeless mentsily disabled
(HMD). in 1986, the California State Legisiature msndated 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 snd mental disorder characteristics of the target population, and
assess the sffectiveness of the program.
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D. Trained interviewers hired and trained by RAND’s survey research group conducted the
enumerstions and surveys. The fisildwork was conducted in groups (of 5-7 people) in the
sheiter sampling sector, and was conducted in pairs (1 interviewer and 1 off-duty police
escort) in the strest sampling sector.

E. Training was conducted over 4 days. It included gen.. al training in conducting a structured,
objective intervisw; becoming familiar with sensitive approaches to interacting with
homsless and mentally disabled persons, lsarning detailed procedures and 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 homsless individuals (live interviews). The entire
search, enumeration, and survey protocol for the strest 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 populstions 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 exampie
Berkeley, in Alameds 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 earilymorning hours. The data collection
took 2 nights in Yolo County, 3 nights in Orange County, and 5 nights in Alameda county.
The design was cross-sectional.

Sampling Frame—Locations

A. Locations included shelters and strests. Shelter sector was a ssmple of all shelters in 3
counties for homeless persons (in one county this included a YMCA that largely served
homeless persons). Exciuded were sheltors 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. Searches in selected blocks included search
of outside locations (parks, streets, freeway underpasses, beaches, churchyards, etc.), public
asreas with night-time access (bus and train depots, parking garages, all-night eateries, etc.),
abandoned buildings, and vshicles.

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

B.-C. For the sheiter stratum, the sampling frame was all shelters in the county. Shelters were
selected with probability proportionat to the number of persons given beds in that
sheiter on a typical night. Among shelters that were not selected, an enumeration of
residents on the night of the survey in thst community was obtsined. Thus, the
enumeration of homeless persons in the sheiter sector was a complete enumeration.
Within shelters, adults (persons were screened and those under 18 were not inter-
viewed) were randomly selected for an interview (although we attempted to interview a
fixed number of adults in each sheiter within counties, the actual number selected varied
somewhat.}
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In Orange County, 6 of the county’s 16 shaltars were sslected, representing 230 of the 423
persons in sheiters, and 45 persons were interviewed. In Alsmeda county, 5 of 13 shelters were
selected, representing 180 of 305 sheitered individuals, and 70 persons were interviewed. And
in Yolo County, both of the two county shelters, housing 6 persons st the time of the survey,
were selected, and all 6 were interviewed.

For the street stratum, we used a stratifisd multi-stage sampling strategy. At the first stage,
census tracts were sampled, and at the second stage, census blocks. All selected blocks were
thoroughly searched, and counts were madv of persons who were dsisrmined (by a screener)
to be homeless, as well as of persons whose homeless status could not be determined. Those
who were homeless and at least 18 years old were asked to participste in the survey. in a fow
searched blocks, too many individusis 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 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, generslly police officers who patrolled the
areas at night. Tracts and blocks believed by the experts to contsin 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 (bstween 4 and 15 persons) were randomiy
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 3B of 65 low estimste blocks
(1-3 persons) were selected.

In Alameds County, expert opinions suggested that the areas inhsbited by homeless
individuals st night were somewhat dispersed. Thus, tracts were initially stratified by whether
homeless persons were “likely” to be found, or whether 8 homeless persons would “possibly”
be found. All of the 41 census tracts classified as “likely” were selectsd, as well s 13 of 116
census tracts classified as “possibly.” Within the selected tracts, all blocks thought to contain
any homeless persons (s total of 272) were selected.

In Yolo County, experts mentioned only 8 census tracts in which homeless individuals might
be found at night. Within sach of these tracts, ali 31 blocks thought to contain homeless persons
were searched. The Yolo County street enumeration was therefore s complete census of
relevant areas as identified by local experts.

We did not estimate a range of uncertainty in homeless population size due to sampling
error. Sampling error could rasult in & substantial range of uncertainty only in the Orange
County strest sample, and, to s lessor extent, in the enumeration of the Alameds County street
sampile.

D. Biases

Seasonal variation. We cannot estimate from our dats whether the size of the homeless
populstion 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 litersl homelessness (for example, institutionalized with no permanent place to go when
departing institution, or those doubled up with friends or family). We attempted to make an
adjustment in our estimates of population size for the temporarily housed. However, this
adjustment rests upon the assumption that thoss surveyed are just as likely to be temporarily
housed on any given night than those who were, in fact, temporarily housed on the night of the
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Failure to count all homsiess. We may have failed to count all the people literslly homeless
at the time of the survay, for two rsssons. First, we may not have found some of the homeless
who were actuslly in the sampled blocks. However, we believe this was not a serious limitation
because of the thoroughness with wnich the sampled blocks were searched. Second, we did

mwmmdﬂmmhﬁnwmﬁmhﬂomﬂn msy hsve led to substantial
undarsstimates. As a check on the ressonsbleness of eliminating these zero-sstimate tracts
from our sample and snumeration, we searched 17 blocks in 7 zero-estimate census tracts in
Alameds County. We found one homeless person in one of these blocks, and snother
individual in another block who could not be positivsly identified as homeless. Athough not a
lsrge enough sample of zero blocks to make a reliable estimate of the numbers of homeless
persons in these areas, if we assume that this psttem is typical for other zoro-estimate aress,
omission of them from our sampling frame resulted in underestimates of 13 to 22 percent in
Alamada County.

Absence of longitudinal information. Although we estimated the number of homeless
persons in these counties over the course of a yesr, s well a8 on a given night, these estimetes
assume that the size of the homeless populstions in these sress is 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 time,

E. There was no oversampling of specis! subgroups.

Sampling—Respondent Selection

A. In shelters, an approximstely fixed number of persons were randomly sampled from bed
lists using a random number table, The number actuslly intervieswed 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 18, they were replaced. On the streets,
everyone was salected except on a few blocks with large numbers of persons. in that case,
a random number tabls was used which randomly selected respondents who had first
been ordered spatislly. The number of persons interviewed was based on an sssessment
of the number of interviews that could be complsted with avasilable staff and time.

Scresning surveys were conducted with sampled respondents. The scresner deter-
mined age (since those under 18 were not interviewed). if respondents were sampied in
the shelter stratum, they were assumed to be homeless. if they were sampled in the street
stratum, and they were sleeping, or clesrly prepared to slesp (for exsmple, had bedding
with them), they were also assumed to be homeless. Other persons in the street stratum
were scresned to detarmine whether they were homeless, using a series of 3 questions. If
respondents ssid that: 1) they did not have 8 home; or 2) that they considered their home
to be 8 public place, s shelter, the strests, an sbandoned building, a vehicle, or a
campground; or that 3) there was at least 1 night in the 1sst 30 in which they had to sieep
in 8 car, the street, & shelter, etc., then they were considered homeless.

Screening procedures were not validsted.
B. Respondents were spprosched by interviewers.

C. The screener was explained as a survey on housing. if the respondent was eligible, ha/she
was invited to answer umequuﬁcmlhoutmdrphmcﬂ and mental health and their use
of programs and services. it was explained that the survey would help the state and county
improve services for people who sometimes don't have regular homes.

D. Respondents were paid $1 for the scresner and $3 for the survey. (Note: the screener took
1-5 minutes and the survey sveraged 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. Soms homeless persons,
of course, may have been missed in spite of a thorough search of sslected blocks, if they were
well-hidden. As noted above, | 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 aress of the
county that were not frequented by the homeless persons or in which experts had not noticed
homeless persons—waere not included. These tend to be the more rural and suburban areas of
the counties. The study slso missad paople who were not literally homeless on the night of the
survey. For example, those in SROs, staying with friends, institutionalized, etc.

Woeighting and Estimation

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

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

Weights were also used for the estimates of populstion size. In this case, since there was a
complete enumeration in the shelter sector, and in the Yolo county street sector, weights were
only used in the Orange and Alameda County strest sectors. The numbsr of persons counted
in each block was weighted by the inverse of the probability of selecting the tract at stage 1
multiplied by 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 &
given community on & single night.

D. No corrections were made for nonresponse in snalyses of survey data. Response rates
were high (82% in shelters and 81% in strests), and as a result serious biss 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, interviswers made judgements sbout whether the person was
“definitely homeless” “maybe homeless” or “definitely not homeless.” Estimates of the
populstion size included counts of the “definitely homeless,” a:1d were made with and without
including the “maybe homeless.”

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

F. Our point prevalence estimate (the number of homeless persons on 8 given night in each
of the counties) was the weighted count of all individusls 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 & relative’s or friend’s homs or apartment, In jsil,
in a hospitsl) in the past month. From this we calculsted 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
lest time a respondent was homed (that is, had their own room, apartment, or house: lived in
8 home with family, friends, or caretakers; or stayed in a hospital, treatment facility, or board
and care home) for at lsast 30 continuous days. Using this information, we estimated the
number of continuously homeless individuals over the course of a year by taking the proportion
of surveyed homeless persons who reported being continuously homeless during the past yaar
and multiplying this by the point prevalence of homeless persons in esch 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 &
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 who were 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.

l. The sample of surveyed homeless was designed to be generalizable to the adult homeless
populstions 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 snd the Homeless. Questionnaires snd analytic
methods were developed by Dr. James and Dr. Lauras Appelbaum, Fisidwork was directed by
Krasnie-vski, then of the Adams County Department of Social Services. Jsmes again was the
principal investigator and directed the anslysis of the results. This study received funding from
the Denver Department of Social Services, the Colorado Trust, and the Colorado Housing
Finance Agency. Contributions of staff time were made by the Adams County Department of
Socisl Services.

Ne fieldwork was contracted out in either study.
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C. The initial, 1988 study was done principally to provide baseline counts and characteristics
of the state’s homaless population. Study methods and definitions of homeles ness were
devsioped 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 siike. Subsequent to the survey, Governor Roy
Romer convened a Governor’s Task Force on the Homeless which relied on the study for
its analysis of the prevalence of homelessness in the stats, and of the needs of the
homeless.

The second, 1920 study was done under the aegis of the Colorado Coordinating Council for
Housing and the Homeless, @ new organization established by Romer as a result of the
recommendations of the Task Force. The 1880 study was intended to:

e update the 1988 research, and document trends in homelessness;

e 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:
e graduate students of the University of Colorado at Denver;

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

e 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 sxpected.

Interviewers worked in teams. The size of the team depended on the expected humbers of
interviews to be done in a place. Interviews on the streets, in abandoned buildings, etc., were
done by teams of homeless persons, voluntesrs 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 separste estimates of
the prevalence of homelessness for the Denver metro ares (excluding Boulder), and for the
rest of the state,

G. Both studies were designed to provide cross-section data on the prevalence of homeless-
ness. Fieldwork occured over approximately & week in both studies. For the 1988 study,
the initial fieldwork was done early in April. Supplemental fisldwork 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. f‘ ~
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Sampling Frame—Locations

A. The anslytic 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 aiso required estimates of patterns of soupline use by two
sub-groups of the homeless—persons sleeping “on the streets,” under bridges, in
abandoned buildings, etc.; and persons in emergency and transitions! 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 sheiters for the homeless,

Overnight/residential shelters: The 1888 survey included interviews in five homeless
shaiters in the Denver metro area, and nine in the rest of the state. The 1990 survey was done
at nine sheiters 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 hesith clinic and day sheiters.

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

Conventionsl dwelling units: No interviews were done in conventiona! dwaelling units, unless
they were part of a shelter program for the homeless.

B. In both 1888 and 1990, staff of the Colorado Coalition for the Homeiess developed
complete inventories of all sheiters and soupfines 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
wesk.

C. Probability ssmpling 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 selacted 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 s cross section of the known sleeping places of the homeless.

D. Two significant groups of the homeless sre underrepresented:

1. homeiess youth: homeless youth do not make much yse of services for the homeless.
Neither do they sieep in the same places on the streets as are frequented by the adu®
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. 6 6
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Sampling—Respondent Selection

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

Screening procedures: No screening procedurss were used in the 1888 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 1890 survey, respondents were
excluded from detailed questioning if they reported that they had 8 permanent residence of
their own.

No special efforts were made to validate the screening r estions.

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

C. The research was presented as a University of Colorado resesrch 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 awsre of biases caused by these procedures.
it may be that the use of persons reiated to the facility added greater honesty to responses
by the homsiess, as the homeless respondents were known to the interviewers. Most
shelters have intake forms asking questions similar to those asked in the study. Homeless
interviewsrs may have some rappont with respondents that other groups of interviewers
lack.

Finding the Hidden Homeless

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

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

This Istter group included persons coming out of jail, hospitals or detox facilities, as well ss
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 charactaristics of the first group—sheiter users—was 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 interviesws with sheiter residents at shelters, souplines, and other
places. The interviews were used to sscertsin the proportion of shelter users who were
homeless, as well as the characteristics of homeless shelter users. In 1888, estimates of
numbers of homeless sheiter users were based on estimates of numbers of soupline users
spending the night in sheiters, snd on the basis of patterns of soupline use by shelter residents.
Estimates of oversll 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 snd characteristics of the second group-—street persons— were estimatsd 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 souplinquvim with persons on the
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strests were used to determine the proportion of such persons using souplines. The overall
number of strest parsons 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. Inthe 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 dats, respondents in both surveys were weighted by the
inverse of the ssmpling ratios in the two surveys. in both 1988 and 1980, estimates of
numbers of soupline users invoived determining a complete count of soupline meals
given out on s day during the study period, and the aversge numbers of soupline meals
consumed per day by soupline users. In 1988 and 19980, determinstion 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 1888, the same genersl procedure was used to estimate the homeless population in
shelters. In 1990, an inventory was made of all parsons sheltered on a day during the
study period. The overall homeless population in shelters was estimated as the number
of sheitered persons, times the proportion of persons in sheiters who were homeless.

Estimates of nhumbers of homeless children were based on reports by homeless aduits 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 interviswsd. Parents were asked about the number and situations of
their children. Estimates of nhumbers of homeless chiidren were thus based on reports of
parents.

One major weskness 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 notincluded adequately. Neither are “other” homeless
persons not “on the strest” or in shelters, who do not use souplines.
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Standard errors and variances have not been caiculated for the estimates, though there do
not appear to be any theoretics! barriers to doing so.

J. Not spplicable.

Other

Two definitions of homelessnsss have been used in the Colorado research. The first
definition—developed for the 1881 resesrch—is the lack of a permanent residence of one’s
own, combined with staying overnight “on the ctreets” or in a shalter for the homeless, or with
using souplines. The second and more restrictive definition was the lack of 8 permanent
residence, also in combination with the other criteris. The second is similer to that used in the
Stuart B. McKinney Act. The first includes some persons using souplines, who live in the
residence of frisnds 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 1980 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 THE CENSUS
responses prepared by Annetta Clerk

Basics
A. When was the study done (year, month)? March 1980

B. Who did the study?
Princips! investigator/Director? Barbara Everitt Bryant

Organizsational Auspices? U.S. Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce
Were interviews contracted out to a8 survey research orgenization? 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, 1980. Special procedures had to be developed to
reach those persons who were not covered by regulsr Census Bureau procedures for
households or parsons in group quarters. The Shelter and Street Night (S-Night) operation was
developed to count selected components of the homeless population st pre-identified
locations. For this operation, the Census Buresu did not define “homeless,” but rather counted
peopie found in locstions where homeless persons were known to congregate.

D. Who conducted the actuai interviews (2.5, 1iuinelass people, socis! services staff, trained
interviewers hired by 8 survey ressarch organizstion, etc.)? Did they do the interviews 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 familisr with the homeless
popuiation, as mwch as possible. interviewing was done in enumerstor teams consisting of two
or more persons depending on the location. Large shelters used more than one enumerator
tesm as necessary. (, Q
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E. What kind of training did interviewers receive? How long did it Iast? Did it include practice
interviews? At sites similar to those to be encountered in the survey itself?

S-Night snumerator training was done in two phases. The first phase covered enumeration
of sheiters, subsidized units at motels and hotels, and low-cost motels and was about six hours
long. The second phase covered the snumeration of street locations, commerce places and
abandoned buildings and was sbout six hours long. Training for S-Night crew leaders (crew
lsaders 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 intervisws at the pre-identified sites.

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

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

G. What was the time period of data collection (one night, over a week’s time, over a8 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 estima*s)? Was it intended as a crosssectional 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/moteis 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 B: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 Frame—Locsations
A. What locations were included?

The S-Night operation was conducted nationwide. S-Night sites inciuded all pre-identified
emergency sheiters (public ana private), absndoned buildings, street locations where the
“homeiess” tend to sleep at night and commerce places (such as train stations and bus depots.)
Local officisls and local providers worked with the Census Buresu to identify these sites.

Overnight/residential institutions
Sheiter-type institutions (shelters, domestic violence shelters, subsidized temporary
hotei/motel/apartment, e.g., voucher programs, but not permsnent subsidized housing
such as Section 8, and runaway and homeless youth centers)

70



The Cencus Bureau worked closely with local officisis, local providers and the homeless
to pre-identify all public and private smergency shelters (both permanent and tempo-
rary) with sieeping facilities in their area. This included such places as hotels/motels
costing $12.00 or less (regardiess of whether the persons considered themseives to be
homeless or the length of their stay), pre-identified rooms in hotels/motels used for
homeiess persons and families, runaway/homeless youth shelters, shelters for abused
women, YMCAs and YWCAs, Ssivation Army shelters and missions.

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

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

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, 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 (regardiess if short-term or long-term
occupant).

- Hotels/motels which accepted vouchers.
- Rooms in hoteis/motels designated for the homeless.
- Rooms designated for homeless at the YMCA or YWCA.

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

These locations (except for SROs) were enumersted during regulsr census
operations and will not be included in the count of persons enumersted during

S-Night.

Are jong-standing institutions for people dispisced 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.9., emergency shelters/group
homes which provide temporary slesping facilities for juveniles) were included.
Displaced earthquake victims, unless staying in the pre-identified shelters, were
not included in the S-Night operation but they were counted during the regular
census operations. It is possible for data users to ¢.: » separate count of such
persons.

What about hospitsis housing “boarder babies'?

Boarder babies are included in the category “Wards in General end Military
Hospitals for patients who hsve no usual home elsewhere.” They are not
identified as a separate group.

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

No, nnly residential institutions with sleeping facilities were included in S-Night and in the
regular census operstions.
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Non-institutiona! locations
Streets, parks, transportation depots, sbandoned 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, sirports,
bus depots, subway stations, sli-night movie theatres and restaurants, emergency hospitsl
waiting rooms and other similar predesignated sites.

Conventions! dwelling units
To identify and count the “doubled-up” populstion, however defined.

Persons or families who are “doubled-up” were esnumerated in regular census operations,
not the S-Night operstion. These persons will not be included in the S-Night count. The
Census Bureau will provide tsbulations of all housing units with more than one relsted
family or with unrelsted 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 spplicable.

Sampling—Respondent 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. Enumerstors were to conduct complete interviews for all persons living/sleep-
ing/staying at the S-Night site. Staff who worked st the S-Night site (e.g., sheiters,
commerce places, hotels, etc.} but did not live there were not enumerated as part of
S-Night. For shelters, ssmple data were collected for every sixth person. A fixed skip
interval was used to determine which individual would require s long-form individual
Census Report (ICR). Enumerators selected a random start between one snd six to
determine which line to begin listing the respondent’s name and person number in the
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sampling registers, If s person’s name was listad on the darker gray line, a long form ICR
for that person was required.

Respondents were listed and interviswed through several systematic methods appro-
priste to the facility settings floor by floor; room by room; individuals would get
counted as they passed through s meal line or residents were required to report in a
dining roomvrecreation room to be counted by census enumerstors 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 eontribution &
criterion—ae.g., if s 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 exc/uded a potentisl respondent from the study as not homeless?)

No criteria was used to screen if a potential respondent was reslly homeless. S-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 stsff members who were working and lived
somewhere eise. At street locations, persons in uniform or engaged in money making
activities were not enumerated.

Were the screening procedures validated in sny 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 (interviswer? escort (what type—off-
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 incohsrent, enumerators filled out the ICR by observation and did not awake or
approech 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 snd inthe
presence of the working staff and other residsnts of the shelter. Enumeration at hotels/motels
and street locations were usually done in the presence of other enumerstors. interviewing may
siso 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 rese:-ch explsined?

Enumerators explasined the importance of counting everyone in the census, including the
homeless. They explsined that the dsta 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 ares will aid in obtaining funding for progrsms to help house the
homeless. The enumerators alsc sssured respondents that answers were confidentisl snd
could only be seen by sworn Census employees.

D. Waere they psid? How much? How was this explained?
Respondents were not paid.
E. Did screening or interviewing occur within the hearing of other homeless people, facility

stsff, or someone else? if yes, how might this have affected either agreement to participste
in the study or answers to particular questions? 7 3



Yes, interviewing may have occuired within hearing of other homele.ss peopile, 7acility staff,
and others. Enumerstors made an effort to interview privately as much as possibie. We are not
sure how answers might have been affscted if parsons overheard an interview.

Finding the “Hidden Homeless”

Phase two of the S-Night operation was the enumeration of pre identifiad street jocations
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 sheliters
would have the opportunity to be counted. All visible persons found st the pre-identified strest
locations and commerce places were counted sither 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, and race data. If the respcndent did not want to participate, the enumerator would
count the person and compiste 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?

N2, the S-Night operation was conducted nationwide. Sampling was not usad.
B. Describe those used. Please include mathematical expressions/formulae.

Not applicable.

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
thsn one facility of a type (e.g., eats at two different soup kitchens in & day); (3) use of one
or more types of facilities aithough found and interviswed “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.

- plsnned to minimize duplicate esnumerations 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 strest phase. The
abandoned building phase occurred sfter the stiest 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 effects on the fina! 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 enumerstors to enter the shelter, shumer-
ators returned to the sheiter 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 esnumerated the sheiter
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 8 period of more than one day (e.g.,
Ur'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? Piease describe.
No.

G. What are the probable effects of weighting procedures, corrections and adjustmerits 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/dats collection and in the
counts?

A separate ICR was completed for each child in both phases of S-Night. In the sheiter
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 gge of 15 with them.

. To what universe, If any, is sample generslizable? What populstion or subpopulations are
estimated? Could standsrd efrors be computed? Were they computed, or was any other
estimation of variance computed? What were the results?

Sampling of sites was not conducted. The 1980 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 METROPOLITAN DRUG STUDY (DC*MADS):
HOMELESS AND TRANSIENT POPULATION STUDY
responses prepared by Michael Dennis
Basics

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, 1980. The sampling frames are currently being constructed and tested.
Assuming OMB approval by Janusry 2, 1981, at the latest, the study will be in the field from
February through May of 1891. The data will be edited, double keyed, and checked between
March 1891 and September 1991. it will be analyzed in the following year snd incorporated into
the final report for DC*MADS that is due in September 1992, 7 5



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

Dr. Robert M. Bray is the Principal Investigator for DC*MADS, snd Dr. Michael L. Dennis is
the Study Director for the Homeless and Transient Populstion Study. Dr. Dennis receives
sampling and statistical support from Dr. Ronaldo lschan and field support from Jutta
Thormnberry. DC*MADS has been funded by NIDA and is being conducted under contract by
RTI, Westat, Birch & Davis, and Johnson, Bassin, & Shaw. The Homeless and Transient
Population Study is being conducted entirely by RTI staff and interviewers.

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

For aimost two decades, the National institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) has relied on a series
of housshoid and hospitsl surveys to monitor substance abuse in America. Although this
stratsgy has been useful as a general barometer nf drug use, concern has increased that it
underrepresents several subpopulations who are more likely to be adverssly affected by
substance abuse. These populations include schoo! dropouts, adult and juvenile criminal
offenders, institutionslized persons, drug abuse treatment clients, pregnant drug sbusers, and
most notably the homeless populstion.

NIDA has contracted with the Research Triangle Institute (RTI) to conduct a series of 16
comprehensive studies under the umbrelia of a single research study. This effort, called the DC
Metropolitan Area Drug Study (DC*MADS), is an sttempt to collect data about drug sbuse from
all of these subpopulations and the household populstion during the same year in one
metropolitan ares. The purpose of the study is to better understand drug sbuse across these
populations, its extent, and its effect on the community. The study will siso look at the role of
drug abuse trestment, primary care, mental health treatment, and emergency sheiter programs
in sddressing the problems reported by respondents. To the extent that it is successful,
DC*MADS will also be used as 8 modsl to collect similar dsta in other metropolitan areas.

The Homeless and Transient Population Study will exsmine the prevalence, incidence, and
consequences of drug use in the homeless populstion. 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 Aduits, 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 ili people and with data
from the 1881 NHSDA DC overssmple and the Institutionalized Study to estimate metropolitan-
wide incidence and prevalence. The Homsless and Transient Population Study Questionnsire
will include a section on interpopulation domain movement thst will help us interpret
movement between the subpopulations of the various studies and the time at-risk in each
condition.

This study will siso be comparsble to several other studies outside of the DC*MADS
umbrelis; these include the 1880 U.S. Census, 8 recent study of drug use among DC shelter
residents, the NIAAA/NIDA McKinney Demonstration Projects for homeless alcoholics and drug
abusers, the NIDA/NIAAA minimum clisnt data set, and an ADAMHA/HRSA evaluation of efforts
to link primary care and drug sbuse treatment. In each case, these other studies will be used tc
improve the interpretation of the Homeless and Transient Study snd to place its results into a
broader context.

D. Who conducted the actual interviews (e.9., homeless people, socisl services stsff, 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 toams. The interviewers will be paid by RTI
snd will be recruited from people who have either been homeless or worked closely with
people who are homeiess (e.g., outreach workers, shelter workers). interviews will be con-
ducted individually uniess the respondent requests otherwise.
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E. Whatkind of training did interviewers receive? How long did it last? Did it include practice
intervisws? 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 ili, intoxicated, cognitively impsired), and the security staff. There will aiso be smaller
refresher training courses as needed to address changes and staff turnover. The course will
provide an opportunity to: rols play interviewers; review and practice procedures for approach-
ing homeless people; review and practice procsdures 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 tsking 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
sweeps; actual street interviews (if possible); sheiter sampling; and actual shelter interviewing.
The advance scouting will occur on the day bsfore 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 sre cognitively impaired sither 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 interviswer 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 interviews and the respondents. Several steps will be taken to ensure the safety of both the
respondents and the interviewers. These include the use of security planning and training,
security personnel, and security equipment and field procedures. Examples of these proce-
dures include (a) invoiving local community leaders and police in the planning process; (b)
conducting interviews during dusk- -a period of slightly lighter skies and low crime; (c)
geographically clustering interviewers on any given night; (d) invoiving local lsw enforcement
officers in planing, training, and monitoring implementation; (e) using modular telephones; (f)
using mini fog horns; and (g) using peopie who have been homeless or worked extensively
with homeless people. For both ethical and security reasons, we will also avoid waking people
who are asiesp when first approsched. It should be noted, however, thst on March 20, 1990,
the Buresu of the Census sent over 18,000 enumerators to over 10,000 sheiters and 24,000
blocks with only one incident—a watch was stolen (personal communicstion with Cynthia
Taeuber, August 14, 1980).

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

This study covers the entire District of Columbias metropolitan area ss defined by the U.S,
Bureau of the Census. This area includes 16 municipslities in the District of Columbia, Maryland
(Charies Co., Frederick Co., Montgomery Co., and Calvert Co.), and Virginia (Ariington Co., City
of Alexandria, Fairfax City, Fairfax Co., Loudoun Co., Prince William Co., Stafford Co., Manassas
City, Manassas Park City, and Falis Church City). All shelters, census tracks, and census blocks
in these area have a chance of being in the geographic sample. Any sheiter 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 ssmpled blocks,
only domiciles, areas of criminsl activity, closed business establishments, and locked areas will
be exciuded from screening for the street ssmple. Exhibit 1 shows the population, number of
shelters, number of census tracts snd expected density of tracts for each municipality.

o
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G. What was the time period of data collection (one night, over a wesk’s time, over a month’s
time, what)? How does the time period of dats collsction relate to the time period the
estimste covers (e.9., 1-night or 7-day estimate)? Was it intended as a cross-sectional or

longitudinal survey?

The sampling plans are based on a data coliection period from February through May of
1991. They invoive a temporsl sample size of 64 days over the 4-month dats collection period
&t a rate of 4 days per week. The sample will have two companents salected from a shelter
ssmple frame and a separate street sample frame. Each of the two sample components will be
selected as two independent seasonal ssmples, one for the winter (February/March) and the
other for the spring (Apri/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, 1980, 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 s 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 ti:e interview before.

Sampling Frame—Locations
A. What locations were included?

The population of inference, defined at a given point in time, consists of individuals who
usually lsck a domicile or who lacked access to their usus! domicile on the night previous to the
survey. This populstion includes both literally homeless people and many who are pracariously
housed. The Homeless and Transient Population Study hss a shelter and street sampling frame
and will aiso draw on data from the other DC*MADS studies. The sheiter sampling frame
includes private and public smergency shelters, including homes for runaways, homes for
domestic violence victims, and subsidized emergency housing in moteis or apartments (but not
Section 8 housing).

Nonsheiter and gray sres 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 (s substudy of the Young Adults Study)
will include dormitories, single room occupancy (SRO), und hotel rooms psid 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 nonresidentisl institutions, including women giving birth in area hospitals,
new drug treatment clients, recent school dropouts, recent criminal offenders, and ares school
children. In the Homeless and Transient Population Study, we will aiso be asking sbout the
utilization of emergency housing, soup kitchens, outreach programs (e.g., health care for
homeless persons), drug trestment, primary care treatment, mental hesith treatment, and
entitiement programs.

The street frame includes the streets, parks, transportation depots, sbandoned buildings,
parked cars, parts of highway or public transportstion systems, parking gsrages, railroad
boxcars, fislds, 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 sieep.
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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 dats can be combined with DC*MADS.

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

There are four types of frames: the tamporal frame, the sheiter frame, the client frame, and
the geographic frame. The temporal frame is a 16- week period centered on April 1, 1991. The
sheiter sample frams is baued on initial lists of facilities with overnight bed capacity that were
developed by the Interfaith Conference in 1988 and the Mstropolitan 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 sgencies they identified as offering or coordinating emergency sheliter. 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 facilitiss. The client frames sre based on a
facility roster. In most cases, it is the intake roster, sithough in motels and apartments it is the
registrar and & 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 64 days at a rate of 4 per week and 32 per season. The
sheiter sample will consist of 96 shelters stratified by sesson 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 sliocated
proportional to size and constant sampling within strats. 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 sssigned to the days within the season at a rate of 9 per
day. The client samples will consist of 480 shelter interviews and 269 expectsd street
interviews. The shelter respondents will be selected based on systsmatic samples from the
facility’s roster following & random start. Peopie encountered on the strest between 4:00 and
5:30 am on the sampled moming will be scrasned and, if appropriste, interviewed; however,
people engaged in ilisgal activities (e.g., prostitution, bresking 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 ths results
would generalize to every metropolitan ares. it does nonstheless represent s considerable
range of urbsn and rural environments and service systems. Within the DC ares, the study
covers most of the homeless populstion very well. The design is probably weakest in terms of
covering the rursl homeless snd people doubled-up in regular dwellings.

E. Wass any sttempt made to oversample any populstion (e.g., women, minority populations)?

No, but the planned sample sizes sre sufficient to look at prevalence rates s low as 1
pureent with @ 50 percent relative standard error. These are sufficient to fook at major
subgro:ips.

Sampling—Respondent Selection
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A. How were individuals selected at each site? ‘
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Individuals in shelters and emergency facilities will be sampled from one of three types of
rosters: 2. intake roster, a bed roster, or 8 room roster. intake rosters are commonly used in
lsrge and temporary facilities. Clients will be sampled from them at a fixed rate after a random
start. if necessary, interviswsrs will retumn in the morning to interview people who came in late.
Bead rosters are often used in shelters with stable populstions and involve taking attendance
from beds or rooms that have been assigned to a particular resident. When this type of roster
is encountsred, s temporary intake roster will be generated for the ssmpled night, and clients
will be sampled from it 8s previously noted. Room rosters are commonly used in family ghelters
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 strest sample will be scresned to determine if they were
housed last night and if they have access to regular housing. Staying in regulsr 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 & regular basis.
People moving from place to place, who trade sex for shelter, or who have no reguiar housing
will be included.

The sheiter 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, sithough interviewers wiil be asked to makes observations about the
respondent’s dress and demeanor, and full counts will be maintained.

B. Howwere respondents approached? Who was present (interviewer? escort [what type —off-
duty police, another homeless person, etc.], staff of sheiter or other agency where
interviewing was occurring)?

Sheiter respondents will be approached first by shelter staff and then by the interview
team. The Iatter includes interviewers who have either besn homeless or worked closely with
people who are homeless. Street respondents will be approached directly by the interview
team. The interviewsrs will spproach respondents loudly to avoid startling them. If 8 potential
respondent is asleep when approsched, the interviswers will back off and wait for him or her
to wake up.

C. How was the resesrch explained?

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

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

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

E. Did screening or interviswing occur within the hearing of other homeless people, facility
staff, or someone eise? if yes, how might this have sffected either agresment to participate
in the study or answers to particular questions?

Prior arrangements with the shelter operators will be sought to provide a private room or
setting for the intorviews. 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. 80
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Finding the “Hidden Homeless”

Between 4:00 and 5:30 am, sttempts will be made to identify sny person in publicly
accessible areas in the sampled blocks. This includes public facilities, campgrounds, aban-
doned buildings, and absndoned cars. People with outreach experisnce will be used as
interviewers in the street component to identify as many hiding places as posaibie. Peopls who
are moving in and out of institutions, who are in trestment or correctiona’ institutions, and who
are living with others will be sought through the other DC*MADS studies.

Waeighting and Estimation Procedures
A. Were any used? If not, why not?
Waeights will be used to provide estimates for the metropolitan area.
B. Describe those used. Please include mathsmatical expressions/formulae.

Weighting will include sampling weights and nonresponse/eligibility adjustments com-
Puted separately for cach 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 st two different soup kitchens in 8 day); (3) use of one
or more types of facilities although found and interviewsd “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 sdjustments 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
dste of birth and mother's msiden name. Along with dsta 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-responss, of facilities (refusal tc 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 informstion to make such
corrections)?

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

E. Was any adjustment made for frequency of use over & period of more than one day (e.q.,
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)?

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

F. Did you make any other adjustments or corrections? Please describe.
Not yet.

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?

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 interviswed 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 populstion or subpopulations sre
estimated? Could standsrd errors be computed? Were they computed, or was any other
estimation of variance computed? What were the results?

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

J. Please describe sny specis! estimating techniques, if you used them (such ss capture-
recapture).

Capture-recspture has been limited in this area because of the need to estimate the
movement of people in and out of the homeless populstion—both 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.

§2
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FOREWORD

This report includes background information, resesrch 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 included in the sample, although, for
convenience of presentation, reference will often be made to shelters alone. Shelter managers
were cooperative and a 83 percant response rate was achieved.

This report presents the methodology of the survey. Westat provided the complete data set,
including final case weights, to HUD. Westat has slso 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 8 report prepared by
the Division of Policy Studies, the Office of Policy Development and Research st HUD. That
publication, A Report On The 1988 Nstional Survey of Shefters For The Homeless, was
published in March 1989 snd 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 consistad of telephone interviews with 8 sample of 205 operators of
shelters for the homeless in 65 statistically selectsd 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 sheiter providers in sampled cities were developed, and the
techniques used to prepare national estimates of the numbers of shelters and thsir capacity.

Resesarch 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 8 baseline, thus indicating the con.. xt into which the HUD McKinney programs were
entering. To obtain this information, s telephone survey was conducted, interviewing a national
ssmple of managers of homeless shelters and voucher programs. Information collected
included the operstional 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 gsthered data on funding sources (Federal,
state, local government, and private) and opersting organizations (public or privats).

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 sicohol/drug abuse.

No effort was made to estimate the numbers of homeless persons, but the survey did obtain
statistics on shelter capacities, occupancy and turnaway 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 sheiter or voucher program was
the manager or another person designated by the manager ss quaiified to respond. For the
sake of simplicity in this report, shelters and voucher programs will often be referred to simply
as shelters, with any expiicit references to one group or the other clearly specified. Calis were
placed primarily during normal working hours—9:00 AM to 5:00 PM, Monday through Friday.
Westat's Telephone Research Center is capable of calling at other times, and & few calls were
placed outside these hours as necessary.

Throughout the study, &8 premium was placed on rapid response. Immediately after the data
were collected and reviewed for quality, coders and key operators produced the slectronic data
file. Initisl edits and checks were conducted and prsliminary results obtained within two weeks
after the dats was collected. A more thoroughly cleaned and edited data set, including the
results of rather extensive dsta retrieval e~~~ was svailsbie sbout five weeks after the survey
was concluded.

Summary of Report Contents

This abridged report contains five sections. The six appendices included in the originsi
report have been deleted from this abridged version. The second section, “Sample Design,”
describes the sampling plan and weighting procedures. It explsins the two-stage sampling plsn
employed to select the 65 cities and counties and to select individual shelters or voucher
programs in those areas. 8 7
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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
finslired questionnaire, the problams encountered, and their resolution.

Section 4, “Sheiter Sempling Frame Déva!opmem..." 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 nationslly 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 1980 census
population of at least 25,000. if a county contained a city of 250,000 or more, the city was given
& 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 salection of the other 80 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 mesasure of size being the larger of
either one-fifth of the 1980 census population or the 1980 estimsted number of renters (number
of renter families from the 1980 census times 2.4 persons per housshold). 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 sheiters 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 sheiters 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 sheiters and voucher programs in sl counties larger than 25,000.
Our 65 sampled PSUs contasined 1,509 shelters and programs out of & national estimate of
4,781. Shelters used exclusively for runaways or juvenile delinquents were excluded from the
above computations.

From the 1,508 shelters and voucher programs identified in these 65 PSUs, a sample of 292
was chosen. The local experts consulted in compiling the lists of sheiters and programs
provided estimates of 1he capacity of most facilities. The 23 shelters estimated to have
capacities grester than 300 and the 11 voucher programs serving grester than 100 were chosen
with certsinty. The remaining shelters and voucher programs were sorted separately by
estimated capacity within PSU. Separate strats were also crested 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 sach 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 chossn with certainty and that
the remaining 59 sampled PSUs had selection probabilities less than one. Tsble 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

Region
Type of PSU
East South N. Cantra! West
Certainty 2 1 1 2
Noncertainty 12 21 14 12

As mentioned earlier, there were four second stage noncertainty sampling strats: shelters
and voucher programs of known and unknown capacity. Sample sizes we-e aliocated to the
four strata in proportion to their total estimated capacity. To estimate the total capacity for the
two strsts with unknown sized facilities, 8 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 sheiters 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 sheiters and voucher programs,
respectively. Table 2 shows the regional distribution of sampled facilities by strata.

Table 2. Number of sampled ghelters by region and strats

Strstum Region

Shehtsr/Voucher Size Esst South N. Centraj West

Sheltars Certaimy 1% 4 1 6
Shefters 1-300 72 k) 42 (x|
Shelters Unknown 6 16 e ]
Vouchers Certeinty 1 - 2 3
Vouchers 1-100 1 1 . -
Vouchers Unknown 3 - 1 2

When the sampled sheiters of unknown size were weighted by their inverse probability of
selection estimated from the sitbsample of the frame, it became obvious that the estimates
would be subject to large sampling errors. This was s result of the frame deficiency that caused
very large and very smali sheiters to be colls. ed into one “unknown size” stratum. To reduce
this source of variation, it was decided to atter .t to contact all of the .30 non-sampled shelters
of unknown size on the frame from the 65 PSJs *» 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 284 (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 186 sheiters was asked for its
bed and cot capacity as 8 measure of size. This corresponds with question number 6 on the
sifvey questionnaire. 89



We considered latting the 16 completed shelter interviews from this stratum represent the
responses we could have obtained from a census of the 202 (186 + 18) such shelters in the 65
PSUs. Only one of the 16 came from 8 certainty PSU. The size of that sheiter (variable Number
6), was also aimost 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-sampied ghelters in that
stratum that came from certainty PSUs. The 89 shaiters from the certainty PSUs had a total size
of 16,868 (ranging from 2 to 1,815) with the one sampled sheiter having a size of 540 beds and
cots. Thus, this shelter was given a weight of 16,868/540=31.2.

The 113 (88 + 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 sheitars were: 52, 33, and 28. Nine of the sampled shelters were
included in the first stratum, three in the second, and thiee in the third. The 52 shelters in the
first stratum had a total weighted (first-stage PSU weight) capacity of 6,065.8. The 8 included in
the sample had an unweighted total capacity of 132 yielding a final weight of 6,065.8/132 = 46.0
for each of the nine. Similarly the final weights for the other two strata are 89.8 and 120.0 for
mid-sized and larger sheiters, respectively. 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:

7vpe of Respondent Weight
Certainty shelter or voucher program from certainty PSU 1.0
Cetainty sheiter or voucher program from noncertainty PSUPSU Weight 7.1
101-300 capacity sheiter

1-100 capacity sheiter 14.2
“Unknown size shelter” Certainty PSU 31.2
“Unknown size shelter” non-certainty PSU, 1 to 25 46.0
“Unknown size shiniter” 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 normrcertainty strats, estimates of the out-of-scope rate were
computed from the second stage noncertainty sample for the com! "1ed 59 noncertainty PSUs.
These rates were then applied to the frame counts in each of these PSUs to provide estiinates
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 sheiters 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 PSUs by certainty status and region

PSU Mfoﬂ
Certainty North
Sutus East - South  Central West Total Percent
Certainty 22 93 108 188 787 52
Noncertainty 207 185 141 209 722 48
TOTAL 629 258 247 375 1,509 100

Data collected from this survey can be used to compare characteristics of shelters that were
opensd at different times. (For example, are newer sheiters more or less likely to be run by
religious organizations?) Such comperisons internsl to the survey can be made in a straight-
forward manner. Comparisons betwesn these dsta and others collected in separate surveys are
not so straightforward. in sddition 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 varisnces 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 psiring PSUs in the order they were sorted for their first stage selection (census
region, city/[remainder of] county, and size). Separate certainty and non-certainty PSU varisnce
componsnts were then computed for each variable. The variance of an estiniate 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 in that variance stratum were
adjusted to compensate for the dropped PSU. All shelters from the certainty PSUs were
included in each of the 30 replicates. The variability of the estimates across the 30 replicates
was than used to calculate the non-certainty variance component.

There were 21 non-certsinty sheiters sampled from the five certainty PSUs (New York City,
Chicago, Los Angeles, Philadeiphia, and Houston). These were sorted by size within PSUJ, and
the PSUs were sorted using the same factors as noncertainty PSUs. Seven subsamples were
then taken by selecting svery seventh shelter (1, 8, 15; 2, 9, 16; etc.}. In each of seven replicates
one of these subsamplies was dropped, with the weights of the remaining 18 sheiters infisted
to adjust for those that were dropped. All sheiters from the other 6C PSUs sre included in the
estimates for each of these ssven replicates. The varisbility of the estimates across the seven
replicates was then used to calculste the certainty variance component.

QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

introduction

Waestat designed the questionnaire to incorporate questions provided by HUD. Soms 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 delsted with the
primary goal of meeting current informational needs. The instrument was kept as concise ss
possible, keeping in mind that many sheiter managers are very busy. An effort was made to
keep the questionnaire siraple enough so that minimal refergT to records would be required.



The 1884 survey had included shelters only, but the current study sttemptec to include
voucher and contract programs as well. Since voucher programs were t~ be inciuged in the
survey, saveral questions were addressed solely to those programs, and s few others were
appropriste only for shelters. A sscond 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 gro:.ps:

Shelter Occupancy/Capacity;

Shelter Characteristics;

User Characteristics;

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 o recollections. One interesting observation made by interview-
ers at the debriefing session wa. that there appeared to be a positive correlation bstween
providing a broad range of servic 's and maintaining records on the characteristics of those
served. Similsrly, informal observation suggested s negative correlstion betwsen shelter size
and maintenance of records on those served. Where problems arose, data retsieval calls were
made to determine the correct answers. Those problems that remained after this effort, thus
warranting caution in interpreting the dats, 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 s 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 fact necessitated s 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 sheiters and voucher programs for the homeless in each of these 85 PSUs. The resuit
was a listing file of some 1,508 sheiters 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:



B Comprehensive Homsless Assistance Plans (CHAPr): CHAPs are locally vrritten plans for
the care snd support of homeiess psrsons that muJst be submitted to HL.D in order for 2
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 shelteis and other services
currently availatle in their communities. For the majority of the 66 PSUs, this secondary
source was used ds 8 sterting 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 shelters or programs. CHAP
authors were also contacted to determine if sheiters or programs had opsned since the
document was submitted, and to get additionsl information on shelters already in the
CHAP.

B HUD Phase | Shelter System Essays: As mentioned in the Introduction, HUD staff recently
visited the five largest metropolitan areas in the natio to asgess the ntatus of programs and
services for the homeless. Their obssrvations and conclusions were outlined in a series of
essays. For the five cities for which an essay was available, ‘his source was reviewed to
obtain names of sheiters and voucher programs.

Frame List Data Base File
After review and elimination of list entries not mesting the prevailing definition of a sheiter
or voucher program, the secondafy source lists were keyed into 8 computer data base file.
When available, the information entered into the dats base file included the following:
B The name of the shelter or program;
B One or more contact person(s) at the shelter or program;
B One or more telephone number(s);
B A measure of size, defined as the bed count in the case of shelters, the number of vouchers

distributed in a day in the case of voucher progrems, and the doliar amount of checks
written out in a day in the case of contrsct progra:ns;

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

8 Codes indicating whether a record on the file contsins 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

B A comments section used to enter informstion such as the address of the shelter or
progrsm, whether it accepts individuals that are not eligible for the survey in sddition to
individuals that are eligible, an alternate name for the sheiter or program, or any other
pertinent information.

Telephone Calls for Frame List Development

Neither the CHAP nor the HUD essays were available for & substantial number of PSUs, and
even if they had been, it was critics! to verify and update the information. Telephone calis to
local homeless experts were used for this purpose. These calis were an important source of
names of sheiters or programs. If 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
PSUs with many shelters, lists were sent to Westat via 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 posssssion was the most current and
complete list available. Any updated information was recorded.

Key agencies routinely contacted in esch PSUs included the Salvation Army, Traveller's Aid,
United Way, Social Services, Community Welfars Agsncy, and the Coalition for the Homeless.
These agencies were asked to supply the names of sheiters or progrems in their city or county.
When the agency was unable to supply the names of any sheltsrs or programs, 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 sach 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 lsrge and small sheiters
being collapsed into one “unknown size” stratum.

Irs response to this problem, on December 1, 1988, two telephone interviewsrs 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 responsible
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 reviswed by 8 senior member of the project team.

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

Telephone Interviewing Procedures

Once frame dsvslopment was compieted and the sample of sheiters and voucher programs
was selected, Westat 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, recording outcomes, processing the interviews
and performing quaslity control checks.

Data Collection Response

The telephone interviswers 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 Telsphone Research Center so they
were sble to convert most refusals immedistely, resulting in only three final refusals. The
brevity of the field period—August 23, 1988 to September 22, 1988—did result in 8 moderste
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 unavasilable for participation.
We compensated for this problem by providing supplemental samples in order to insure
adequate numbers of compleisd cases.
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GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE CONTACT RESULTS

Sample Response

This section will review the results of conuct and interview with the sampled shelters or
voucher programs by csrtainty status, region, and overail. This section will aiso discuss
problems encountered during the field 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 sheiters and voucher
programs for the homeless. Table 4 shows the result of our contact with all 202 ssmpled
sheiters. Interviews were completed with the managers or their designated respondents for o
total of 205 sampled shelters.

Table 4. Result of contact

Rasuft Number

Complete 205
Out of scope 63
Nomsspondent 12
No contact 10
Duplicate ®
Refusal 3
TOTAL 292

Of the 292 shelters, 53 fell out of scope. This number was a good deal larger than expected,
and was the chief reascn that two supplemental samples had to be selected. There were @
varioty of reasons for the out-of-scope frame entries, often associsted with the broad
assortment of facilities included on the CHAP lists. For example, there was one daytime drop
in center for the homeless that did not permit persons to stay ovemnight, psrmanent housing
programs (3), mental health/mental retardation treastment programs (4), psrsonsl! or other care
homes (9), drug and aicohol rehabilitation centers (4), food banks (2), juvenile shehers (3),
referral services (3), closed shelters (2), and some 22 miscellsneous others that were not
sheiters inciuded on the lists.

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

There were 10 shelters with which contsct 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 informstion regsrding them was
obtained and included among the 205 completed interviews. The number of duplicstes is slso
an artifact of the list development methodology. If there was any chance that a listing might
represent a unique sheiter, the entry was left in the frame. Only three 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 clear 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 it 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 of contact

Cartainty Non Csriainty Total Percent
Compflete 40 188 P 70.2
Out of scope 1% 38 63 18.2
Nonrespondent 7 -3 12 4.1
No contact 5 ] 10 34
Duplicate 4 7 9 3.1
Rafusal - 3 3 1.0
TOTAL ) 23 292 100.0

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

Ragion
Result of contact North

East Sauth Central West Total Percent
Complete 64 38 45 58 205 70.2
Out of scope 23 Lh) 7 12 63 18.2
Nonrespondent 4 4 b 3 12 4.1
No comact 3 3 1 3 10 3.4
Duplicate 4 1 1 3 ] 3.1
Refusal . 2 . 1 3 1.0

TOTAL 98 69 B8 80

202 100.0

Table 7 presents the overall response rate, and breaks down the rate by ceriainty status and
by region. An overall response rate of 83.2 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 formuls for calculating the response rate is iliustrated below:

Completes
Completes, Refusals, Nonrespondents

Table 7 shows the response rste overall, by certainty status, and by region. The response
rate was notsbly 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 88 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 rate: overall, by PSU certainty status, by region

Complets, refusal
Response rate by Completes nonrespondent Parcent

Overall 208 220 832
PSuU

Cartainty 40 47 85.1

Nonrcsrtainty 168 173 5.4

Northasst 64 [ TR

South 38 M 884

North Central 45 43 878

West 58 62 935

Table 8 shuws the completion rate overall, by certainty status, and by region. An overall
completion rate of 88.1 percent was obtsined. While this is slightly lower than the response
rate, both measures suggest a robust survey. The completion rate is a8 more conservative
measure that takes into account the possibility that shelters not contacted \wvere potentially in
scope. This rate is based on the formula:

Completes
Completes, Nonrespondents, tio Contacts, Refusals

Tables 8, 9, and 10 show that there is a strong reistionship betwesn certainty status and the
completion rate. Certainty PSUs had a lower completion rate than did the smaller PSUs, with 8
margin of differsnce of nearly 16 percentage points. The pattern with respect to regional
differences is similar to that observed with the response rats. The North Central region’s
completion rate, at 85.7 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: oversil, by PSU certsinty status, by region

Compiste, refusal
Responss rats by nO contact,
Completes  noinvespondent Percen
Overali 208 20 8%.1
PSU Certainty status
Ceantainty 40 52 789
Noncertainty 165 170 92.7
Ragion
Northaast 84 7 90.1
South 38 47 809
North Central 45 47 86.7
West 88 [ 892
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Table 8. Coinpletes and completion rate by PSU and region

PSU
Region Certainty Noncertainty
N'  Sample® N Ssmpls ToaiN Ssmple  Percem
Northeast 20 44 44 44 84 7 90.1
South 3 B 35 42 33 o 80.9
North Central ] § 40 42 45 47 85.7
West 12 16 48 50 58 & 89.2
TOTAL 40 62 185 78 205 230 88.1
‘N = Number of interviews that were completed.
IS = The totsl number of sheltsrs available for intarview.
Table 10. Completes and completion rate by city/county and region
Cty City County
N' Sample® N Sample TotasIN Sample  Percent
Northesst 30 37 34 34 84 YA 90.1
South 14 2 24 a8 38 &7 80.9
North Centrai a2 24 23 b ] 45 47 95.7
West 26 29 k< | 36 58 ] 89.2
TOTAL 91 m 114 19 205 230 89.1

‘N = Number of interviews thst were completed,
S = The tots! number of shehers availsble for interview.

Overall, these figures indicate 8 successful effort. in general, the respondents were very
cooperative. There was a large number of out-of-scope casss due to the quantity of inaccurate
informstion found on the CHAP lists and other fram<e sources, but this problem was effectively
addressed by supplementing the sampie and making appropriate statistical adjustments. There
were a few other probiems encountersd, but with the exception of the few cases noted in the
section on “Questionnaire Design,” all were adequately sddressed by aggressive data retrieval
call back and editing. In summary, there is every resson to believe that the resulting data base
should provide a grest deal of valuabie information about shelters for the homeless in the
United States in late 1988.
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INTRODUCTION

The 1960 Census did not count “the homsless.” There is N0 census question that identifies
persons as homeless per se. Instead, the 1980 Census made special efforts to include homeless
persons in the count. We aiso sttempted to preserve data about persons counted in special
operstions for locatiors that were highly likely to inciude homeless persons.

Homelessness drew major national attention during the 1980’s when advocates and service
providers reported the homeless population was growing and included more families. Infor-
mation about the numbers and characteristics of the nation’s homeless population ramained
vary uncertain. We did not know how fast the homeless population was growing. We did not
¥now in what parts of the country it was growing fastest. And we knew little about the
cr ~~urteristics of the homeless population nationally.

Homeless persons sre part of the population. The Census Bureau’s task is to count the entire
populstion. Also, demand for data about the homeless as a8 population group arose at Census
Bureau meetings with other Federal government agencies and at Local Public Meetings held in
evely 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 aind how to do it.”

Homeless persons are likely to be missed through traditional decennial census methods and
thus form part of the undercount the Census Bursau wanted to reduce. Thus, we had two aims:
reduce the undercount and meet public demand for information sbout homeless persons. The
Census Bureau began in the mid-1980's to plan msthods to meet these goals. Homeless
persons were included in previous censuses.’ The 1890 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
coversge of this particular populstion subgroup.

In this paper we will describe how we decided on the 1980 census procedures, what the
procedures were and who we included in the different operations. We particularly want daia
users to know the limitations of the data. And finslly, we will share some anecdotes about what
happened on "Shelter and Street Night” (S-Night), March 20/21, 1990, This paper will not
provide any numbers. We won't nave the numbers until late 1891. A glossary of census terms
is provided st the end of the paper.

This paper will expand upon the following six important considerations about the 1980 count
of persons in selected locations where homeless persons stay:

1. There is no generslly agreed-upon dsfinition of “homelessness” snd the 1990 Censvs did
not impose one. Thus, the 1890 census includes homeless persons but does not specifi-
cally label anyone as "homeless.” Data users may choose to infer that most people in
specified locations, such as emergency shelters or visible in the street, are homsless.

2. The counts we will provide are defined by the operations that produced them — special
efforts to include a// persons in sheiters for the homeless on March 20 and visible on the
strests in the early moming hours of March 21, 1890. 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.

'mumof1mmmmm~wwmm.'m1mmmmmmww
transient persons in st isast two separate operations. There is, howsver, no estimats of the number of homeless psrsons
in 1980, In 1900, in the “M-Night” (Mission Night) operstion, census takers interviewed persons unti! midnight in
shelters, low-cost transient quarters, ali-nigit movie houses, bus snd raivoad ststions, and locs! jails. Thers were no
procedures specifically designed to count persons kving on the streets or in open public pleces. ciosast wes the
1980 "Casual Count” daytime operstion which was conductad after the census during the summar in selected lsrge
ceniral cities. Only persons 15 yesrs and over were interviewed. Census takevs interviewed psople in pool hatls,
employment offices, food stamp centers, welfare offices, and designata- strest corners. The census takers askad the
people at those sites if they had a ususl plece of residence outside of the clty; if they said they did, the interview was
ended. If not, cansus takers asked if they had been countad in the 1980 census; only i they s4k! “no” were they asked
to fill out 8 census form. About 51.ooopgwmmcoumed in the M-Night and Casus! Count operations togethar.
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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 inciude for their own purposes.

€. 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 1980 census to
the true homsless population of the United States.

PROCEDURAL DECISIONS

Goals and Uses 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 |~ in group quasrters, and those who have no usual home. We count people in
urban and n..>l settings. We count children and adults. We try 1o count every person whose
ususl residence is in the United States on Census Day.

Use of the census for the allocstion of funds requires the application of uniform methodol-
ogies across the nation. Most funding formulas for programs that benefit homeiess persons
depsnd on diffsrences in the relative numbers, not the sbsolute numbars, of homeless
populations among areas. Thus, uniform counting procedures throughout the country are
crucisl 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 msjor advantages.

Counting homeless persons in a decennisl census is a Jarge and cumbsrsome process.
Compared with a specific survey of homeless persons, s decennial census has major
constraints on procedursi choices. For example, in & census, the interviewsrs are new
employees. New employses must bs 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 1o those
that are asked of everyone — there can be none specific to homeless persons. We must protect
the confidentislity of the information provided us. The census is essentially a snapshot of a
particulsr day, not a movie over s period of time. Thus, we must accomplish the count quickly.

Designing a Procedure to Include Homeless Psrsons in the 1980 Census. In arriving st
procedures which could be employed in the 1980 Census, we drew on our own experience and
testing as weli &3 the expertise and research of numerous psople:

e Census Bureau field staff who had experience in counting people in shelters.

¢ We made informal telephone calls to service providers around the country to gsin a dose of
reslity and learn sbout the diversity in shelter arrangements around the country.

® Review of alternstive methodologies for estimating the size of the homéless population as
well as discussions with some of those who conducted the resesrch.?

® in April, 1887, we convened a mesting of princips! investigators snd persons who had
actually been on the streets counting ho- less persons in Nashville, Chicago, Baltimore,
Washington, D.C., and Boston (see Apper  A).

¢ Tests of basic methods in the April 1988 Census Dress Rehearssl in downtown St. Louis,
Missouri end & compasrison of the nighttime procedure with an expsriments! daytime
procedure in downtown Baltimore, Maryland in June 1989,

‘Manvmdiumllhdh:GomnmmAwouMingOﬂba.Ahmdem.WﬁkPmMmepabmh
Estimating Numbers and Trends, Report to the Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Resources, U.S. Sensts,
GAO/PEMD-88-24, August 1988. .
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We leamed that estimates of the size of the homeless population ranged from 250,000 to
three miilion.? The studies relied veriously on expert opinion, administrative records from
service providers, and on the standard statistical methods of surveys and censuses.*

There was no widely accepted operational definition of “homelessness.” The literature
suggested that living srrangements of homeless persons and the kinds of services offered by
communities differ widely across the regions of the country and aiso between rurs! and urban
areas. Living arrangements included everything from public and charitably provided shelters to
subsidized rooms to sleeping in opan public sites and in abandoned buildings to relatively
permanent, well hidden sites.

There were additional complications. We learned that many sheiters 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 widsly 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 lsarned that concerns for
interviewer safety had led to approaches varying from having off-duty police accompsnying the
interviewers to relisnce on unobtrusive observation® And we also leamed there were
significant differences among cities in estimates of the ratio of persons in shelters to those living
on the streets with littie basis for confidence in any of the estimates.

Our discussions made it clear that we should encourage peopls familier 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 aiso 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 strest life.

Given the state of knowlsdge at that time, the coverage goals of the decennial census, and
the constraints and concerns faced in taking s census, a nighttime approach atong the lines of
that used in Nashvills (counted visible strest persons) formed the basis for the 1890 census
method. The 18¢ 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 homsiess.” As in Nashvilie,
consus takers would count persons who stayed in abandoned buildings only if they emerged
from the buildings in the esrly moming. We decided to canvass shelters and strest sites in
March, before the closing date for sheiters 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.

mmhMwaMmUnmehu&Wdﬂmmmn
Development, Office of Policy Development and Resserch, “A Report to the Secrstary on the Homeless snd Emergency
Shelkers, D.C. 1984. This study wes criticized by Richerd Appebeum (University of Cafifornia, Sents
Bsrbars) for using estimates for selected cities snd then spplying the estimstes to much larger Renally Mstropofitan
Aross which inciudes both central citiss and outlying suburbe (2) Misch Snyder and Mary Hombe used expert

of homslessness in citiss of less than 100,000, towne, and rnral sress and an assumption thet sheler- to-gireet ratios
were conetant scross cities. From the initis! dsts for iarge cities and their sssumptions sbout other sress, they estimated
that 500,000 to 600,000 persons ived on the strests and in shelters. See Feeding the Momeless: Does the Prepered
Meais Provision Melp? Report to Congress an the Prapared Meels Provision, Washingion, D.C.: Urban Institute, 1988.

SPater H. Rossiet.af . The Condition of the Homeless of Chicago, Amerherst, MA: Social and Demographic Institute,
University of Messachusetts, 1908; Barrett A. Lee, “Haalth Care snd the Homeless of Nashville; Desling With 8 Problem
Without Definition,” Urben Resources 2 (Winter 1988), pp. 17-23.
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Once we announced the general plans for 1880, many persons asked us why we were not
going to soup kitchens and other places where homeless persons receive services. There were
significant barriers to this ssemingly sensible approach:

1. This approach would require the Census Bureau to determine an operational definition of
“homeless” and reliably identify persons as “homeless” separstely from those with homes.
While those who use services are poor, they are not necessarily homeless. A study by the
Urban institute found that on sversge, more than half of those who use soup kitchens said
they had access to regular housing.® Thus, we could not sssume that sll 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, ressarchers did not have proven
questions that could identify psrsons who siept in sheiters or on the streets, which were
needed s0 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 literaliy
"homeless” but the questions were not tested to be sure thay 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
inmterviewed, they could avoid an interview. Matching and unduplicating census reports for
individuals among all the service providers and shelters in an ares 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.?

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
Bsitimore in June, 1989. in these tests we relsarned the difficulty and operational impossibility
of trying to determine homelessness by observation, by asking “are you homeless,” or by
asking if a person had & “usual home eisewhere.” We aiso discovered a powsrful inclination on
the part of the interviewers on the street to count onk persons they thought "hcmeless” no
matter what our instructions said. And we were reminded of the crucial importance of stressing
our necd for lists of street sites where the homeless congregate at night .°

*Marths Burt and Barbara Cohen, Feeding the Homeless: Does the Prepared Maals Provision Help?, Report 1o
Congress on the Prepared Meal Provision: Volumes 1 and 2, the Urt:an Institute, Washington, D.C. October 1988, In
mcﬁ;mmm.mmmwmwmmmnunummm;mmmumu

as 80 percent.

7in June 1589, in a portion of downtown Baltimors, Marylend, the Census Burssu's Center for Survey Methods
Resesrch (CSMR) conducted an sxperimental test of methode for counting homeleas persons in service faciiities. In
conjunction with 2 fisid teet of 1990 S-night procedures, we atlempted to enumerste all persons found in daytime
mmmm»umwmmmmmummm
which to unduplicsts census reports for persons enumersied in more than.one faciily. We siso tested questions about
where peopie ususily spend the nigit and where they spent the preceding night, which migit be used o distinguish
homeisss pecpis from peopis with sccsss o reguier housing. Prefiminary snsiyses suggest i may be possiie to use
enumeration in service facilition se one of the tools for the homaiess aithough metching persons scross service
sites is & significant problem, sspecislly in lerge cities. We have svidence thet s servics count includes 8 lsrge proportion
of persons eligible for snumernstion in other census operstions. Even ¥ thees methods hed been perfected by June of
1989, they could not heve besn implemented in the 1000 Census at that late dete. (See Buresu of the Census, P.C.
Campanefli, M.T.sm.Lm,mn.m%mmwmmzSom#-m-—%-ﬁmmsm
mmumm*mmwmmdmmmmmmmn
Resesrch. Also sse P. Campanelll, M. Salo, and L. Schwede, “Ressarch on Enumersting Homeless Persons: Results of
.qmwrmdmmm”mmmmmdmmnmmwm

*The Burt and Cohen (op.cit) study showed that 8 one-day count is lows then 8 seven-dey count in both soup
kitchens and sheiters.

0 George J. McCsll, Roneld M. Denowitz, and Michse! C. Stein, “A Participen: Observation Study to Evaluste
Procedures for Enumersating the Homeless in the St. Louis Dress Rehearsal,” September, 1989, Fine! report prepered
under 8 Joint Statistical Agreement with the Canter for Survey Methods Ressarch, Buresu of the Census.
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After the St. Louis test. and to some degree sfter the Baitimore study, we correctsd the field
manuais and changed s .o procedures. We emphasized the instructions to census takers to
count sveryone they saw, regardisss of whether they thought they were homeiess. 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
& well-understood suphemism for prostitution and 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 homsless can be found at night. In
St. Louis, the street count was conducted betwesn 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 lste
at night, jogging in the early moming, or on their way to work (casual labor pools form on the
strest corners of somse cities as esrly 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 Buresu Did Not Define “Homeless.” There is no generally agreed-upon
definition of homelessness. There are meaningful differences among definitions of “homeless-
ness” depending on one’s political views, programmatic needs, and values sbout family,
housing, and independent living,"* The Census Bureau is a statistical organization, not s
policy-making body. We did not try to impose a definition on what is a hotly debated concept.
Instead, we will provide dsta with operations! definitions from which users csn include or
exclude different groups according to their particular needs.

Define Locations, Not People. The 1980 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 sheiters, strest sites, abandoned buildings, and open
public locations where “homeless persons” might be found in the evening and early morning.
We allowed local practices for housing homeless persons to determine whether 8 location
should be classified as an “emergency sheiter” or as some other type of noninstitutional group
living quarters.

We did not try to decide whether individuals were “homeless.” We inctructsd census takers
to count everyone they ssw (with the exceptions mentioned above snd staff m.mbers who
lived elsewhsrs). 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 countoed the evening of March 20th in sites listed as sheiters 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 moming hours of March 21st at street
sites, abandoned buildings, and open public locations provided by loca! people as places
homeless persons were likely to congregate as “porsons visible in street locations.”

“Tomm.mmmmmmmnmmmsmhﬂnm:nnniglnorwhoﬁveh
ammmmummmwmmmmmmmmmmmmmmgm“
obviously and literally homeless. Even here, howaver, there is not universs! agreement about who to include. Some
mommnn:heﬁufwoﬂvanigluwmmofdomdbpumorvlobm.mm:mumnmw
incomes and stay in chsap rooms part of the month and in sheltars the remsining days when money is low. Some data
msimmmmraﬁmbnomnmmmmuupmommmmmmommn
ﬂm“ctrbk”oflochgmMnmhmmmvmwm«mwmﬂowmonﬁnmm
homm..fwmedm.mmuimuatumomhcmmmmpcm(sm)MMMghﬂnmpb
living there may not consider thamssives to be homeless. Definitions! smbiguities such as these contribute to
diffsrences in counts of “homeless” persons.
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® a ssparste count of persons who reported they had “no usual home sisewhere” during
reguiar census operatior.« in (8) “homes or haliway houses for drug/alcohol abuse”; (b)
“maternity homes for unwed mothers”; (c) “agricultural workers’ dermitories” which
includes migrant farm workers; and (d) “other nonhousehold living situations” which
includes transient locations such as commercisl campgrounds.

e tabulstions of charactsristics, such as poverty, of persons in conventional housing for reisted
subfamilies and unrelsted individusis. This will permit an operational dsfinition of the
concept, “doubled-up families” (see also section on "Publication of Dats,” bsiow).

HOW THE LISTS OF SITES WERE COMPILED

Before S-Night, staff of the Census Bureau’s Decennial Planning Division compiled a nation.»!
list of shelters from administrative records. These records included, for example, nations! lists
from the Federal Emergency Msnagement Administrstion, the Union of Gospe! Missions, the
National Network of Runaway and Youth Services, Salvation Army facilities, the 1982 HUD list
of sheiters, and the 1985 Battersd Women's Directory. Additional work was done to include
shelters and safe houses for victims of domestic violence (see section on “What the Procedures
Were,” below).

We added to the initial list developed from national sources by asking local officials for help.
Census Regionsl Offices sent certified letters (Appendix C) to the highest elected officisl of over
39,000 local (inciuding 3,141 counties) governments (both urban and rural). We requested that
they provide s list of shelters and strest and open public locations (including abandoned
buildings) where they knew homsless persons stayed at night. There was a range of efforts
among cities in putting the lists together. Naw York City, for example, had a large committes of
government and private agencies and did some advance studies of strest locations. In some
areas, persons who work with the homeless and homsless psrsons themseives gave us
additional locations.

The final lists 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 sdministrative lists, such s temporary shelters and sholters in
church basements. Thisre were no sdministrative lists available for street sites and open public
locations such as parks, places of commerce, and transportation terminals. They were
identified entirely by local officials and local persons familisr with the places homeiess persons
stay. We asked for a complets list by Janusry 1690. In fact, district offices accepted additions
to the strest and sheiter lists up to March 20th and to the shelter list even sfter March 20th.

Homeless persons were sttributed to the jurisdiction where they were found. For federal
funding formulas and congressional and stste representstion, they become part of the total
populstion for the sres where they were on March 20/21. Thus, many governmental units saw
S-Night as an opportunity both to reduce their undercount and gain information sbout their
homeless populstion. Over 14,200 governmentai units responded. Out of approximately 1,400
local governments! units of 50,000 or more total population, twenty-five'? did not respond to
the certified letter. in these cases, the district offices contacted knowisdgesble local people to
compile lists. All district offices and sli cities of 50,000 or more participated in S-Night. In places
less than £0,000, we did not instruct the district offices to compiie a list if the local area did not
provide 8 !ist. In such cases, some district offices put their own list together snyway. We will
know how many small towns and rursl aress chose to participste when we tsbulste the dsta.

‘% They sre: Compton, Norwak, Santa Cnuz, South Gats, Moreno Valiey, Riako, snd Oxnard, Cafifornia; Taylor,
Michigan; Lorain, Ohio; Grasham, Oregon; Sparks, Nevads: Lewrence, Massachusetts; New B.itain, Connecticut;
Warwick, Rhode Isiand; Bayonne, Camden, Clifton, Esst Orange, Elizabeth, Trenton, irvington Township, and
Middietown Township, New Jerssy: and Bensalem Township, Briston Township, and Upper Derby Township,
Pennsyivania. 1 o 5



WHAT THE PROCEDURES WERE

We divided ihe operations for S-Night into two phases, the operations for shelters and the
operations for the streets,'? _

Phase | — Shelters. Census takers were sent to pre-identified emergency shelters and hotels
and motels used to house homsiess persons on the night of March 20, 1980. We made
provisions to follow up at any shelters that we missed or did not compiste on March 20th.
Ususlly, shelter enumeration was between the hours of 6 p.m. and midnight. The rules were
flexible enough to allow some varistion in those tim=s if specific situations required it. For
example, “‘weifare hotels” in New York City were counted the morning of March 21st rather
than the night of March 20th. The major consideration in allowing varistion was whether
persons were likely to be countad twice.

We expected that most people would compiste their own questionnaires. Census takers
could sid 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 socisl and
economic questions and basic demographic questions.'* 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 members'®) that we
asked the rest of the American populstion.

Census takers did not ask persons at the pre-designated sites if they had s usus! home any
other place. Thus, we cannot guarantee that svery person counted at a8 shelter was actually
“homeless.” There is nothing to show, however, that this is a significant issus.

The growth in the number of homeless families is a particularly important policy question.
The census process in group quarters doss not easily lend itself to identifying family groups
because there is no question on family relstionships in group quarters. Cengus takers were
asked to list adults with children under age 15 with adults first and then the children.’® Later, in
dsta processing, the computer will link children under age 15 to the nearest prior adult in the
computer file. The tabulstions 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 »ssigned to a child; we won't be able to determine cs . 's where both parents
were present.’?

Sheiters for Abused Women Had Special Procedures. S-Night included shelters for victims of
domestic violence. Our aim was to maintain strict confidentiality of the addresses of the shelter,
keep the identity of the women and their children secret, and keep to 8 minimum their contact
with Census Bureau employees. We aiso wanted to provide a count of people who stayed at
such sheiters. in consultstion with the National Coalition Agsinst Domestic Violencs (NCADV),
we developed four options (Appendix E) for counting persons staying at the sheiters on March
20, 1880. The NCADV told their members of the options and encouraged them to participate in
the census. Because they were not requirad to give their names, the women and their children
could have been counted in the census twice if they were st the shelter on March 20th and i
someone listed them on the csnsus form sent to their household. We do not know how often

L

# Buresu of the Census, “Operation Requirements Overvisw: 1990 SheRer/Street Night and Transient Night
Enumerstion,” 1080 Decennis/ Census informations! Memorsndum No. 91, Revision 1, Janusty 19, 1990. This
memorandum provides sn overview of S-Night operations and copies of the forme used in the operstions.

%mm“h%mhmﬁn%mm»mmwwmw
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“on.mmmnmmumm”mmm»mm.mmmn
for group quartsrs, however, is called an “Individual Census Report™ (ICR) and only hus space for one individual. There
hmmbnmnh&mhbc&ambhmmmnnhnmmmmmundmw
dormitories, are rarely relsted farmily groups.

' For all prectical purposes, “adults with children under 157 is a related family but census takers did not ask s direct
question sbout reistionship. Thus, it is entirely possible that some “adult with children” groups are not related and
tharsfore not “family” in the usua! sense of the word.

'7 An unscientific, nonrandom ssmple of ICR's in several lsrge, sast cosst cities, and discussions with some census
takers, revealed that normally the chiidun:m only an adult woman, presumably 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 li — Streets, Abandoned Buildings, Places of Commerce, and Open Public Locations.
Enumeration st the street sites, in places of commerce, snd open public locations, took place
from 2 a.m. to 4 a.m. on March 21, 1090. Census takers vers assigned specific sites and were
told to count persons only st those sites (for exampls, to prevent double counting, they could
r.ot cross a street to count persons if that area was not part of their asgignment). Census takers
asked basic demographic questions only (that is, only the short form was used which asked
age, sex, race, marital status, and Hispanic origin). Social and economic data will not be
available for the strest population. if a census taker did not feel an interview situation was safe,
or if & person was slssping (which was often the case), they could estimate age, sex, and race
by observation without interviewing the person.

Census takers waited outside of pre-identifisd sbandoned snd boarded-up buildings from 4
a.m. to 8 a.m. to count people who lsft the building. They aiso 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 reportec that few persons were seen emerging from sbandoned
buildings.

The procedures for Phase |l told census takers to count everyone thsy 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 parhandling. We are aware that some prostitutes snd some drug dealers are homeless.
Nevertheless, we did not want census takers to be involved in lsga! problems or misunder-
standings sbout their intent and so enumerators were intentionally instructed to exclude such
people from the count on S-Night.

We aiso knew that some persons with a home might be out on the strests. 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 ss New Orleans and Las Veges, is
continuous, most of the city officisis 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 respondsnts had to be sn important consideration.
Because of confidentiality, we could not use police escorts, so the enumerators workad in
teams. In some regions, census takers wore vests that said “CENSUS TAKER” in large letters.
For both Phase | and lI, we told census takers to approach people cautiously and respectfully
and not to awaken anyone who was asisep. Safety was our consideration when we told census
takers not 1o search through cars, climb on roofs or into dumpsters, or enter abandoned
buildings.

WHAT HAPPENED ON S-NIGHT

There were unexpected side effects of the effort to incluce the homeless in the census.
There was enormcus media attention that started with the census and expanded to stories
sbout area homeiessness in general. Meny lotal governments learned a great deal sbout 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 which were 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 besn familiar with
homelessness before S-Night. Some talked sbout their new attitudes towards the homeless as
they came to see them more as individusis than s vague news stories. Some homeless
persons thanked the census takers and said that participating in the consus made them feel &
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 participsted directly in S-Night. They visited nearly 10,600
shelters and more then 24,300 street sites and open public locations. Thankfully, safety proved
to be less of an issue than anyone had imsgined. The presence of the press on the streets was
probsbly a help in this respect. No one was hurt, although there were a few minor incidents.
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The Medias. Census staffs in Washington, in the regions, and locally were besieged for months
with inquiries about svery aspect of S-Night. Many homeless persons knew about the census
bacause of all the press sttention. One census taker, whose zeal axceeded 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 eventusily. Another census taker climbed through
8 drain pipe to find a man who said he hed 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 tha 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, aliow them to ask questions, help them get a story, but ensure that
confidentislity was maintained for homeless persons. Under Title 13 of the U.S. Cods, we must
protect the confidentiality of the persons we interview. Just as parsons with homes are entitied
to answer the questionnaire in privacy, homeless persons are aiso 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 svery
region and nationally and arranged intervisws with willing census takers.

Usually, census takers followed their instructions to stop the enumeration if the medis would
not leavs. We told them to return Ister when the media had left. In some cases, we were unable
to complete the count until the next dsy because of the media. Some homeless persons did not
want snyone to see them on television or in the newspaper. in these respects, some of the
press had & negative impact on the count. In other respscts, much of the media had s 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 snd Those Familiar With the Homeless
Populstion. Everyone (including homeless persons) who applied to be census takers had to
meet the same employment criteria (see Appendix D). For example, sll persons had to be
physically fit to complete the enumeration and be able to read snd write well enough to fill out
the questionnaire and follow instructions. All persons (not just the homeless) were subjectto e
criminal records check. If Census Buresu officisls determined an individual was sn unaccept-
able risk to public safety, we did not hire him or her. Minor violations were not likely to
disqualify 8 person from considerstion. in some areas, homelsss persons wers sworn in as
guides to heip find the places listed for street snumeration.

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 Statistics!
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 the census takers were sither homeless
persons or service providers and therefore strest wise. Many were there because they belisved
they could heip 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 diffsrence 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 snd administrative
matters related to their employment and pay. The training consisted of verbatim presentation
of materisis prepsred by the Census Bureau's Field Division. The training covered the full range
of procedures, definitions, and examples of the types of situations we anticipsted census takers
might encouriter. Some people felt 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 takers had
little chance for the best training — actually doing the job. By the time they gained experiencs,
the job was over.

Payment to the census takers varied across the country, ususlly from about $5 to $8.50 per
hour. There was sisoc 8 $50 bonus for successful completion of the assignment,
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IMPRESSIONS OF DATA QUALITY

The Count in Shelters. Our preliminsry view is that overali, the count within shelters went well.
The staff of most shelters heiped 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 sheitsrs after March 20th if we were told sbout problems
and the population in group quarters was reviewed by Iocal officials as part of ths locsl review
process.

We asiso feel confident thut we snumerated nearly all sheiters. 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 want to the ghelters in the early
morning and countad peopls as they left, estimating age, sex, and race as best they could. After
March 20th, there were scattered reports of shzite.» that census takers missed or dict not count
completely, The district offices assigned censu: iu.ers to go back to thoss shelters. Our goal
was 10 be sure everyone was counted.

Local sreas had 8 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 psople can study the coverage snd counts in detail.

To assess the coversge of sheiters (that is, how complete the lists of shelters were that were
used for the actual count), the Census Buresu contracted with Willism Friskics-Warren of the
Council of Community Services in Nashville, Tennessse to find and coordinate work with
researchers in a nationally representstive sample of 45 district offices (including rural aress).
These researchers were asked to develop independent lists of shaiters for their areas. Census
Bureau staff will compasre the independent lists of shelters with the lists Census district offices
used on March 20th to sssess covarage of our list of shelters. This was done und: ' a Joint
Statistical Agresment with the Census Bureau’s Centsr for Survey Methods Research. There are
no formsi assessments of coverage within sheiters.

Coverage is not the only source of error. A place may be enumerated comectly but errors can
be made in processing the data. For example, there may be errors in keying the dats or the
place may be misciassifisd (that is, the code that would identify the place as a shelter or street
site of 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 Strest 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 district office staff. The
locations inciuded places such as transportstion stations, abandoned buildings, river beds,
all-night movie houses, caves, and ocean breakwaters. Qbservers reported that sometimes the
locations were not specified well anough for census takers to find them. It is likely thst the
quality of the lists varied among cities. The Census Bureau has no systematic assessment of the
quality of the lists of street sites, however.

By design, we did not enumerste the homeless who were well hidden, moving sbout, or in
locations other than those identifisd by local governments or other local sources. The Census
Bureau has no basis for sstimating their number.

When peopie think of the number of peopie living on the streets, they usually have in mind
what they see in the afternoon or evening, not 2 o’clock in the moming. Such impressions offer
no basis for svaluating the census street count. Some census takers familisr with the habits of
homeless persons, reported their belief that fewer then the usual number of people were out
and visible on S-Night. Factors that could have sffected the street count include:
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1. unususlly cold, wet westher in many parts of the country which forced people to seek
protsction from the elements and reduced the likelihood of a census taker soeing 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. varistion 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;
5. 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 :atio of shelter-to-street population in the census must overstate the true ratio of
homeless persons in shelters to homeless persons “on the strests” on a typical night in Spring
for two reasons: (1) the number of persons in sheiters was probably higher® 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 Agresments, the Census Bureau contracted with ressarchers 1o
independently assess how wall census takers followed the procedures during the street count.
The assessments took place in five cities. They included parts of the three cities of L.os Angesles,
New York City, and Chicago, and sl of Phoenix and New Orieans.?! Observers were placed at
8 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 hehavior and number of persons st the site before, during, and after the interviewers’
appearance; and (4) whether the observers were interviewed.

A disturbingly Iarge number of observers in the five assessment district offices reported that
they were not interviswed or that they did not see census takers. At this point, it is premsture
to draw conclusions from these studies about the quality of the counts of persons visible in the
strest. The observers’ reports must be compared with the census counts, which will not be
complied and relsased until after census data are released in late 1991. Limitstions 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 strest people by observation so not being interviewed does not necessarily mean &
person wasn’t ccunted. Third, at some sites, observers may have besn unawsre of the
presence or activities of census takers. As 8 case in point, one observer reported that no census
taker showed up to count several hundred people at an ali-night movie theater. In fact, census
takers worked with the night manager and census reports were returned for that site. Until we

avachm, 1990 proved to be an unusually cold night in many parts of the country. Maps provided by the Nationsi
Westher Service show that temperatures were generally balow normal and much of the eastern half of the United States
and the Northwest had rain or snow (Appendix F).

'* These efforts included opening temporary shelters snd providing transportation 1o tske street people 10 shelters
m«wm,mmmmmmmonmmwmtnmnmonunwmofm

”Tommvmmmmnmdmmdupom&ommwcnmtmwkm:hmmmm
which may have been » result of the wasther as well as sfforts 10 bring peopile in for the census count.

"mmnmmmmmm James D. Wright and Joe! A. Devine of Tulane
University (New Orisans); Edin of North Perk (Chicsgo); Michae! Cousinesu snd Thomas Ward of the
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compare the actusl census ¢ -unts with the reports of the independent obssrvers, there is no
basis for essessing the strest count. Even if these comparisons can be made, it will not be valid
to extrapoiste results from a District Office to an entire city, or results from five cities to the
nation as a whole.

These asssssments csnnot tell us how compiete the count of the tofa/ strest homeless
populstion was. They did not include an estimate of the hidden or those moving about and
were not designed to provide such sstimates. The method is relatively new and we won't know
for certain if it can give us information sbout the adequacy of the count of persons “visible on
the street” in these sites and cities. We do expsct, howsver, to gain valuable information for
plenning future efforts.

Our preliminary visw is that caution should be exercised with the “visible in the strest”
counts. From observation reports and the reports of the independent observers in five
assessment cities, we know that some census takers did not foliow the instructions to try to
intervisw everyone they ssw. 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 obvious money-making activities. Some conductsd full interviews and
others counted peopie but didn't attempt an intsrvisw (they just filled in age, sex, snd race
based on their observations). As the procsdures anticipsted, many people were aslesp and
some were not in 8 state of mind to be interviswed. Some census takers did not walk the streets
as instructed and instead, canvassed the areas from the safety of their cars.

it is difficult to look at specific instances where snumerators failed to follow their instructions
and project how that sffected the overall count of persons visible on the strest. Even though
such stories (from various sources) sre generally unsubstantisted, there were enough to cause
concern. We recommend that local areas review at the block level the "visible in the strest”
counts to determine how usable the street data are for their particular arsa. This experience
points out not only the difficulty of counting on the street but aiso the difficulty of evalusting
data quality for this particulsr 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 severs! nights. This could provide insight into how the
census itself may have affected the pressnce of homeless persons on the street, as well as the
varisbility of the numbers and composition of people on the strests on different nights.

The independent researchers also conducted focus groups with homeless persons. The aim
was to get a sanss of what homeless persons knew about the census and how they reacted to
the enumersation.

Coverage of "Doubled-Up Familles” in Households. Doubled-up families are sometimes afraid
that officlals will find out they are illegally doubled up. It is aiso possible the person filling out
the census form did not read the directions to include persons staying there tsmporarily. The
Census Bureau put in place a number of procedures to contend with this problem.?? For
example, the public outresch program em: *hasized 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 ths household snd mention anyone they wersn‘t
sure should be (isted. Ve dont know how successful these efforts were yet. From the Current
Population Survey,?? we know that the number of relsted subfemilies has doubled, increasing
from 1.2 million in 1980 to 2.4 million in 1988. The number of unrelsted subfamilies incressed
from 360,000 to 537,000. We do not know whether our efforts were successful in enumerating
theses people.

it isn't clear st what point 8 “doubled-up family” is homeless. The conceptusl vegueness
makes tabulstion difficult. Persons may be doubled up becsuse they cannot afford or
temporarily do not have their own home, some csn afford rent but are saving up to buy a
house, adult children msy enjoy the amenities of their parents’ home, some are elderly and in
poor health, snd so on.

S Buresu of the Cansus, “The Enumerstion of Doubled-Up Families,” 1990 Decennisl Census Policy Memorandum
No. 22, December 28, 1969.

** Suresu of the Census, "Househokds, Families, Marita! Status, snd Living Arangements: March 1968 (Advance
Report).” Current Popuistion Reports, Series P-20, No. 432 (September 1989), Table 6.

111



105

PUBLICATION OF DATA

Date Shown for Selected Locations. As part of its publication program the Census Buresu will
provide data for groups of persons living in selected locations. Lorstions relevant to the issue
of homelessness include:

a. "Emergency shelters for homeless persons” with sleeping facilities?4

b. "Shelters for abused women" includes the women and any children staying with them
c. "Visible in street locations"
d

. Persons with no usual home living in group homes for: “maternity homes for unwed
mothers®; "homes or halfway houses for drugl/alcohol abuse*?®; "agricufture workers’
dormitories”; and “other nonhousehold living situations” which includes transient loca-
tions such as commercial campgrounds.

e. Persons living doubled up in househokis.??

There is also relevant housing information from the 1990 Census. Census tabulations will
include objective indicators of housing quality. Thase include persons per room, presence of
compiete 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 it is for Americans to find housing at affordable prices. The census coliects
information on size of family and age and number of children. It also includes housing
characteristics such as value, rent, number of bedrooms, monthly costs, and ownership of the
unit. These dats, when related to family income, will provide information on the economic
burden of providing shelter for sll types of houssholds. We will show the percentage of
household income spent on housing costs and determine the number of *single room
occupancy” units (SRO's).28

Types of Data Avaliable. Counts of persons for "emergency shelters” and "visibie in the street”
will be avsilable first on the computer fils, Summary Tape File 1 (STF1), and in related
publications. STF1 is scheduled to be relsased in late 1891 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 Mispanic origin down to census tracts for:

“mmha:mmmmmmm;mmmdemmmm
persons, regardisss of cost; ail hotels/motsis costing $12 or less per night (regardisss of the length of stay and whether
mmwmm-mmmwummmmmmwmm
mmmmmwmmmmumnhsmduwm:mpwm
the city said housed mostly homeless persons (this included YMCA's in some cities, but only i the city clessified it as
wcm:andmyshmmhthmuumM,mlmMﬂnMthm1990.

inciudes persons counted at pre-identified locaiions in the street, st plsces of commerce such as train and bus
stations, persons emerging from abendoned and bosrded-up buildings, and those seen st opsn public locations.

# It such a place is & hospits! or s ward in s psychiatric or naral hospital for drug/aicoho! abusers, we classily it
as an institution and we cannot inciude it as & location whers PErsoOns Btay.

”mwmmwnmmmmmmmmwﬁmmm
mmwmm1muMM¢msmm.mmmmwmmof
(1) related subfemiiies. (2) aduks other than & spouse, child, or perent relsted to the housshoider, and (3) unreisted
mmmmmmwuwmwmmmwmmmm
sbout doubled-up to determine family groups ¥ the gublemily reference person is not
reisted to the househoider. We can only say thet an aduliis) and chiidiren) unds’ . - 18 are present who are unvelsted
to the housshokder. Children under 15 unrelsted to the houssholder are n. mckided in the poverty universe.

were 7.4 million persons in subfamiies and 1.4 million were not relsted to the householder, Of the 1.4 million, less then
0.6 mitiion were children undsr age 15. About 60 percent of these children lived in poor families (these children would
not be part of the poverty universe in the census). The March 1988 CPS poverty rate for relsted subfamilies was 65.68
percent; for unrelsted subfamilies, 52.8 percent.

*This is based on the number of rooms in housing units cross-classified by rent. Current estimates in-iicste that
SRO’s represent about one percent of sll housing units. 112
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*Emergency shelters (with slesping facilities) for homeless persons;
*Sheiters for sbused women (shelters against domestic violence or family crisis centers
with sleeping facilities);
*Shelters for runaway, negiected, and homeless children;
*Visible in street locations; and '
*Persons with no usual home who were couited in:
~Group matemity homes for unwed mothers
—Group homes or halfway housss for drug/aicohol abuse
—Other nonhousehold living situstions not fisted by local areas as part of S-night
(includes public campgrounds, campgrounds at race tracks, fairs and carnivals,
hostels, and similsr transient sites)

Other census publications and computer files will show demographic, social, and economic
characteristics of these special populstions. 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 Quarters, sometime in 1993. If there is additional
funding from outside the Census Bureau, there is the possibility of a special report with more
detsiled tabuiations.

CONCLUSIONS

Should We Have 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 We Do? We think we had an eflective method that was practical within the
constraints of a decennial census. We believe our efforts gave us s good start towards
achisving our goal of a full and fair census of the Amesrican people. We won't know for sure how
we did untilwemmmdthemulhofouraummm.vndomhkmeoumdnw
many persons. We went to the places local experts told us that homeless people stay. We think
we had the most comprehensive list ever compiled of the nation’s permansnt and temporary
shelters. We are having independent researchers help us assess thet belief. If we did s good job
covering sheiters, we will have counted many homeless persons. In any case, we will have
added people to the census who otherwise would have besn missed.

We do, however, have concerns about the count of persons visible in the street. There is 8
general sense from some census takers femiliar with the homeiess populstion that fewer
seemed to be in their customary spots than usual. it was not a typical night. The weather was
generally bsd, the media were out in great force, and temporary sheiters were open. In
addition, the preliminary informastion from census observers and the five assessment sreas
indicates that there may have besn overall problems in how well census takers implemented
their instructions. We won't know for sure until we can compare their reports with sctual census
data, but the reports do raise questions. Unlike sheiters, nothing could be done about the street
count after March 20th becsuse 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 sssess 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 1980
Census. We are often asked what we will do if the count is “low.” We have known snd said from
the beginning thst we would not achieve a complete count of “the homeless.” We cannot
ensure how others use census dats. We have, howsver, made every effort to be sure that
information about date limitstions are availsble to ali dats 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 heve included and recognized in the census seiscted major components of the homeless
populsh. n. There are other aspects to the census, however. The 1830 Census is an opportunity
to get a ciearer idea of the demograhic diversity of homeless persons and differences among
areas of the country,

What Lessons Did We Learn? If we knew then what we know now, what would we have done
differently? We'll probably add to the list bolow once we see data, but here are a few thoughts
from staff involved in S-Night:

e [t would have been useful if our procedurss had included a visit to street and shelter sites the
day before S-Night. We did telephone shead to shelters, but going to the sies would have
been better. Census takers would have had a chance to find the locations and “see the lay
of the land.” That would heip them decide how to organize the enumeration. At shelters, we
could have met with the sheiter 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 strest 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 nesds which means there will be multiple definitions. S:atisticians could
provide more useful information if legisiators, program administrators, and advocates got
together with the statistician at early stages of dats development to determine definitions
appropriate to the data needs for a particular survey.

® We hope that othsr 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 unreslistic expectations are not crested.

And finally... we believe that the focus and extensive attention we gave to S-Night and the
extensive help given st the local level will provide national, usable dats thet have not been
available before. We encourage review and use of the dsts 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 (GQs)

HOUSING UNIT

HOUSEHOLDER

INDIVIDUAL CENSUS REPORT

INSTITUTION

LAST RESORT

A geographic area bounder on all sides by features
that outlin® an eros of land. The features may be visible
such as railrcnd tracks, rivers, or a strest, or invisible
such as a couity line or property line.

The census office responsible for the coliection of the
census data for a specified area.

Nonrelatives of the householder who are under sge 18.
No other nonrelative can be listed in the househoid
who might be the child’s parent. They are included in
the category, “roomer, boarder, or foster child” in cen-
sus tsbulstions.

All persons not living in households are classified as
living in GQs. This includes two general categories: (1)
institutionalized persons; and (2) other persons in GQs
(noninstitutional GQOs).

A house, spartment, mobile home or trailer, a group of
room or a single room occupied ss separate fiving
quarters. In separate living quarters, the occupants live
and eat separstely from other psrsons in the bullding
and have direct access from outside the bullding or
through a common hall.

One person in each household is designated as the
houssholder. Usually, this is the person, or one of the
persons in whose nams the home is owned, being
bought, or rented and who is listed as the first person
on the census form. There are family housshoiders
(lives with relatives) and nonfamily householders (lives
slone or with nonreiatives only).

A census form (short and long forms) used to count
persons individually in group quarters. The form asks
the same population questions ss does the household
questionnaire axcept that relationship to a houssholder
is not asked and no housing questions are asked.

GQ location for persons under formally authorized,
supervised care or custody, such as prisons and local
juils; juvenile institutions; nursing, convalescent, and
rest homes for the elderly and dependent: or homes,
schools, hospitals, or wards for the physically hendi-
capped, mentally retarded, or mentally ill, Patients or
inmstes sre counted at these locations at the time of

nave 8 usust home elsewhere. They are
restricted to the institutions! buildings and grounds or
must have escorts or passes to leave, They are gener-
ally under the care of trained staff with responaibility for
their safekesping and supervision.

Minimum informa.tion required for & census form to be
considered acce;r able after all efforts to gain complete
information have {siled. On S-Night, the last resort
questions were age, sex, shd race.
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NONINSTITUTIONAL GQ

SUBFAMILY

UNRELATED INDIVIDUAL

USUAL HOME ELSEWHERE

All GQ population not in institutions. There must be 10
or more persons unrelated to the househoider in the
unit (otherwise these living quarters are housing units).
These include rooming houses; group homes for the
mentally ill, mentally retarded, the physically handi-
capped, homes or halfway houses for drug/aicohol
abuse, maternity homes for unwed mothurs, and other
group homes such as large communes; religious GQs;
coliege dorms; military quarters; agriculture workers’
dorms; other workers’ dorms; emergency shelters with
sleeping facilities for homeless persons, shelters for
runaway, negiectsd and homeless children, persons
visible in the street on S-Night, sheiters for abused
women; dorms for medicsl personnel; crews of mari-
time vessesis; staff residents of institutions; and other
nonhousehold living situations such as persons with no
ususl home elsewhere living at campgrounds, YMCA's,
racetracks, fairs, and carnivals.

The following type of family groups living in a house-
hold related to the houssholder or the houssholder's
spouse: (1) a married couple counted in the same
household who may have children living with them; or
(2) one parent with ons or more never-married children
under 18 years old.

(1) A householder living slone or with nonrelatives
only; (2) a housshold member who is not related to the
householder; or (3) a parson living in 8 GQ who is not
an inmste or patient of an institution.

A question asked to determine if a8 person or family is
residing somewhere other than their usual residence on
Census Day. This question was not asked on S-Night
snd is not asked in institutions. it is asked in most, but
not all, noninstitutional GQs.
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Experts Attending Mesting on Counting Homeless Persons
Bureau of the Census
April 3, 1887

1. Nashville, Tennessee

Barrett Lee

John Lozier

Kathisen Monahan
2. Baltimore, Maryland

Charles Cowan

/3. Chicago, linois

Peter Rossi
Sara Loavy
Marva Lopez-Griffin

4. Boston, Massachusetts

Susan Tracy
Donna Brown
Deborah Chausse

5. Washington, D.C.

Frederic G. Robinson
Juana Martin
Leonard Bivins
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options for Counting Homeless Persons
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Source: OCovernment Accounting Office, "Homeless Mentally Ill: Problems and Options in Estimating Numbers and Trends,"
Report to the Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human Resources, U.S. Senate, GAO/PEMD-8B8-24, August, 1988,
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Appendix C

_/%\ UNITED ETATES DEPARTIINT oF COMMERCE

Sureew of the Cansns
D-331L) CA (San Franshien) Roglonal Diflee
Bt Les Angeles, Calfernis 9001
FROM THE REGIONAL DIRECTOR
BUREAU OF TNE CENSUS
The goal of the 1850 decenniel consus is to snumersts mm who sre homelsss. We wit
mug::nmw of the homelsss populstion in s one-night called “Shelter and Steet

Encrnerstion.” This operation willtake onthe of Mareh 20th and In the earfy moming houts of
m.;m. 19%0. mmmcHquhﬁramﬂm mmmmmmmhm

T the sssistance In
0 scoomplish m mmd huuln.vumm %

mmmwmwmm oroongregete it
inchuding outdoor dos mm&m.wndmmmﬂ' .“, We
suggest thet you contact groups who work with the homsiess snd also contact the polios to sesist
Mﬂuﬂa&?ﬁmu focstions. m

1. HOMELESS IN STRUCTURES AT NIGHT
Plesss provide the following: ‘

1. Ammmmummmm«mmmtmmuw
shelters such 88 thoss In church basements.

z.Ammmu.m telaphone numbers of hotals/motels that houss homaless persons/families,
with cost paid elther by the loca! govemment or private organizations.

mmwmmmmmmmmmmmm

1. HOMELESS IN OTHER LOCATIONS AT NIONT
MmmmmwmeuMmmmarMMM
conducting an sffsctive amamerstion:

Lttty 24w Ihmbnbhumm ww e 00 “Paoute 103 South t Rouns
83 East; go b miles on B3 Eest.

2. Stest I.N“M
Wmnmmnﬁm&mmmm

3. The names snd sddressss of such as bus or waln stations, subway stations, sirports, hosphtal
emergency rooms and 8o where homeless persons alee seek shelter gt night.

4. Alist of the names and addrasses of sdendoned or bosrded-up bulidings whers homelsss persons a%e known

or beleved 10 stay 5t night.
Pleass provide this information by October 16, 1888, 20 thet we mey complete work before rmeking
mmmmm" hﬁm:;ab J.:'nuvlm.omm your ares where homeless
stsy, plssse send s written MnMMthmmmMWdlmh

your offics we can contact in the future about the Bets.
Send the informa tion requested above 10 the following eddress:

Burssu ot the Cense

Congus Conter

San Francisco, CA $4107-1400

mmmmmntmmmmmumhum _
u%wm”mnmmuhuhuumwmcnm”
muuz |

ﬁd&w\@%  CENSUS'W

JOHN E. REEDER
oc: LOCAL REVIEW LIATSON , 120
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Appendix D-1

Census Jobs

YOUR BASIC PAY
Al You will be ;| rate. Social Security deductions
muﬁnm'&:‘unim and local incoms
mmw.nﬁo?'m ou witbe
while working.
Fold worbers

Snumerster: A samings will very, depending on how

Verage
meny howrs 8re worked. For close to full time work, wil
oam from $220 t simost $280 per week. you

Coaw londer: For closs to ful work. you wil frem
03!0me~-¢?~ youwseem

Otfice werkere: OMos personnel
MOMNhhMMwM
EXTRA PAY

Ir: addition %o hourly pey. field workers may eam sdditionsl

S300 e o ek Gopering S B Somtevract, Thots
mﬂh%ﬂ.qm

MNMmemrwﬂn
SpeNic work in the effice or in the work In
mmnmm:ummh?:mm

whers you five. Whatever ssaignment youwiibe
wbhmmwrrm.ﬁ:’:
Consue Buresu.

When yau acospt e expected 10 ocortinue working
The infermetion you sollest s confidential snd must net
be discloved % anyens owern Congue Duvess
“-:ﬁom.nndm

from 45.00 0
por howr.

Can you qualify for
Census work?

2. Applioants must taks 8 written test to show thelr sbiity
1o read, follow written instructions, do arithmetic, and
Serform in othar Srees relsted 10 CONSUS Work.

a.osnmurmnun Enumarstors must
be able ang sl steirs.
ablity % resd armell

§. ideally, spplicants should be avaltable to work 30 t0 40
Mnmw:nunmummu
30 howrs are encouraged 1o spply.

« Applicanty should heve & sstiefectory work record for the
pest 5 yeers. Poor job performance, dishonesty, crimingl
wh'nuduma'.’:rMuﬁhomw

7. Conviction of a viclation of the iaw since age 18 for
something other then a minor traffic viclstion could be @
basie for nonsslection.

TR T T

-

9. Alnduiandnboumﬂ. 1888, must be
Service System.

registered with the Selective W
BOUAL OPPORTUNITY SMPLOYER aged 20 and oider who sre not regietered cannot be hired.
The Buresu of the Census doss not discrimingte on the besls of 10. Anm:;nnah q;‘?m':.m
any mensal or physical hendicsp. o snumerator or crew leader jods.
: Aat ssutoment lv on reverse side. or
AFFROVED BY GSARME 1Y 387
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PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

Solicitation of this information is suthorizad by Section 23 of Titls 13, U.S. Code,
which authorizes appointments in the Cansus Bursau. The information will

institutions, former » 80 law h oS, aros
mﬁc:z%uﬂﬁﬂn«umhﬂmﬂthmumhhg%%r

EMPLOYMENT ELIGIBILITY VERIFICATION (FORM 1-9)

The following types of documentation can be used to prove identity and e
re~uirsments for empioyment. MamdommmmUnAﬂomd“mm
t--.m List B and from List C to mest Form I-9 requirements.

List A
identity and Employment Eligibility
¢ United States Pessport
¢ Cortificate of United States Citizenship
¢ Cortificste of Natursiizstion
. with sttached
Unexpired foreign passport
* Alien Ragistration Card with photograph
List B List C
ldentity AND Employment Eligibitity
® Driver’s License or Stets ID e Original Socisl Security Card
'W&MOM * Birth Certificate with official seal of
[ ] MM
* U.S. Military Card ¢ Cartification of birth by State Department
® Voter Registrstion Card ¢ Certificstion of birth abroad by
:u.s.mocp:;:mmcm -Mlmlm
* U.8. Cosst Merchsnt Marine Card -ummmmu:;a
* Driver's License lssued by » ¢ Unexpired Resntry Permit {INS Form |-327)
Canadisn Government NG B BTT] T, poeument
¢ U.8. Citiren identificstion Card
(INS Form -187)
* identificstion Card for use of Resident

Chiizen in the U.S. (INS Form 1-179)

FORM BC-1 700 [12- 108 1 ? 2
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| CENSUS EMPLOYMENT INQUIRY

[STNER I I
”'\Ef NLY

1. 17. m-nnmm no%nmm.tm‘
a. mmumm-—muw uu—uwn mmmmnm

- — 1 Dicewyostiomngonst. 307 100uy nmiomane
Dew . &,
BT | [ | S e
ArS: Tolsoions muber D Oher nmier whars you ee D Would you B 49 suparvion? Mart 00 Aarg, et 5[]
__llllll-llll o T Ll L L1 T e e voor skl forwhkch
6. Melng advees — Number, STRSE G SPETENENT ARbr 2 L] Cvie, commentty, or nﬂmw
o onganiastion o leader mm
Ciay County m:[ﬁ_u.— 2 0] gosiel or tsemai " Sohool ¢ eollege :
— : : . "'""""”_ - Fadora, Suse. & foces job
»  INNeEecHng sreets Neanst yr hane sl Newspaper ~ arscle “n*m
s lnege 183 Prtans or redetive wevting for
L unammumrﬁ- oDty Conowe

”ﬂd Mm-nm-ﬁ \Oyes 30ns .gm ngz’ﬁuﬂﬂwmm
I 17 L] Rearuking posteerd

WMM%_ . M":m-t-ﬂ- 100 0ver — Soucy

0. Educstien — Mark (0 Nghest grade sampleasd p L mm

pnell . shaatasiend - ¥ - ¥ - B -

208, ¥ you hove nover weried. ek 0O here s SKP w e 31.—o [

COLLEGE 4 18 u 17 1 o men B % you heve
B-R-R-R-K-1-1- W yomemn g, vur wst st work experces e )
—— umdomm 1Dves sCne -
“&Thm:?#&%mh @ Neewe S0g Sckirans of mest romt amployer
Language feaitng | Spesking Wihing
Nanw of lrnediote npwviser
Tz&n how miﬁﬂ'—_m ‘
mﬂl
2’-7 -y wenle pir R mmlm From ‘To
I.Do e auperience e ]
"r,’ ”:.. — d 10ves :Ciwo This of peahion and kind of werk dene
g wiling %o work — Yo Ne
n.n-n-m-um.m-mr ¥

T
:m ' Neanber and king of for leaving
| S dere W revessery? eve s l

e, De you hove o valld érivery fosnse? 1Dves 30INo | o name ond ackivens of past ssnployer
16 A'ough an sutameblie b nst for |

ol @9 you hove ene svelinble
mﬂ‘mmﬂ? 1Dves :Dne
Du you sleln vottrane preferense
ya-mw,.-‘ Tiome of Inmediese supsrvisor
s O s-puirn = Atesch anpy of DO-214, “Discharge Cortificsss™ ‘
200 10-poiet At 5% 18, "Thein o 10904 Toiashors Wo. auporvise [Dviae "W
301100k Camponsatie§ Joar T mﬁ 'm '
O - b w 17 Tie of pastion snd Kind of work 0ene
I, List dates and branch of sl seuve iy service.
From To !M
€. King of dacharge =
D -—
9 T3 Monorabls or genersi wnder 2 LJ Other — Expiain in e 30 omployess supsrviced

1
NOTE ~ THE ACCURACY OF YOUR STATEMENTS WILL BE VERIFIED
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Answer oll quastions ks hame 21 through 29 balow. Reod eanh staterment savefully bofere respending.
BACKGROUND INFORMATYTION Mark 00 one
You | No

21. An hove Fedarsi agency? ¥ ~ o
m.?u hzcghnmnl agency? ¥ “Yee, ™ shew €oiee of employmarss, sgerey

[ e e e e P o e o

Within Yoats, have Inflorvnnd et ompleyer insended

e —
[ ~ FOR BACH
nmw’.’mcm IVE DETALLS N ITIM 30. MOW ORRINSE: (1) DATE: [3) CHARGE:

Mmequtunmmmmth‘mm-m

mmm.onaumugn=nmhn.mm

Y
wumammm%wwnmn-mcmm 6F VO YOU Row

E

- F A ]
NOTE = When srwwering & and b abeve, you may est: t“hnb:ﬂdmﬂ-:.cﬂ 00.00 ov fons: 12} aryy

offense commitind balors yur Y00 whish wes adiodlanted in e ot 8 fow;
‘ 3%@&_:&.:-”& - e -
as. lhuﬂh'# the Conous relatve of Susd or morviage) in yaur area? i “Yog, * ghve It Ram 30 fir
00k ralstive; )‘Lm@&.ﬁgrmzmh

24, mmnMnmmdmmm.m.-mtlm“mhmn
27. an
nmrnn&mumwmummmmm

SNvice appainenent? * axgisin b R 0.
a8. While In the milliary servios wers you ever cenvissd by o genersl eswrn-martiel?
25, Ase you Salinquunt on arvy Gate owed to the feders! geverrvnent? .

u.mnmnmwm1mmna-mmmcm .
Mo No. ' Explensien

ATTENTION — THIS STATEMENT MUST BE SIGNED IN INK

falew mhnr !'."""' for damsissing you sfer lrmmmh by
STV 10 8Oy Aot amplaying yew ar

a-mnﬁ“ 1&%&“:.“:“ - o&* your Rngerprins, fegorde.

CEATIRCATION: Sigracure fSign b ink)
1 CERTIFY that afl of the stataments mede In this

8oy i o B, S8 o e b ot .
FORM 8C-179 (131087}

o . .. 124
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everyone counts
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Sample Questions
PART -CLERICAL
SKILLS
{This saction fests your ebitity o aiphabeiize,

sorial 10, 0nd mokeh)

Try 1o match e rarsbery 1 Colmn A 19 these bt
Cohrmn . Thon snewet g quesiion Dol

Whtich mumbaer in Colmn A hag no match?

(A] 283
@) 0569
©) o189
O] None ol 1he adove

mm@

PART —READING

PART M—NUMBER SKILLS

(Tha saction buladen addiion, subivasiion, snilel-

PART IV-—INTERPRETING
INFORMATION
AND -
EVALUATING
ALTERNATIVES

gﬂmm:«am.mmm

obe dirng &
it Ane ABen i nat eumplerd her tost A7 09
mirnes oher 00 rast of e powp. Datedd &1 e
ndormation previded, which of the Sellowing is ¢ ree-
Sorubls stotoment shaud Ardie’s poripemanes

A) She b mch more caredd s00ut her W han
oo h Do pap.
) Sha ts probebly not 00 omart 29 10 o0 of 9

o

(€] Sha werked muve slowly an B rom of e
Vg e 0amg redion.

1D} i wes probebly botvered by some parsenat
probiom which hopl het fram warking loster.

MRQ
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PART V—-ORGANIZA.
TIONAL SKILLS

(The oecon dviprsines your shlly to we legical
oturing In order 1o erviyee. sumearise, andier

Srgariee indermalion i aeive & probiom of obow an
orustion.)
n e o0l of Rumbers below, chooee the rumber thal

‘uon—z-q xipuaddy

o
1

8Li

g




119

Appendix E

-f(' %\\ UNITED :t':.mmnmsm OF COMMERCE
\h~_,li Washngeon, D.C. 20233

SUMMARY OF 1990 CENSUS PLANS
FOR COUNTING SHELTERS FOR ABUSED WOMEN

The Census Bureau will count pre-identified shelters for abused
or battered womsn for the 1990 census as a part of the special
ogeratinn. "Shelter and Strest Night Enumeration.®' The count

will occur from 6 p.m. on March 20, 1990 through noon on March

21st.
OBJECTIVES OF THE COUNT OF SHELTERS FOR ABUSED WOMEN:
£e Bre three pr objectiveés: (a) to maintain strict

confidentiality of the addressss of the shelters and to reduce
their contact with Census Bureau amployess: (b) to be sure that
women and children in these shelters are included i{n the
deceanial census; and (¢) to provide data -on the count and
characteristics of persons in such shelters.

OPTIONS FOR ENUMERATION:

SHeLLers iOr apusea women may choose one of the four options
listed below for enumeration. Shelters should aotify the Census
District Office (DO) for their area by December 1989 if they wish
to participate in Options 1 or 2.

1. aocnmmonglrc:sens the Census Buresu could hire as census
takers for the shelters in a census DO area. The persen
recommended would nesd to be knowledgsable about the
confidertial locations of all ths sheltsrs for abused women
in an er-ire ceasus DO area. Th:nsorlen would have to apply
to the Census Bureau and meet standard hiring Tequiremants.
The persocn selected would be a sworn csnsus employes and
would work with an office supervisor to delate shulter
addresses from the Census Bureau’s lists from furthsr
followup. Ths count would be conducted on March 20-21,
1990. This option best meets the objectives above.

2. Request self-enumeration for March 20, 1990. The Census
DO will provide instructions for self enumeration by shelter
operators (who must also swear to kesp the data
confidential). The count would occur on March 20, 1990.

The shelter will bave to provide their address (which is
confidential) so that they will not be coata again.

3. Be counted by regular census taskers on "Shelter and
Street Night" on March 20, 1990 from 6 p.m. to midnight.
The Census Bureau hss & list of some shelter addresses and
theg u:ll be counted by Option 3 unless they chocse option 1
or 2 above.

4. Be counted as of April 1, 1990 during ttg:la: census
operations as a housing unit rather thsn be included in the
count of shelters for abused women. Regular cesnsus takers
must visit the shelter to be sure that all persons were

IS
©
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listed. 1In 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 thers).

The shelter address is required under all options. It is used to
aveid further field followup and later, in tabulating counts and
characteristics for statisticsl areas. Under Options 1, 2, and
3, pesrsons ars not asked if they have a usual home elsewhare and
they may choose to uss a number rather than their name. Chart }
below summarizes the differences among the options.

Under any option, all information. including the address of the
shelter and information collected about the shslter residents, is
confidential under Title 13 of the U.S. code. Ko power can -
obtain personally identifiable information or addresses from the
Census Bureau. - The airtight law includes the White House, the
judicial system, police and military, Internal Revenue Service,
immigration, and welfare agasncies -- everyons. Information is
exempt from the Fresdom of Information Act as well as court
subposnss. Census employees are subject to a §5,000 fine and/or
ug to 5 years imprisonment for any disclosure of ceasus answers.
The Census Buresu has a proud tradition of maintaining the

confidentiality of answers.

The National Coaliticn goiut Domestic Violence will notify
their membership about the plans for the decennisl census and
encourage them to use option 1 or 2 above to bs sure that the
count is done by persons knowledgeable about ths nseds of the
shelters and to ensure that national dats will be available on

shelters for sbused women.

SUMMARY OF OPTTONS:
Option 3 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4

Enumeration time? 3/20-217/90 3/20/90 3/20/90 4&/1/%0

Enumeration bg--
A. Recommended psrson
B. Shelter operator X
C. Regular census X X
taker
Md"“::a :ho.‘l.tor
regquir yes es es
Name/usual address of y yos y
resident required? no no no yes
Visited 1/90 for Special
Seternine group quart
ete e group quarters
and housing units at
address by--
A. Recommended person X
B. Regular census taker X X
C. Not visited 1/90 X

For further information contact:
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Appendix F
Highest and Lowest Temperatures for Tuesday, March 20, 1990
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P2, & o cpamc

SUMMARY OF 1580 CENSUS PLANS FOR ENUMERATION OF SELECTED
COMPONENTS OF THE HOMELESS POPULATION
21st Decennial Census — 1990

Wmmmmmmﬁhim of the nation’s homeless m“l’h
Bursau is actively bullding » nationwide operation census A sconomic data
on selected components of the homeless

There is no generally mu“m"nmmmmnmmnm
definition or totsl d"ﬁohnnbu."ﬂm.mwlwwmuumﬂnhmweb»mamnof
“homeless’’ sppropriate to their purposes.
mwwwmmanmmhmwmm..wm-m
! operstion, and one that is part of the reguisr snumeration process.

mmmmmmm“mmmwmmm-m

w-wmmmamhmmdm on strests the basic demographic Additiona$
mmmmmmmhm

mmmmmmnmumwmmm.mwm
uhgmymhm;'s. mmmbmwm%mmhwmm%am&
mind to answer person is covered up 80 characteristics cannot be determined, the person
be counted end ﬂumwwo:unmm

w.nmmmmmuumumwmm«mmm
mm&h&“uhmmmmﬁszMhdhmhMMh
the strests, information will be avallablle from the QO::WMMMQMWM

or “homeless”’
some and “’precariously housed”’ mmmnumnummmmw
mmﬁu‘lm m" m“h“mdu"vhmmmm m’ﬂu
mmmmmuwdwmwum-mmu ’

in summery, the 1850 consus will 8 count end basic characterdstics of selected components of the homeless
nh#ﬂ“%‘%mmwuhm“mnm not the dynamics

be A
such s the ceneus cannot r date on the homeless. Data users wilt basic dete on
ST f e e Popaior e oughoc h U s SOt o e e et

mwmmmwmmmwmmm.

Cynthis M. Tasuber
Sureau of the Census
Washington, DC 20233 1 31

Telsphone: (301)763-7883




123

Assessments of the 1990 S-Night
Census Operation and Overview
of the Experimental S-Day Method

Laurel Schwedoe,
Matt T. Salo, and
Pamela C. Campanelli
Center for Survey Methods Research
U.S. Burcau 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 1988, a CSMR
team consisting of anthropologists, a survey statistician, and a sociologist has concentrated on
research for improving the enumeration of homsless people. The team has sponsored an
independent assessment of the S-Night component of the 1888 Census Dress Rehearsal,
conducted sthnographic resesrch, and developed a day-time enumsration method. In 1889,
the team conducted a pilot test comparing both the planned census Sheiter and Strest
enumeration, “S-Night,” and experimentsl service facility, “S-Day,” methods of enumerating
homeless people in Bsitimore. In conjunction with an inter-divisional working group within the
Census Bureau, the tesm sponsored independent ressarch to assess the Census Bureau's 1990
S-Night procedures. In this talk, | will briefly describe the assessments of ths 1590 S-Night
operstion and then discuss the expsrimental method we have devsloped for shumersting
homeless people during the day-time.

This paper reports the results of research undertaken by Census Buresu 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 sssessments of the shelter and street portions of the
S-Night procedures implesmented on March 20-21, 1990, as part of the Decennial Census. The
independent assessments have besn carried out through Joint Statistical Agreements (JSAs)
bstween the Census Bureau snd several not-for-profit organizations. There are four overall
goals of the research:

1. to assess the completeness of the lists of ghelters used for homeless people on
S-Night,

2. to assess how well the snumeration procedures were followed at a sample of strest
snumsration sites in eight district office areas,

3. to learn sbout the attitudes of homeless people immediately sfter 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 Sheiter List Completeness 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 (DOs). Six
principal investigators were asked to compile independent lists of shelters, either slone or
with the help of knowledgeable local experts, corresponding to these selected district
office gsographical sreas. They submitted their shelter lists to their respective loca! district
offices for compsrison with the census lists used. 1 ,; 2

[ §
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The shelter list assessment covered emergsncy shehters, low-cost hotels and motels,
and subsidized units within hotsis and motels, but excluded sheltars for abused women.
Any pmammgonmmmmmmnmm-monmmmn
lists were subsequently contscted, and if found to fit the shelter criteris, covered by Census
Bureau personne!, even if they were identified after the actual March 20th S-Night count.
Thus the indepsndently generated lists were ussd to assess, and Ister 1o improve,
coverage of sheiters in the 45 DOs.

The principal investigators and local experts described their methods for generating
lists, identified problems encountersd in their work, and offersd recommendations for
improving the compilstion of shelter lists. Cansus Bureau staff will sssess the coverage
yield from any new locstions ider-tified by the experts and prepare a report on the Sheiter
List Completeness Assessment Project.

2. The Assessment of S-Night Street-Phase Procedures

The gscond 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 aress:
4 in New York City and 1 esch in Chicago, Los Angeles, Phoenix, and New Orleans. These
cities were selected to represent geographically diverse locations with sizesble homeless
populstions, where the count of homeless people had generated considerable [ocal
interest, and where we could locate quaslified resesrchers. The S-Night street-phase
procedures specified that snumerators 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.' These sites—city parks, street blocks,
areas under bridges, bus and train stations, airports, hospital emergency rooms, and
similar jocations where homeless people tended to stay at night—had been identifisd by
local governmentas! units, police, groups working with the homeless, and Census Bureau
district office parsonnel. '

For the street-phsse sssessment, 80 in-place observers (IPOs) were placed in teams of
two or three at a random sample of praidentified sites to observe and report on how weli
census takers followed enumeration procedures. Exceptions were New York where 120
observers were approved and Los Angelss, 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 themseives in these sites from 1:46 a.m. t0
4:15 a.m., bracketing the scheduled street snumeration period. After the enumeration
period was over, the IPOs met as a group with their principal jnvestigators to fill in
debriefing questionnaires. They recorded their observations on whether snumerators
came to their sitas. if enumerators came, the IPOs described the enumerators’ behaviors,
their intaractions with the respondents, the extent to which they followed procedures, and
the length of their stays st the sites. Observers aiso noted the environmental and socisl
conditions on the night-time streets. This included describing the site and its inhabitants,
counting the visible people st various times between 2 and 4 a.m., and describing how
these people reacted to the enumerators.

In addition, the IPOs were to report whsther they believed they had been included in the
census, either by direct interview or indirect obssrvation. The in-place observers also
participated in orsl debriefing sessions with the principel investigators.

Theprincipalhvuﬁgmnﬂomﬁwﬂwdﬂuonmbmﬂﬁngmpomwthemmus
Buresu describing 1) the process used and the leve! of success attained in hiring street
observers and 2) general environmental factors that may have sffectsd the census count,
such as the weather, the medis, local events, etc. Census Bureau staff will analyze the IPO
debriefing forms and prepare 8 summary report.

Finally, the five resesrchers conducted qualitative post-census interviews with small
groups of homeless people who use ghelters and others who frequent the street. The

*The S-Night street phase also included snumaration of people emerging from predesignated abandoned buildings
between 4 and 8 8.m. These sites were not inckuded in the street-phase sssessment study.
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objective of this third part of the research was to learn about homeless psople’s awareness
of and attitudes toward the census, as well s their ressons for participation or non-

participation.

. Additional Research in New York City

in the New York City district office aress, 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 strests were actuslly
“homeless” as indicated by the observation that they remained ovemight at the street site.
A separste report will be submitted for this ~3search.

. Limitations of These Assessments

The sheiter and strest assessments wsre not designed to provide measures of coverage
of homeless people through S-Night enumeration. The shelter assessment was designed
10 assess the coverage of sheiters by comparing the list of sheiters compiled by the Census
Bureau from various sources with the independent lists generated by outside knowledge-
able local experts. While addition of new shelters identifisd by the local experts improved
coverage, we do not know how m-ny more shelters may have remsined unidentified by
both local experts and the cens:  ,here is no comprehensive nstional list to provide the
true number of such shelters. Another important limitation of the ghelter 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 aiso have important limitations. These assess-
ments cannot provide estimstes of the true S-Night street homeless populstion or the
levels of coverage attained on S-Night because there is no baseline for comparison, either
in terms of the true number of homeless peoples or the total number of sites where they
may be found. Homeless people find privacy and shelter in 8 wide varisty of plsces and
may move frequently. They are often loath to tell anyone, other homeless peopls included,
where they spend the night. This understandable reticence In revesling the locations of
sleeping places which may be used one right and sbandoned 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 s whole,

The in-place observers made on-the-spot observations about the extsnt to which
enumerators followed procedures, how many individusis the census enumerators appesred
to miss atthe sites and whether the observers themssives 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 ressarchers, we
have begun to identify some sources of error that complicste snalysis and interpretstion of
the results. For example, enumerators could hsve indirectly counted individuals by
observation without directly interviewing them. The in-place observers did not necessarily
have any outward indicstion that this was taking place. itis also possible that at some sites
observers missed seeing the enumerstors altogether, perhaps because the site was very
large or visibility was obstructed. Perhaps the enumerators did notw 1r vests or carry their
brightly-marked census satchels, or violsted procedures by not getting out of their cars or
by conducting their enumerstion outside the scheduled time frame. Another resson
observers could have missed seeing enumerators is that some of the observers may not
have been present in the site during the entire snumeration period. Thus, both the census
counts and the observations by the IPOs are subject to unknown degrees of error.

The IPOs’ debriefing forms and the independsnt researchers’ assessment studies can
give us indications of problems, but the potentisl sources of error just mentioned raise
questions sbout the statistical reliability of the comparisons between the numbers observed
st the sites and the numbers enumerated by the census takers. Also, the sample of sites is
small and limited to the specific district office sreas. It is not valid to extrapolate resuits from
oistrict office areas to other parts of the cities, to other cities, or to the nation as a whole.

Based upon the principal investigsators’ reports, the Center for Survey 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 sach study component,

2. the numbers of shelters and peopie sdded by the independent vxperts in the shelter
study,

3. recommendations for compiling shelter lists,

4. results of the analysis of the IPO debrisfing forms,
5. results of the qualitative research among homeless people, and

6. sfter census forms have been processed, 8 comparison of the numbers reported by
the in-place observers with the actual census counts.

The final oversli 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 & dress rehearsal census,
including the S-Night procedures as of that time, in St. Louis, Missouri.

The team of indspendent ressarchers assessing this dress rehearsal S-Night operation
(McCall et al., 1889) conciuded that, in general, the S-Night shelter count method worked well,
Dr. McCall and his sssocistes also concluded that the S-Night strest count was less cost
effective, less accurate, and potentisily lass safe than the shelter count.

On the basis of McCall's findings and our own observations, the CSMR team began
developing an siternative method to enumerate the “strest homeless” that did not invoive s
night-time street count. Both the S-Night and the fledgling S-Day methods were tested in &
June, 1989 Baitimore pilot test. This first attempt at implementing the experimentsl S-Day
method gave us our initial indications of problem areas we would need to work on before
conducting 8 second pilot test in snother, larger area. The Bshimore pilot test came too Iate in
the census timetablie to incorporate any major changes in 1980 decennial census pians. The
results are useful in understanding S-Night results snd in planning future surveys or censuses
of homeless people.

The experimental S-Day approach involves snumeration of homeless psople at day-time
centers where they recsive services such ss food, clothing, medical essistance, and so forth.

The main advantages we expected from s daytime enumeration over a night-time street count
include:

1) the greater number of people available for enumeration during the day,

2) the grester probability of finding and esnumerating soms 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 enumerstors snd the interviewees,

4) less intrusion on the privacy of hom :less people in the day than during the middie of the'
night,

6) the higher quality of data which may be obtained from people awake and going sbout their
normal business, rather than asleep in the middie of the night, and

6) the opportunity to obtain information about those doubled-up families and individuals
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 sress. In Baitimore and Washington, D.C., there were three
times as many dasy- as nighi-service sites. We do not yet know how generalizable this ratio is for
other areas, but in contrast to the night-time street sites, we know thess are sites used by the
homeless on a regular basis. Thus no vacant sites ars included. (See Salo and Campanelli,
1989, for & more thorough description of the development of the S-Day method.)
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During the day-tims, there is & greater mix of people at ssrvice sites than st night; day-time
facilities servs the poor who have homes and the preceriously housed, s well as those literally
homeless. Thus, for a daytime method, screening questions are needed to establish whether &
person has 8 home address where he/she would be counted during the regular census. Using
the S-Day method, we gathersd informstion on “sleeping piace” pattems to distinguish
cstegories of people using S-Day facliities. Because people move about more during the day
than at night, a day-time msthod also required us to develop a method to identify snd remove
duplicate questionnaires to avoid counting individuals more than once st the same site or at
more than one site. The S-Day method requires, therefore,

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 homelsssness for the 1990 Census operations. The procedures involved enumerating all
people (except those in uniform or engaged in money-making activities) during the specified
enumerstion periods at preidentified shelters, subsidized hotels/moteis, temporary shelters,
night-time street sites and all-night piaces of commerce, and in from of absndoned buildings.?
These directions to enumerator trainees constitute an operational definition of people who
wers to be inciuded 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 st the
designated sites on S-Night.

in developing the S-Day approach, we conducted ethographic research among homeless
people in Bsitimore to identify the varieties of homelessness and the range of piaces 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, sheiter, medical and other services
they utilized and with what relative frequency. We learned that most of the homeless use some
type of day-time services, especislly soup kitchens, and thst, aside from the shelters, there are
no other places where they congregate in such large numbers. We slso discovered that
night-time strest congregating sites in Baltimore were not fixed, but varied by ssason, dey of
the week and time of day, as well as external events, such as police crackdowns or the influx
of tourists.

On the bssis 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 slesping piaces which we added to the S-Day question-
nsire.

After several months of resesrch, we defined sn area of Baltimore with a diversity of
homsiess psople and a variety of day-time and night-time congregating aress. The selection of
day-time sites was based primarily on our knowiedge of the renge of local services. We used
factors such as their operating schedules and the trave! patterns of homeless people betwesn
them, ss well as the presence or sbsence of local socisl 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 differsnces
in the service utilization pstterns of the homeless and also of variations by the time of day,
week, and month. We wanted to ensure s much comparability to the 1990 S-Night as possible.
This meant that the pilot test date had to be on a weekdsy st the end of the month, shortly
befare “check day” when homeless people would be most likely to be low in funds and in nesd
of service facilities. Scheduling delays did not allow us to conduct the test in the early spring

'tntomau-nigmphmdmm,owmmmmwnmmdwmﬂwhmbnmblmw
their patrons. No explicit criterion was provided: the enumersators relied on the propristors’ judgment s to who was
anct was not homeless in dstermining whom to interview,
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when S-Night would be dons in the actusl census. The dates chosen were the night of June
27/28 for the S-Night count and June 28 for the S-Day snumerstion. The pilot test covered
soven sheiters, two missions, thirtesn outdoor street sites, four places of commerce, sight
sbandoned buildings, and nine daytime service facilities.

1. The S-Day Pilot Test Enumeration

interviewing pesopie can be difficult st some day-time locations, such as soup kitchens.
During pretesting, we found we had the most control of the interviswing situstion while
respondents were waiting in line before facilities opened and the lines bsgan moving
rapidly. Once inside, potential respondants eat quickly and lsave. To maximize our chances
of getting at least some information on everyone, we usad a two-stage procedure. First,
some enumerators contacted and listed all people while they were waiting in line. if a
respondent volunteersd that he/she had been interviewed before, the enumerstor asked
where and when that interview had taken place and obtained the person’s initials and birth
date for Ister verification and matching.

After this first contect, respondents who agreed to an interview and who had not been
interviewsd before were interviewed using the S-Day questionnaire. We sttempted to
interview all persons using S-Day facilities except for those staff members who had s usual
home elsswhere.

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) before the survey and 2) during the previous
two wesks, as well as where they 3) usually spent the night. Additional questions covered
the name of the sieeping place (if there were one), its location, the length of stay, whose
place it was, and whether there were any time limits on the lsngth of stay there. With these
questions, we developed a six-category scheme showing the range of sttachments o
sleeping places over s six-month period, ranging from the “domiciled” through the
tentatively, precariously, and iiterally homeless.

Depending on one’s definition of homelessness, differing numbers of these categories
of persons would be considered “homeless,” and d.ffering counts would be produced.
Using a strict definition including only the literslly homeless, 32 percent of the people
included in our 1989 S-Day pilot test who provided snough information for classification
would be considered homeless and 68 percent domiciled. With a wider definition including
the 32 percent who were literally homeless as well ss those with precarious and tentstive
housing srrangements, the proportion of those clsssified as homeless in the same pilottest
would rise to 58 percent and the proportion of those domiciled would fall to 42 percent.
These very divergent results show that how ons defines homslsssness is a critical varisble
determining the counts of homeless peopls which sre produced.

Participation in the pllot test wsas 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
initisl enumerator contact, but no second interview), mostly due to interviewers not
following procsdures. Another fifteen percent declined to provide any informationto 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 specisl sttention 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 potentisl sdvantage of including a wider variety of homeless
people than the S-Night method, but the disadvantages of requiring valid screening
questions and operstions to unduplicate people counted st 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 s one-night street count at open street locations and public places misses
individuals who are hidden, mobile, or at other locstions, s 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 8 high probability that persons who use sither 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 invoives balancing the value of data completeness
against cost considerations. ‘

CONCLUSION

in this taik, | have given you a brief overview of the goals and methods of the Census
Bureau’s 1990 S-Night sheiter and street-assessment studies, identified some of the limitations
and analyticsl weaknesses we have found in these studies, and outlinad the final overall report
on S-Night that we will be preparing. | have aiso 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 500,000-600,000
Homeless People i;\ggl;e United States
in

Martha R. Burt
The Urban Institute

These sstimates are based on dsta from the Urban Institute’s (UIl) 1987 study of homeless
users of soup kitchens and shefters 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, 1888, Volume Ii, Appendix B) and will be repeated here 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 communitiss 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 providsr 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, $89,899-500,000,
499,998-250,000, 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 (Manhattsn and Queens) were randomly sslected to represent the
city, again due to our interest in coherent provider nstworks. Within the remaining strats, cities
were selected in proportion to the size of their poverty populstion 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 enumersted every soup kitchen
and shelter (including hotel/motel/spartment 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 snumersted we randomly sslected 400 for our primary sample and
another 200 as a backup sample in proportion to their actual size, from strats defined by facility
type (soup kitchen, shelter without meals, shelter with mesis) and size (over 100, 100-26, 25 or
smaller). In all, we contacted or sttempted to contact 517 providers, of whom 20 did not exist,
44 were insppropriate (beyond the city limits or did not serve homeless), and 72 could not be
resched or refused to be interviewed. The final sample of providers included 381 facilities, or
84 percent of the 453 eligible facilities we contacted or sttempted to contact (381 + 72). The
final count of sligible facilities in these cities was 686.

Facility users were randomly selected through one of several techniques, as appropriate to
the setting—selection 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 sesting area of a mes! program,
a roster of shelter users, or a layout of shelter beds. Interviews usually took piace at s meal time,
after the respondent had esten; in sheiters without meals most interviewing took place in the
evening. Respondents were first screensd for homelessness. Respondents were classified as
homeless if: 1) they said they did not have a home or @ permanent piace to live; 2) they said
they did have a home or permanent pisce, but that place was () a sheiter or hoteV/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 frisnd with whom they did not have & regular
arrangement to stay for five or more days s week. No verification was obtained for thair
responses, either from asgency records or from other people. Completed interviews were
obtained from 87 percent of persons identified as homeless, sl of whom were paid $5.00 for
participation. in soup kitchens, only 57 percent of scresnsd individuals were identified as
homeless. These procedures yielded a sample of 1704 individuals.

Weighting procedures were applied to esch record. Final weights included the following
components: 1) selection of cities from city strats; 2) selection of providers within cities and
provider strats; 3) adjustment for provider nonresponse; 4) selection of individuals from ali
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facility users (after screening); 5) adjustment for individusl refusal/nonresponse; 6) adjustment
for frequency of use; 7) reslignment for homeless who use both soup kitchens and shelters
(unduplicsting). These weighting procedures resuited in an estimate of 184,000 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 85 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 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 184,000 aduits and their
35,000 children); 2) the homeless people who live in these cities but do not use soup kitchens
or sheiters, and those who live in other places.

Most counts of the homeless cover a one-night period and classify people either as in shelter
or not. The biggest problem comes in estimating the size of the non-sheitered, or “street,”
population. Three aspects of our sampling and weighting procedures relate to the probable
inclusion or exclusion of these “strest” people, and are important for understanding my
approach to estimating how many homeless people in our universs 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 sheiters; 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 usad 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 recsived intermediste adjustments (e.g., a user for three
days of the seven received a weight of 7/3). This adjustment rests on the assumption that
utilization levels of the facilities were fairly constant during the month of March 1987 when data
collection occurred—an sssumption based on information obtained from providers in the
facilities we sampled. It also rests on the sssumption that infrequent users were replaced during
the days they did not personally use the facilitias by other peopls 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 “’strest” people in
any one-day count because they are not in shelters for that one day sithough they are still
homeless. The frequency of use adjustment produces a seven-day estimste that is about 75
percent lsrger than our one-day estimate (194,000 adults vs. 110,000 adults). While there may
be some chsilenge to using a frequency-of-use adjustment, | believe it more adequately
expresses the size 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 pattarns 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 siso "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 sample. While not
directly related to whether or not we included people ususlly 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.
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Another way in which our procedures included “street” homeless was through inclusion of
soup kitchens in our ssmpling frame of providers. As a consequence our sample includes a
large proportion ~f individuals who do not use shelters but only use soup kitchens (25 percent
in the 1-day estimste and 28 percent in the 7-day estimate). In our dsta these people are
included as service users, although in other studies they would be counted as part of the street
population.!

| 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 homelsss adults —per-
haps as high as 70-85 percent. | base this belief on the results of two efforts to survey homeless
people found “on the streets”— our own, and Farr et al.’s (1886). in Farr et al.’s 1985 survey of
the Los Angeles skid row homeless, homesless people were interviswed at shelters, soup
kitchens and “congregsting sites,” which were pub'ic spaces such as parks, bus terminals, etc.
where homeless people were known to congregate. Screening establishad the fact that fully 85
percent of the homeless screened at congregating sites had used either o 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 percent (445) were homeless, and 8
percent (81) refused or broke off the interview. Of the 445 homeless . ersons identified, 303 had
used either a soup kitchen or a shelter within the previous week, leaving only 142 (32 percent)
88 non-service users. My belief that our procedures probably capture 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 | used to develop the 500,000-600,000 estimates.

I began with a division of the U. S. population into three categories:

8. People in cities of 100,000 or more (this is the universe of cities for Ul's 1987 study). This
category comiprises 25.4 percent of the 1986 U.S. population, or 61.2 milun 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 cstegory comprises 51.2 percent of the 1986 U.S. populstion,
or 123.5 million people.

c. People outside of MSAs. This category comprises 23.4 percent of the population, or 56.3
million people.
Looking First at A: Cities over 100,000
| began to build the estimate of all homeless people in the country by looking at A.

| started with the Ul estimates of service users:

184,000 = 7-day estimste of homeless service-using adults in A.
35,000 = 7-day estimate of children attached to homeless service-using adults in A
: = Service users in A,

What to Assume about Children

I then had to make some assumptions sbout the ratio of gervice 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 sccompanied 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

it is very unlikaly that these soup-kitchen-only users were housed, since our screener eliminatad housed individuals
as part of the pre-interview process.
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percent had children with them, As described above, we also collected dats from & non-
random sample of 142 strest people who did not use either soup kitchens or shelters. None of
these people had children with them (0 percent). Since | was trying to estimste the size of the
non-service using population, it did not seem sppropriste to assume that the proportion of
street people who had children with them would ressmble the proportion of sheltered people
accompsnisd by children. | therefore made the assumption that only 1.5 percent of the
non-service users in A had children with them — a rate hasif-way between the 3 percent we
obtained for soup-kitchen-oniy people and the 0 percent we obtained for non-service users,

What to Assume about Non-Service-Using Adults

I made two alternative assumptions sbout the ratio of nonservice-using homeless adults in
A to service-using homeless aduits. 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
strest for svery four using soup kitchens or shelters. In thus sssuming that our survey methods
had captured 67-80 percent of the homeless, | bracketed what | thought was the most likely
range of our coverage, as explained above (p. 6).

Looking Next at B and C

The remainder of my estimating procedure rests on assumptions about the relstionship of
the rate of homelessness in B to that in A, and on the appropriate rate to use for C. in the first
sst 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-t0-1 user/non-user ratio. | 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 8/10,000. These two
assumptions sre the same as those made by the Committee for Food and Sheiter, 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 homsless (in 1885) had about 27/10,000, snd
that the remaining wards of the city had about one third that proportion, or 8/10,000 (Heintz,
personal communication).

Both of these assumptions, on my part, were made before dsts were available for
communities in B and C, and err in the direction of overestimating the size of the homeless
populstion in B and C. Subsequently published or calculsted data from rural sress show
between 2.4 to 5.6 homeless persons per 10,000 populstion {for rural Ohio and Yolo County,
CA, respectively— Roth et al. 1885; Vernez et al. 1988). Dsta from suburban sreas show
7-10/10,000 or 3.6/10,000 homeless people (for Fairfax County, VA and Orsnge County, CA,
respectively—Goplerud, 1887; Vernez et al. 1888). The final estimate in this paper takes these
newer data into considerstion to develop a somewhst lower estimate of the number of
homeless persons.

142



134

Estimates Based on the 2-to-1 User-Non-User Assumption
{using 7-day Urban Institute figures)

194,000 = 7-day estimste of homeless service-using adults in A.
35,000 = 7-day estimate of children sttached to homeless service-using adults in A.
228,000 « Service users in A.

97.000 = 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 half the size of the
service-using adult population, or 33 percent of the total homeless adult populstion
inA.

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 non-users.

328,800 = Total number of homeless persons in A.
53.7/10,000 = rate of homelessness in A (328,900/6120).
17.9/10,000 = rate of homelessness in B.

9/10,000 = rate of homelessness in C.

Number of people-1986 Rate Number of Homeless
A, 61.2 million people 53.7 328,900
B. 123.5 million people 17.9 221,100
C. 56.3 million people 9.0 50,700

241.0 million people - 600,700

Estimates Based on the 4-to-1 User-non-user Assumption
{using 7-dsy Urban Institute figures)

184,000 = 7-day estimate of homeless service-using aduits in A.
35,000 = 7-day estimste of children attached to homeless service-using adults in A.
225,000 = Service users in A.

39,000 = my guess about the humber of non-service-using homeless adults in A, based on
the assumption that the non-service-user adult populastion is one-fourth the size of
the service-using aduit population, or 20 percent of the totsl homeless adult
population in A.

1,200 = my guess sbout the number of children accompanying these non-service-using
homeless adults, assuming 1.5 percent of aduits are accompanied by 2.0 children
among Non-users.

269,200 = Total number of homeiess persons in A.
44.0/10,000 = rate of homelessness in A (269,200/6120).
14.7/10,000 = rate of homelessness in B.

/10,000 = rate of homelessness in C.

Number of people-1986 Rate Number of Homeless
A. 61.2 million people 44.0 269,200
B. 123.5 million people 14.7 181,500
C. 56.3 million people 0.0 50,700

241.0 million people - 501,400
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AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH: USING THE 1-DAY URBAN INSTITUTE FIGURES

As an siternative spproach to using 7-day figures for estimating the size of the total homeless
population in A, | have used the 1-day rates from the Ul study, focusing exclusively on the
sheltered populstion rather than on the population of all service users. | include this approsch
to provide ons method of estimation that is as close as possible to most other study
methodologies, which use 1-night counts of the sheltered populstion and then try to come up
with estimates for the “street.”

We estimated there were 110,300 homeless aduits 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 to0 use the same assumptions (of 67 and B0 percent) that | used above for the
proportion of the total homeless populstion captured by the Ul methodoic3y. Instead, | have
based the 1-day estimates that follow on assumptions of 37 and 45 pearcent inclusion (that is,
1.6 or 1.4 non-sheltered aduits for every sheltered adult).

These assumptions derive from the following facts from the 1887 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) unsheitered for that night. Because most children
are in shelters (as explained above, and not counting runaway/homeless youth), the compar-
ison of our 1-day and 7-day figures also implies that 58 percent of homeless adufts were not
found in shelters in the 1-day count. Thus even were we to assume that our 7-dzy figure
captured the universe of homeless adults, we would have to use s muiltiplier for thr; 1-day rate
of 1.4 “street” adults to every sheiterad adult (115,600 to 82,600). Yet we know that there sre
some homeless adults who use neither soup kitchens or shelters. For lack of sny better
rationale, | have assumed their numbers are equivalent to the 27,700 aduits 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 sbout 1.6 to 1.

Using the 1.6-to-1 Assumption

82,600 = 1-day estimate of homeless shefter-using aduits in A.
25,500 = 1-day estimste of children attached to homeless shefter-using adults in A.

108,100 = Shelter users in A.

132,200 = my guess sbout the nhumber of unsheltered homeless adults in A, based on the
assumption that the unsheltered aduit populstion is 1.6 times the size of the
shelter-using adult population, or 63 percent of the totsl 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 homelessness in A (245,600/6120).

13.4/10,000 = rate of homelessness in B.

9/10,000 = rate of homelessness in C.

Number of people-1886 Rate Number of Homeless
A. 61.2 million people 40.1 245,600
B. 123.5 million people 134 165,500
C. 56.3 million people 8.0 50,700

241.0 million people - 461,800
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Using the 1.4-to-1 Assumption

82,600 = 1-day estimate of homeless she/ter-using aduits in A,
25,500 = 1-day sstimate of children attached to homeless she/ter-using aduits in A.

108,100 = Shalter users in A.

115,640 = my guess about the number of unshe/tered homeless adults in A, bssed on the
assumption that the unsheitered aduit population is 1.4 times the size of the
shelter-using adult populstion, or 58 percent of the total homeless adult populstion
inA.

4,600 = my guess about the number of children accompanying these unsheitered homeless
aduits, assuming 2 percent of adults are sccompanied by 2.0 children among
non-shelter users.

228,340 = Total number of homeless persons in A.
37.3/10,000 = rate of homelessness in A (228,340/6120).
12.4/10,00C = rate of homalessness in B.

9/10,000 = rate of homelessness in C.

Number of people-1986 Rate Number of Homeless
A. 61.2 million people 374 228,300
B. 123.5 million people 12.4 153,100
C. 56.3 million people 9.0 50,700

241.0 miliion people - 432,100

The Effects of Using ARternative 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, | present two additional estimates, based on 7-day Ul figures, that produce the smaliest
figures that might be defensible. The changed assumptions are:

1. The 7-dsy Urban Institute estimate is reduced by 15 and 8.5 percent for adult and child
service users, respectively, to compensate for the estimated combined effects of three
potentisi sources of bias described in Burt and Cohen (1988, Vol. li, Appendix B, 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 avallable studies, which were published (or calculated by
me) after | made my first estimates using 9/10,000.

Using 2-to-1 User-non-user Assumption

164,800 = revissd 7-day estimate of homeless service-using adults in A.
31,700 = revised 7-day estimate of children sttachad to homeless service-using adults in A.
755,600 = Revised service users in A.

54,400 = my guess about the number of non-service-using homeless aduits in A, based on
the assumption that the non-service-user sdult 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 Dias were: 1) we usad the ratio of the estimsted number of clisnts to the screeners attsmpted
rather than the skip interval in estimating the client’s probability of selection on the dsy of the interviews, with 8 potential
for upward bigs of the estimate of 9.5 percent; 2) we could not make an sdjustment for 8 client’s potentis! use of more
than one soup kitchen in 8 day, but rough estimates suggested this factor could upwardly biss the estimates by 53
percent st most; 3) we mhudsomvmhorpromm,fcnmmh!wmbuofo.zmm
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1,600 = my guess about the number of children accompanying these non-service-using
homeless aduits, sssuming 1.5 percent of adults are accompanied by 2.0 children
among non-users.

252,600 = Totsl number of homeless persons in A.
41.3/10,000 = rate of hamelessness in A (252,600/6120).
13.8/10,000 = rate of homelessness in B.

4/10,000 = rate of homelessness in C.

Number of people-1986 Rate Number of Homeless
A 61.2 million people 413 252,600
B.  123.5 million people 138 170,400
C 56.3 million people 4.0 22,500
C.  241.0 million people - 445,500

Using the 4-to-1 User-non-user Assumption

164,800 = revised 7-day estimate of homeless service-using adults in A.

31,700 = revised 7-day estimste of children attached to homeless service-using adults in A.

196,600 = Revised service users in A.

32,800 = my guess about the number of non-service-using homeless adults in A, based on the
sssumption that the non-service-user aduit population is one-fourth the size of the
service-using adult population, or 20 percent of the total homeless sdult population
in A,

1,000 = my guess about the number of children accompanying these non-service-using
homeless adults, sssuming 1.5 percent of adults are accompanied by 2.0 children
among non-users.

198,800 = Totsl number of homeless persons in A.

32.5/10,000 = rate of homelessness in A (198,800/6120).

10.8/10,000 = rate of homelessness in B.

4/10,000 = rate of homelessness in C.

Number of people-1986 Rate Number of Homeless
A 61.2 million people 325 198,800
B. 123.5 million people 10.8 133,400
C. 56.3 million people 40 22,500

241.0 milion people 354,700
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The Nashville Method

Barrett A. Lee
Department of Sociology, Pennsylvania State University

Little questions often inspire big debates. Recent research on the “nsw homelessness”
provides ample proof of this maxim. Five words—how many homeiess are there?—have given
rise to & major controversy and to conferences like the present one that seek to address it.
Following Hombs and Snyder's (1882) sssertion that 1 percent of the total U.S. populstion was
homeless in the early 1880s, severs! attempts have been made to estimate the sxtent of the
problem at the national lsvs! (Burt snd Cohen 1988; Freeman and Hall 1886; National Coalition
for the Homeless 1987; U.S. Conference of Mayors 1887; U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development 1884). The divergent findings and interpretations yielded by these studies
have only served to fan the flames of the controversy. Those flames asre not likely to be
extinguished by the Census Bureau once the resuits of its heavily publicized 1990 “S-night”
(street and shelter) count become available.

While national studies are clearly important, their significance lies 8s much in the symbolic as
the policy reaim. Indeed, one could argue that such efforts amount to empirical referenda on
the success of our socisty in mesting its citizens’ needs. Local investigations, by contrast, sre
more narrowly pragmatic in function. The purpose of enumerating or surveying s homeless
population of a city, county, or state is ususlly to facilitate program planning or service
development and delivery. Because this kind of research helps in a direct way to “get things
done,” its design—though less subject to scrutiny than that of a nationwide inquiry—is critical.
Unfortunately, resource constraints pose 4 constant threat to the quality of homelessness
research at the local level.

The remasinder 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? | will proceed
by evaluating a single case—an ongoing enumerstion project in Nashville, Tennassee—briefly
reviewing its procedures, findings, strengths, snd wesknesses. Admittedly, my credentials as a
critic are suspect, since | was deeply involved in the project under examination. | no longer live
in Nashville, howsver, and gradually disengaged myssif from all esnumeration activity over the
past few years. Thus, | am at lesst potentially capable of stepping. ~  .:d taking s detached
look.

Background to the Research

Nashville is much more than the country music capitsi these dayd. 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 ares (U.S. Buresu 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 relstive prosperity makes homelesshess a particularly poignant
problem there,

Cenrtain factors contributing to homelessness in Nashville are peculiar to the setting. For
example, a small number of Nashville’s homeless people initislly arrive in town with guitars snd
lyrics in hand, pursuing an ill-fated dream of recording stardom. Some of the seven million
tourists visiting the city each yesr aiso wind up penniless and stranded, as do migrants attracted
by employment opportunities for which they lack the requisite skills. But 8 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) s dwindling supply of unskilled jobs,
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2) a safety net of social services insufficient to catch ali 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 hospitsis, correctional facilitiss, and mental heaith 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 1887), it first resched the acute stage
in the central business district. In 1970, 12 SRO hotels were still open downtown, containing a
total of 1,685 low-cost units. By 1985, however, only one small hotel with 15 units remained,
thanks to escaleting land prices and the construction o office buildings, parking lots, and a
convention centsr (Nashville Coalition for the Homeless 1888). This SRO housing squeeze
pushed poor pecple onto the streets and into the public’s consciousness.

The heightened visibility of Nashville’s homeless began to attract serious sttention from the
community at large in 1882. A group of downtown merchants registered strong complsints
then, and have several times since, that homeless loiterers were bad for business. During the
same year, service providers expressed concern over a8 rapidly escalating demand for
emergency shelter, clothing, and food. At the urging of the mayor and other civic lsaders, the
Council of Community Services, a local socisl service umbrells orgsnization, formed a task
force to examine the issue. That task force evolived into the Nashville Coalition for the Homsless
(hereafter the Coalition), the group responsible for sponsoring and implementing the enumer-
atic~ oroject. The initial enumeration was conducted in December of 1983 with a definite
purpose in mind: to obtain descriptive data on the city’s homejess population that could be
used in support of a grant proposal to establish a {.ee heaith 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
sbout June 20 and December 20 of each year.! By including 8 warm and a cold month snnually,
possible seasonasl fluctustions in the size and co..iposition of the homeless population can be
monitored. Scheduling the counts late in the month is intended to capture spisodes of cyclical
homeiessness. Some individuals, for instance, may be able to sfford lodging st the beginning
of 8 month, right after their pension or welfsre checks arrive, but quickly exhaust such
resources and are back on the street by month's end. Thus, the timing of the enumerstions
increasas the chances that the populstion is counted while in a full or complets phase.

in seversi 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 festure yieids fairly clean “snapshots’ or point estimastes, as opposed to cumulative figures
that defy easy transiation into practical units of service demand. Second, the esnumerations are
restricted spatially as well as temporally. At a8 minimum, all counts have covered 8 180-block,
four-square-mile downtown district where the homeless congregats. In 1986, the Coalition
decided to extend the study domain beyond downtown to include a growing number of
shelters snd service facilities located in outlying sreas. For recent years, then, enumeration dats
are available for both core and peripheral segments of the homeless population.

A third feature that the Nashvilie project shares with S-night is the distinction between shelter
and streat counts. On the date of the esnumeration, staff persons st rescue missions, transient
shelters, domestic violence centers, alcoholism treatment programs, youth homes, and similar
bed-providing facilities serve as informants. The stsffers, who are often Coaslition members,
keep & tally of their overnight clients by sex, race, and age (less than 18, 18 to 59, snd 60 or
older). When the clientele is mixed, including non-homeless as well as homeless components,

‘During the first year (1883-84) of the project, enumerstions were conducted on » quarterly basis (i.e.. in March snd
Septamber as well as in December and June). Since the March snd September results do not diffsr apprecisbly from
those for the other two months, they have been exciuded from further consideration here.

- 140



141

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 and
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,? 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, bundied belong-
ings, weathered appearance, and all manner of idiosyncratic behaviors. Since many enumer-
stors are street-level service providers of some sort (shelter staff, outreach workers, etc.), they
can frequently bypass such cues, recognizing the faces—and often recalling the names—of
individuals who have recently been clients.

The observational character of the enumerations is dictated in part by their timing, which
constitutes yat another similarity to S night. The street count runs from 3:30 to 5:30 AM, and the
shelter count pertsins to those homeless “in house” during the same hours. By conducting the
enumerations in the early morning—when the homeless population is presumably least mobile
and its indoor and outdoor segments are most soparate—~the risk of double counting should be
reduced. As a further pracaution, 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 subjsct
from wandering across zone boundaries. To help detect such an event, the enumeration form
has spaces in which the time and location of all “gightings” are recorded. That information,
along with the demographic details on the form, sllows likely crossovers to be discounted
during the final tabulation of results.?

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 aiready been given
elsewhere (Lee 1889), | will limit myself to a8 summary of major findings. Table . presents size
estimates for core (downtown) and total popuistions, as well as percenta~. changes in size
from the preceding count and the same month. On average, the enumerations have uncovered
713 homeless in the core ares and a total of 834 when core and peripheral locations are
combined. Such aversges 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 populstion has grown (by 26 percent from June 1886 to June 1880; by 14
percent from December 1886 to December 1989), but not as dramatically as public opinion
would suggest. Infact, 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.

*The Cumberisnd River bisects Nashvilie, forming the eastern boundary of the city’s central business district.

*in addition to these formal preventive measures, several instances of doublecounting have besn discovered as
enumerstors compared notes gt the traditional post-enumerstion breskiast.

“in @ 1987 telephone survey, Nashville residents were asked how they thought the local homaless populstion had
changed in size. More than four-fifths befieved it had grown rapidly while less than 1% thought 8 decresse had taksn
place (Lee 1988).
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Teble 1. Size of Nashville Homeless Populstion, 1883-1980

Oate Percent change from:
Populstion Last count Same month
Cor> Popuistion®
December 1963 820 — —
June 1964 869 -18.0
Sscamber 1085 714 38 -128
June 19868 457 -8.0 -46
Dacamber 1986 741 128 38
June 1987 806 -52 68
December 1887 749 78 1.1
June 1988 621 - 171 -~10.8
Decomber 1888 790 2.2 65
Juns 1989 740 -63 18.2
December 1989 887 -112 -16.8
June 1990 087 48 -72
Decamber mean 745 8.0 -39
June mean 881 -82 5
Grand mean 713 -8 -17
Total Populstion®
June 1988 784 - -
Decamber 1888 801 178 -—
June 1887 838 ~73 9.3
Decomber 1887 1052 26,0 168
June 1888 %1 -248 -5.3
December 1988 1081 387 28
June 1989 ) -80 258
Decamber 19589 1028 a3 -49
June 1990 963 -8.3 -32
December mean 1016 210 49
June mean 870 -118 86
Grand mean 934 4.7 B9

*Limited to homeless enumerated in 180-block downown area.
Sinciludas homeless enumersted in periphoral locations ss well as downtown area,

An equally surprising conclusion can be drawn sbout the composition of Nashville's
homeless. As in other places, locsl advocates and media representstives have emphasized the
growth of “new homeless” groups—psrticularly women, blscks, and children—and have
claimed that suc: 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, thst profile appears to be stable. Aside from the
slowly declining representation of whites in the totsl populstion, implying an increase in black
homeless people, few long-term trends sre evident.$

The sharp decline in the percentage of ssniors between June 1984 and December 1985 can be stributed 10 the
closure of Nashvills’s last three sizeable SRO hotels. These facilities had housed & number of elderly in their ransient
rooms priof 1o that time.
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Table 2. Composition of Nashville Homeless Population, 1983-1980

Dato Percent of populstion:
Maje White < 18 yesrs 80+ years
Core Popuistion®
December 1883 815 718 46 217
June 1584 83.0 731 7.1 271
December 1985 89.1 838 45 59
June 1988 88.3 80.2 6.7 70
Deacember 1988 89.7 80.0 24 70
Juns 1987 894 80.7 33 7.3
December 1687 873 748 5.7 10.0
June 1888 86.6 78.0 5.1 7.1
December 1889 898 89.9 32 78
June 1969 88.7 68.1 38 73
Dscember 1989 86.8 703 30 6.4
June 1980 89.2 88.7 26 89
Dacember mesan 87.4 718 a9 0.8
June mean 870 74.3 48 108
Grand mean 87.2 730 43 10.3
Tota! Population®

June 1988 84.7 806 10.2 88
Decomber 1986 869 78.6 86 68
June 1887 84.7 780 73 6.6
Dacember 1987 816 738 111 8.2
June 1888 80.2 738 114 68
December 1888 839 703 73 66
June 1989 768 89.3 8.2 8.2
December 1989 81.2 896 8 48
June 1990 813 69.1 1.6 6.7
Decamber mean 83.1 730 8.2 88
June mean 82.1 743 9 84
Grand mesn :rdL] 738 8.6 85

ASeo notes to Table 1 for corefotal distinction.

Finslly, the enumeration data shed light on two distinct dimensions of locational distribution.
in the first and second columns of Table 3, shelter-to-streset ratios are reported for core and total
populstions. The grand means st the bottom of the tsble indicate that approximately six
persons have been counted indoors for each one counted outdoors. Not unexpectedly, the
December means aimost double those for June, when warmer weather makes outdoor
slesping feasible. Beyond such seasonal fluctustions, the shelter-to-street rstios 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 strest
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 sttention in the last column of Table 3. Based on the
nine enumerstions that have sttempted to capture the total populstion, 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 1986 to a low of 1.8 in December 1989.
This spatial dispersion of the population has been driven by the establishment of new shelters
and the relocation of existing facilities in outlying aress.
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Table 3. Locstion of Nashville Homeless Population, 1983-1890

Sheker/street ratio® for: )

Date Core/periphery

: Core popuistion® Tota! populstion® ratio®

Decsmber 1983 138 — —
June 1984 73 - o
December 1885 8.7 -— -
Juns 1968 31 38 6.1
December 1886 68 7.3 4.8
June 1987 3 2.7 8.0
December 1987 B.1 7.5 25
June 1888 30 3.8 3.6
Dscamber 1888 6.0 8.8 2.7
June 1989 44 X 29
December 1989 84 13.7 18
June 1990 42 6.2 25
December mean 73 8.8 2.8
June meaan 40 48 4.0
Grand mean 57 64 35

*Number of homeless in missions, shehers, hotsis + number outdoors, in abandoned buildings, bus stations, coffee

shops, etc.
®Sas notss to Table 1 for coretotel distinction.
*Number of homsless in downtown area + number sisswhere in city.

Strengths and Weaknesses

The amount of faith to be placed in any set of findings is & nontrivial concern, especially if the
group of interest proves difficult to study. The enumerations on which my 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 & data quality standpoint. The Coslition’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 orgsnizational membership comprises
a built-in network of contacts critical to the implementation of the shelter count. Moreover, the
Coalition’s individusl membership provides sn adequste supply of enumerators who work with
the homeless on a daily basis. The experisnce of the enumerstors is matched by their
dedication to the cause; they volunteer for esrly-moming strest count duty. Obviously, such
willingness enables research costs to be heid to a8 minimum.

The nature of the homeless populstion in Nashville is another advantage. its moderate size
keeps snumeration msnageable, as does its relstively high degree of geographic concentra-
tion. Indeed, the searches carried out by the strest count teams would probably not be possible
with a widely dispersed population. The shelter count also bensfits from the demographic
dimensions of homelessness 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 contscted within 8 few
hours on enumeration day.

Despite their advantages, the enumersations remain far from perfect, largely for reasons
common to most studies of homelessness. As all ssasoned investigators know, homeless
people are hard to find. The Nashville data suggest that this is especially true during the warmer
parts of the year. An examinstion of the middte column of Table 1 reveals slternating positive
and negative changes: on average, the populstion swells by 21 percent from June to
December, then shrinks by over 11 percent from Dacember to June. In my opinion, such
changes sre more artifsctus! than real. What happens is that s higher percentsge 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, bacoming easier to count. (Compare June and December
shelter/strest ratios in Table 3.) As 2 conseguence, enumersations conducted in different
months cover the homeless populstion more of less thoroughly.

Besides missing some homeless subjects inside the study area, the Nashville enumerations
by design exciude certain outlying groups altogether. From time to time, knowiedgeable
informants have reported the presence of “hobo” camps far from the city’s center. informsi
shelter practices are also known to exist, such as small churches in biack neighborhoods
permitting down-and-out members to sleep in their sanctusries. Numerically, howsver, the
most significant of the excluded groups has to be the “doubled-up” homeless. Persons steying
temporarily with relstives or friends but without a8 permanent residence of their own are nearly
impossible to count. Thus, in Nashville—as in other places—there has been no attempt to do
s0.

The type of door-to-door effort required to estimate the extent of doubling up would make
the enumerstions prohibitively expensive. it would also make them more labor intensive than
they already are. One disadvantage of the strest 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 homsless occupy huge turfs,
or in rurs! regions with scattered pockets of homelessness. In settings like those, investigators
would be wise to consider site ssmpling (Rossi et al. 1986) and capture-recapture techniques
(Cowan et al. 1886), among other slternatives.

A problem with the Nashville methodology that most studies avoid is the lack of verbal
interaction between snumerstors and the persons they sre counting. Though purely observe-
tional work takes less time than a survey, the heavy relisnce on enumerstor judgment (as
opposed to screening questions) introduces an element of ambiguity into the identification
process: even veteran enumerators may sometimes have difficulty recognizing 8 homeless
individual when they see one. And if they do not talk to that individual, the amount that cah be
learned about him or her will be minimal. Put differently, the dats yield from an enumeration of
the Nashville variety is sparse by survey interview standards.

Conclusion

Geners! lessons are hard to discern from & single case. Nevertheless, my assessment of the
Nashville enumeration project suggests that sound research on homelessness can be con-
ducted at the local lsvel. Even in the sbsence of sbundant funding, other resources—interest,
time, commitment, and expertise~—may be sufficiently availsble in 8 community to produce 8
credible, cost-efficient strategy and to sustain it over an extended psriod.

For municipalities that are considering a coun of their homeless, two caveats come to mind.
First, the procedures described here probably work best in places that resemble Nashville, i.e.,
that sre similar in scale, have similar types of homeless populations, and enjoy a degree of
organizstionasl leadership and coordination similar to that provided by the Coalition. Second,
policy makers and others likely to consume enumerstion data should be forewamned that the
procedures consistently err on the conservative side. Given the segments of the homeless
missed or excluded, snumeration-based estimstes of size are correctly interpreted as “lower
bound” in nature. Such & property has a beneficial effect: it renders the results more
defensible—and, | belisve, more effective politically—than the transparently inflated numbers
to which well-intentioned advocates often resort.

154



146

References

Burt, Martha R. and Barbars E. Cohen. 1989. America’s Homeless: Numbers, Characteristics,
and the Programs that Serve Them. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Cowsn, Charles D., William R. Breskey, and Psmels J. Fischer. 1986. “The Methodology of
Counting the Homeless.” Pp. 170-75 in 1986 Proceedings of the American Statistical Assoc/-
ation: Section on Survey Research Methods. Alexandris, VA: American Statistical Associstion.

Freeman, Richard B. and Brisn Hall. 1986. “Permanent Homelessness in America?”’ Working
Paper No. 2013. Cambridge, MA: Nationa! Bureau of Economic Research,

Hombs, Mary Ellen and Mitch Snyder. 1982. Homelessness in America: A Forced March to
Nowhere. Washington, DC: Community for Creative Non-Violence.

Lee, Barrett A. 1988. Public Views on Homelessness: Findings from & Survey of Nashville
Residents. Nashville: Metropolitan Socis! Services of Nashville-Davidson County and Tennes-
see Department of Human Services.

~— 1989. “Stability and Change in an Urban Homeless Population.” Demography
26:323-34. Nashville Coalition for the Homeless. 1988. Nashville’s SRO Hotels. Nashville:
Nashville Coalition for the Homeless.

National Coalition for the Homeless. 1977. Pushed Out: America’s Homeless, Thanksgiving,
1987. Washington, DC: National Coalition for the Homeless.

Rossi, Peter H., Gene A. Fisher, and Georgianna Willis. 1986. The Condition of the Homeless
of Chicago. Amherst, MA: Social and Demographic Research Institute, University of Massa-
chusetts.

United Way of Middie Tennessee. 1987. Nashville Needs Assessment: A Comprehensive
Study Identifying the Human Service Needs of Our Community. Nashville: United Way of
Middie Tennessee,

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1980, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1 890. Washington,
DC: Government Printing Office.

U.S. Conference of Mayors. 1987. The Continuing Growth of Hunger, Homelessness, and
Poverty in America’s Cities: 1987. Washington, DC: U.S. Confersnce of Mayors.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 1984. 4 Report to the Secretary on the
Homeless and Emergency Shelters. Washington, DC: Office of Policy Development and
Research, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.



147

Lessons from the 1985-1986 Chicago Homeless
Study

Social and Demogm' u‘gm Ressarch Institut
al an 3 (]
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 colleagues® and | designed and carried out our pioneering
study of the homeless of Chicago2. This paper will provide a brief recapitulation of the design
we used to survey the Chicago homeless. It will also present my current sssessment of the
adequacy of our design and of what we learned from that attempt that could materially improve
future attempts to carry out surveys of that son.

The 1985-86 Chicago Homeless Study

The basic forms of the Chicago Homeless Study (CHS) had two roots: my colleagues and |
at the Social and Demographic Research Institute (SADRI) were approached by the Robert
Wood Johnson Foundation in 1958 to provide strategies for evaluating the medical clinics for
the homeless being funded in aimost a score of cities by the foundation. We sdvised them that
sbout 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 resesrch on how best
to measure the extent of homelessness in localities so that denominators might be calculated
for their clinic populations. Our propossl to them suggested a survey effort much like the one
eventually undertaken, but in Boston. At about the same tims, ressarchers at the Nations!
Opinion Ressarch Center (NORC) in Chicago had proposed (unsuccessfully) s 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 conductthe survey in Chicago. They indicated thst the lilinois Department of Public Aid was
willing to provide some of the funding. My colleagues and | sgreed to the collaboration eagerly.
The extra funding appealed to the foundation and we belisved thst NORC's expertise 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 supplemsnted by funds directly to NORC from the lllinois Department of Pubtic Aid.

The central purposes of the study were: 1) to develop a valid, replicable and economical
method for sampling the homesless in a locality as the basis for computing unbiased estimates
of the size of that population; and, 2) to describe the social, economic, and healith conditions of
the homeless. We initially proposed to undertake three surveys in Chicago, spacsd sufficiently
far apart in time to estimate seasonal variations in homelessnesss.

‘GeneA.thumao-ﬁhdpallmuﬂm.WemMmememmmum
ressarch associste. tnmmmnmmwmmmmunmmmm.mwm
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Conditicn of the Homeless of Chicego, 1988 Socisl and Demographics Research instinrte snd NORC, A Socis! Ressarch
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served by the medical clinics. Some of the major findings are to be found in James D. Wright and Elsanor Weber,
Homelessness end Health, 1988, McGraw Hill: New York.
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Three sampies would also aliow 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 s stretegy that
was like a photographic hegstive of conventional procedures, namely 8 probability based ares
sample of non-dwelling unit places. We defined our universe as all aduits who on 8 given night
had no dwelling unit to which they had lsgal or customary access rights®. We further divided
that universe into two parts: “sheiter homeless” population, consisting of all persons housed in
shelters provided predominantly for homeless persons®; and 8 “strest homeless” populstion
consisting of homeless persons notin shelters. We designed two sampling operations, one for
each subuniverse.

Designing the sheiter survey was comparatively simple. We pianned to list the universe of
ghelters, obtain direct counts or estimates of their bed capacities, and pick s sample of shelters
with probabilities proportionate to size. Within sheiters, we planned to pick a systematic sample
of residents from existing rosters or ones compiled especially for our survey.

The street survey was mors difficult. it was to be a sample of census blocks, each of which
was 1o be “swept” by 8 team of interviewers who were to inspect every non-dwelling space on
that block, acreening all persons encountered for homelessness. Interviewers were told to
systematically enter and walk through ali public access places— halls, garages, sbandoned
buildings, examine all parked vehicles for occupancy, and to penstrate all structures until they
encountered a locked door or the social equivalent thereof (mansgers, propristors, guards,
etc.). All persons encountered were to be queried whether esch was homeless.

We planned both the street and shelter surveys 8s nighttime operations. The shelters were
to be approached after closing for the night and before residents were aslesp. 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 street and shelter populstions.

numbers, and so we had to gather them by surveying presumably knowledgeabls persons. We
used the community rdltiomom:ofmhcmengopon«pmcinm’mmwfvmmockin
the precinct ares into one of three size categories. in addition, ss a check on police knowledge,
we surveyed so-called homeless experts to locate “high density” blocks, ones with relstively
large numbers of homeiess persons congregating there nightly. Within esch size stratum, we
picked blocks at random with probabilities proportionate to the expectsd number of homeless
to be found in the biocks of each stratum. We planned to uss teams of interviewers
accompanied by off-duty Chicago police (without uniforms) who we hired to provide protection
for our interviewers?. NORC hired and trained the interviewers ss well as drew the sample.

Table 1 provides details aboutthe overall ssmple design for the two sub-universes. Note that
the sample sizes for the two surveys differ. We planned the Fall 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

Eﬁmndmmhm«-mmwunm Mlvmﬂm,”mogm:uumof
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women, the chronically mentally ill, and parsons in jalis or hospitals.
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1o evade their spproaches, ss 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 were approached to be questioned using a 30-minute
questionnaire. Each respondent was paid $5.00 for giving an interview. On the streets, each
person encounte/ed in 8 biock 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 are shown in Table 3. Despite dire
predictions from “experts” that the homeless wouid 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 convantional surveys and certainly above average for all surveys.

Of course, we had no ex ante experiences upon which 1o base calculations of realistic
budgets for the surveys. Our first survey, conducted in a two-week period centered around
October 1, 1885, aimost completely exhausted our initial grant. Fortunately, the Robert Wood
Johnson Foundation, sided by the Pew Memorial Trust, provided funds for an additional survey
conducted in a two-wesk period centered around the first of Februsry 1986, The second survey
used the same strategy but a larger sample of blocks (Table 1). We also had similar
implementation experisnces in the second survey (Table 3). The 1986 samples of shelters and
streets were drawn independently.

The two surveys provided the basis for two estimates of the homeless population of Chicago
(Table 2). In addition, we gathered a great deal of descriptive data in the interviews. Especislly
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 10 produce estimates of ths size of that
population. When we issued our report in August 1986, not much sttention was 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 estimstes were met with considerable distrust and outright hostility. Before our
surveys, the Chicsgo homeless advocates had basn “guesstimating” 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 homeluss,” those living doubled up, the part-ime homeless, and other groups of
homeless persons. Thus, they felt we had proceeded in a faulty manner to produce unbeliev-
sbly 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 Wiinois and Chicago political elite into belisving that
there was no homelessness problem in that city. There were sven hints that we manufactured
the estimates to suit the political needs of the lilinois Department of Public Aid.

Clearly, in the short run, the CHS was & political failure. Enough unfavorsble comments were
produced (snd published) about our study to produce & notsble drop in the cordiality of our
sponsors. As in most medie coverage of the homelessness issue, the medis discussion was
dominated by the advocates. Newspapers, television and radio thrive on controversy and the
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homeless advocates ware all too willing to oblige. After we produced our report?, there was no
discussion, as had been pisnned, of conducting additional surveys in the other cities in which
medical clinics for the homeless had been funded by our SPONsoOrs.

As a life-long political libsral, | found mysslf in the uncomfortable position of being solicited
by conservative political journals to contribute articies and shunned by liberal journals*®, An
sura of slleged shoddiness and incompetence began to appesr around mentions of CHS. In
public mestings concerned with homelessness | attended in the year after the release of the
report, persons otherwise cordial and frisndily appeared cold and distant.

in contrast, other researches have had a8 much more favorable reception in Chicago snd in
other cities?’. In part, other researchers avoided difficultiss by not sttempting to make estimates
of the size of the homeless populstion'2. But more importantly, | belisve that some large portion
of the responsibility for this poor reception among advocates lies in our failure to properly build
8 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 ssarch 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, sbout $400,000 was spent by NORC in the two
fisld operations in Chicago. The remainder supported the design and analysis staff at SADRI.
Although | 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 survey*3.

The major cost components are generated by the street surveys. Some savings can be
achieved by some of the strategies described Iater. Nevertheless, sweeping a sufficiently large
sample of strests will remain sn expensive, labor intensive activity. In sddition, there are several
technical improvements than can be made that would either reduce costs or improve data
quality, 8s | describe below.

Although the shelter ssmple appears to s straightforward operation, it turns out 1o be difficult
to conduct interviews in many shelters after closing time. Some shelters stay open for
sdmissions 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 intervisw persons as they
left the shelter in the moming. A grest deal of confusion and error can be avoided by careful
advance reconnaissance of a shelter to dstermine the best interviswing times and optimum
respondent selection procedures tailored to the characteristics of the psrticular shelter.

In addition, we did not screen for homelessness in the shelters. However, we came across
seversl instances in which residents had conventionat dwellings to go to but preferred for a
variety of reasons to sieep in a shelter. | would recommend strongly that sheiter residents be
scresned.

Perhaps the major technical flaw was thst we were not able to raise sufficiently the efficiency
of our street sample through stratification. As can be seen in Table 2, the inter-strats differences
in strata average numbars of homeless persons was not large. indeed, in the Winter survey, ss
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Demographic Resesrch institute an 2 NORC: A Social Resserch Conter.
10See Peter H. Rossi “No Good Appiied Resesrch Goss Unpunished,” Socia/ Science and Modern Society, Vol. 25,
+1, pp. 73-80. 1987.
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study of the homeless clinic populstion. (See Sosin, Michee! R.: Colson, Psul; 8 Grossmen, Susen June 1988
“Homelessness in Chicago: Poverty and Psthology, Socie! Institutions and Socis! Chenge”. Chicago The Chicago
Community Trust, and Jemes D. Wright and Eleanor Weber Momelessness snd Heslth. New York. McGraw Mill, 1989.)
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and focusing sttention on our substantive descriptive findings.
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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 sizxe ciassification that created the strats. For exampie, in the Winter
survey, the middie-sized stratum was smalier 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-tima congregating spots for the homeless in that city. We have since
lsamed that other resesrcher have had the same experience with other sources of information
and that congregating places of the homeless are not fixed but vary grestly within short periods
of time.

Accordingly, if a sample design modeiled 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. | now believe that we would have made & better investment to concentrate
our efforts on locating major congregsting piaces, 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 pressnce of off-duty
policeamen to provide safety to our interviewers. The belief is that they might have scared off
homeless persons who thereby evaded our screening efforts. | find it hard to evaluate the
waeight of this critique mainly because our police escorts were not in uniform, slthough Chicago
policemen do not tend toward the small and feeble looking end of the continuum of male body
types. if homeless psrsons were put off by the sight of 8 woman (most imterviewers were
female) accompanied by s burly male, then | find it difficuit to imagine a tcram we could put
together that would provide protection to our interviswers and st the same time look benign.
An alternative strategy, which we tried on a trial basis, was to shift the sweep time o the early
evening (8 to 10PM). The results were inconclusive'.

| believe we need more exploration of what the optimum times are for street svesps. We
avoided daytime sweeping bacsuse of what we believed would be sn overwheiming; scresning
task. it is hard to imagine that we could screen 8 Michigan Avsnue block in the middle of the
moming without the deployment of an army of interviewers assigned to each such block.
Perhaps & set of decision rules could be worked out to employ an initisl visusl screen with a
more detailed verbal scresning undertaken only with persons who appear on the initial visuai
screen likely to be homeless. For example, 8 visusl screen might be used to scresn out all
persons who appesred to be pursuing an occupstion (such as delivery personnel, cab drivers,
window cleaners), or carrying items clearly related 10 work (such as brief cases or portable
computers).

However, | despair that such rules can be made simple enough to be workable on very
crowded blocks. Prhaps more promising would de to try screening times either before or after
normal working hours.

Given the successes of Martha Burt and Frankiin James in using food kitchens as a source of
access to the strest homeless, it is tempting to suggest abandoning strest sweeps in the middle
of the night and to rely wholly on food kitchens (and other providers of services to the
homeless). This strategy would be extremely attractive if we could realistically assume that sl

YWe tried this strategy on s small number of blocks sweeping them between 8 and 10 PM a3 » el as on another day
in the dead of the night. We could find no diffsrence in the resulting sweeps, axcept for the increased screening in the
sarlisr hours. | suspect thst this tris! did not have snough statistical power to detect any tut the most dramatic

differences.
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street homeiesss persons had a non-zero probability of using service providers. Unfortunately,
soversl recent research reports show that significant numbers of the strest homeless de not
use services and that the proportions of those not using services varies from city to city™.

One possible accommodation is to consider mixed methods in which strest sweeps, shelter
samples, and service-provider samples are used in the same design. The strest samples would
provide estimates of the homeless who never use shelters or other sorvices, while the sheiter
and ssrvice provider samples would be used to provide reasonable estimates of service users.
Although such 8 mixed method approach is conceptually sttractive, it undoubtedly would be
vety sxpensive. The street sample would have 10 be quite large to get a reasonable estimate of
those who do not use services',

Perhaps the most serious flaw in the CHS was the very restricted definition of the homeless
employed. It has become increasingly apparentto me that the homeless are best thought of as
persons living in the most sggravated form of extreme poverty. The problem of the homeless
ought to be reconceptuslized as 8 problsm of extreme poverty. This is a much larger poo! of
persons whose 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 s0 mainly through the generosity of family and friends. These are the doubled up
who have a high probability of becoms 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 services
for 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 expsand studies efficiently. The precariously housed can be
reached through conventional survey approaches. A household survey, properly conducted,
should cover the precariously housed. However, the scresning problem is a looming obstacle.
Most houssholids do not contsin doubled-up families or extremely poor single persons living
with a primary household. Accordingly, & survey of the precariously housed would be
inefficient uniess an sppropriste ex ante stratification strategy could be designed to heighten
the probability of doubled-up households appesring in a sample.

Of course, existing conventional surveys can be used to study the extremely poor who are
precariously housed. The Current Populstion Survey (CPS), the Survey of income and Program
Psrticipation, and similar surveys cover the precariously housed. Some have collected data of
inmerest. Such surveys are not useful for locsl studies, and hence, of limited use until 8 good
national survey of the homeless is undertaken.

if | were asked to design a definitive study of the problem of homelessness without budget
and time constraints, | wouid certainly opt for 8 multi-method approach consisting of a street
sampile, a service-provider sam,.ie, and s household sample, sl centered on the same locality.
if | could summon enough hubsris, | would design s national study, using the same sample frame
as the CPS, with street sweeps and prov.uor-based samples in PSUs in the sample frame. At
minimum, however, the study ought to be comparative, composed of sufficiently rich samples
of each of & set of localities.

fromcliammmnMMmm.mmMMWmmm,mmmmmm
Thsbngarﬂumﬂodomwhhhmommnhdtomﬂmmunmmum&hbcwmcumtm
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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 besen with the S-night efforts made in the 19980 Census.
The resulting data can support nsither size estimates nor the production of detailed demo-
graphic data on the homeless. it ssems to be not snough to say that S-night was not designed
to fit either of these purposes, ss Census officials state. What is needed is some statement of
what the S-night counts are good for. if they have no purpose, then [ belisve that we are entitled
to know why S-night was conducted. | suspect that the Census feit impelied to do something
but aither lacked the resources to collect credible useful accounts and/or was apprehensive that
any technically defensible effort would simply creste unacceptable controversy. Whatever the
reasons, it is clear to me that S-night was largely s wasted effort.

All that said, there is clearly much work that can be undertaken. | believe we do know how
to conduct a proper study of homeless persons and the precariously housed. My fondest hopes
sre that some federsl agency or wealthy private foundation will authorize and fund some form
of muiti-method national sample survey as described in the previous section of this paper.
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Sample Design and implementation: Chicago Homeless
Study
ix B

Extracted from Appendi ]
Peter H. Rossl Down and Out in America
University of Chicago Press, 1889

Table 1. Chicago Homeless Study: Sheiter end Street Sample Designs
September 1685 (Fall) and February 1986 (Winter)

A. Shelter Sample Design:
Fall 1985 Winter 1886
Eligible sheiters in universe .....c..c.-..-c----- 28 45
Universe bed capacitien ....occoecaceececcsanse-- 1673 2001
Shelters drawn in S8MPIE cacmeenvraccaccoeccoses 22 27

Shelters were selected randomly within three size strata.

Residents within sheiters were sampled disproportionstely to form 8 self-weighting sample of
shelter residents.

B. Street Survey Sample Design

Census Block Classification and Sample Sizes

Prior Universe Fall Winter
Density Number of Sample Sample
Classification® Blocks Size Size
High Density 205 49 49
Medium Density 806 49 49
Low Density’ 18308 70 147

TOTAL 19409 168 245

Yprior classification accomplished with the help of communily relstions officers of the Chicago Police Department
and modified with the heip of other; knowledgeabile persons.
'LcwdamﬂvhlwbmumphdthtofﬁnbbehinFaﬂSumvlmdofumbhehhwmchumv.

Table 2. Computstion of Street Homeless Population Estimstes

A. Fall Estimates

Stratum Mean per- SE Multi- Number of  Population Standard
Block/ plier Blocks/ Estimate Error

Cluster Clusters

High 0.102 0.060 1.398 285 42 25

Medium 0.308 0.098 1.365 806 337 108

Low 0214 0.155 1.280 3662 1004 726

TOTAL 1383 735

B. Winter Estimates

High 0571 0.400 1.185 295 202 141
Medium 0.00 0.00 1.168 806 - 0
Low 0.041 0.029 1.280 6103 326 229
TOTAL 528 269
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Table 3. Survey implementation Experience

Fail Winter
A. Shelter Universe
1. Eligible shelters in universe..... . ...cccceeeeo-. 28 45
2. Shelters drawn in sample......ccceeeeeeuean--. 22 27
3. Sampled sheiters agresing to
Participate. ... .o cecccenne 21 23
Shelter completionrate..... ... ......... (95.5%) (85.2%)
B. Shelter Resident Sample
1. Eligible residents in sampled shelters .._...... 934 1183
2. Eligible residents selected in sample .......... 320 317
3. Sampled residents interviewed -....oeenoon... 265 248
Completion rate......eeeeeeeeconaccmannccmcann. (82.8%) (78.2%)
C. Street Survey
1. Persons encountered’ and approached
for screening cmmammmeemcececeaenss 318 289
2. Persons encountered and screened ___.___._._ 232 238
Screen completion rate ........coneeeeanenn (73%) (82%)
3. Persons who refused screening interview .... 80 37
Screen refusairate ... ...___.._ - (25%) (13%)
4. Screen interview breakoff._ ... ... ... 4 5
5. Persons encountered unable to be
screened ... ... 2 9
6. Persons screened and eligible for
mMain iNterview ... cecemveeeemnees 23 30
7. Completed main interview ........ccceeeeeen.-. 22 28
Completion rate......c.ccevecaoemans omeees (96%6) (93%)

'An “encounter” consists of any person found pressnt on a block in sny public access place who was walking,
sining, standing, lying down, sitting in » parked car er truck, or riding a bicycle.
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Estimation of the Number of Homeless and
Homeless Mentally Il Persons in
Three California Counties

M. Audrey Burnam
The RAND Corporation

in 1987, RAND contlucted a study which included an enumeration of homeless persons in
three California counties, The impetus for this study was California’s Mental Hesith Services Act
of 1885, which we refer to as The Homeless Mentally Disabled (HMD) Program. This program
aliocated $20 million annually to the state’s 58 countiss to support a wide range of services for
homeless persons with mental disabilities. This legislation gave counties flexibility to tailor their
programs sccording to their needs, and authorized a comprehensive range of services which
could be provided, including food, clothing, shelter, outreach, and cass management. in 1886,
the State Legisiature mandated an independent performance review of the programs run by the
counties, and in 1987 RAND was contracted to conduct that review.

The okjectives 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 ilinesses;
2) identify and categorize the services provided to homeless mentally disabled persons with
State program funds; 3) identify the characteristics of persons sarved 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 clisnts in permanent residences, job training, and other
rehabilitative programs; and sssistance 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, sllocation of funds, appropriateness of service mix and subpopulstion targeting,
and service delivery improvements and effectiveness.

To accomplish these aims, we conducted three types of dats collection activities. A survey
of homeless persons in three counties was conducted to provide estimates of the number of
homeless persons in these cr.aties 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 estimstes of the number of homeless and homeless
mentaily dissbled persons in three California counties. A more detailed description of the
complete study can be found eisewhere (Vernez et al,, 1988).

DESCRIPTION OF COUNTIES

The three counties that were selected for the surveys of homeless persons and the
programmatic cuse studies were Alameda, Orange, and Yolo Counties. The counties were
selected becaute they were diverse in their genersl population characteristics and in the types
of programs they had implemented using the HMD program funds.

Alameda County has s population of 1.3 million, which resides largely in urban sreas
(Oakiand, Freemont, Berkeley and surrounding communities). About 18 percent of the county’s
population is Black, and sbout 12 percent is Hispanic. Alameds was the least affiuent of the
three counties we studied. In 1886, the medisn family income was $18,700, with 8.7 percent
below the poverty line, and 6.6 percent unempioyed.
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Orange County has a populstion of 2.3 million and is also predominantly urban, containing
the cities of Anaheim, Santa Ana, and Orange. Only 1 percent of the population is Black, and 15
percent is Hispanic. It is one of the most affluent counties in the State, with a8 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 sepsarated by large
areas of farmiand. Hispanics are 17 percent of the populstion, and Blacks 2 percent. The median
family income of $20,485 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 8 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 stsff were
defined as homeless. For those found in the strest population, homelessness was defined as
not being able to stay in traditional housing (e.g., hots! room, spartment, 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 8 sleeping
area). Persons who were not clearly homeless were asked & series of questions to determine
whether they met the study definition of homeless.

Shelter Population Enumerstion and Survey. All emergency sheiters serving homeless
persons (aduits and children) in each of the counties were identified, and their program
directors were contacted to obtain estimstes of a typicai night's census. (Shelters exclusively
designeted 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 aduits
staying in the shelter on a typical night. Study staff visited each sheiter on a specific evening and
counted adults and children in the shelter on that night. In smaller sheiters, sli adults 18 years
of age or oider were invited to participste in the survey. in larger sheiters, s sample of adults
were invited to participate, with the proportion sampled ranging from one-third to threse-
fourths.

Table 1 shows, for sach of the three counties, the total number of homeless persons counted
in afl of the sheiters on a given night, the tots! number of sheiters 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 8 survey interview). To summarize, we obtained complete counts of homeless
persons in emergency sheiters in the three counties (305 in Alameds, 422 in Orange, and 6 in
Yolo), end interviewnd & probability sample of homeless aduits in these shelters (70 in
Alameda, 45 in Orange, and 5 in Yolo).
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Table 1
Enumerstion snd Survey Sample Detalis

for Shelter Pop
ALAMEDA ORANGE YOLO
Tots! homeless parsons 305 423 8
Tots! shahers 13 16 2
N shalters sampled 1) ] 2
N adults aurveyed 70 45 3
Survey response rate 94 90 83

Street Population Enumeration and Survey. The street population included homeless
persons who stayed overnight in outside areas (such as back slleys, parks, campgrounds.
beaches, riverbeds, churchyards, parked cars, and freeway underpasses) as well as indoor
public areas (such as bus and train depots, abandoned buildings, and all-night coffee shops).

A stratified multi-stage sampling design was employed to enumerate and survey homeless
persons in the strest population. At the first stage, census tracts were sampled, and at the
second stage, census blocks were sampled. All selected census blocks were thoroughly
searched, snd 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 dstermined 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 patrolied the
aress 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
belisved 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 were selected. 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 Alsmedsa County, there were 41 census tracts though to contain st least one person inthe
homeless street population, and all of these were selected. In addition, there were 116 census
tracts in which experts thought & homelsss person might “possibly” be found although it was
unlikely; 13 of these tracts were selected. Within selected tracts, all 272 blocks thought to
contsin (or possibly contain) any homeless persons were selected.

in Yolo County, all 8 census tracts which were thoughtto have a homeless street population
were selected, and within esch of these tracts, all 31 blocks thought fo contain homeless
persons were selected.

in summary, for Alsmeda and Orange Counties, we designed 8 highly efficient sample of
blocks, and in Yolo County, we sampied all nonzero blocks. Table 2 shows, for sach county, the
total number of nonzero tracts in each county (that is, the number of tracts thought to have a
homeless 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
rates.

As shown in Table 2, we counted 330 to 376 homeless persons in the streets in Alameda
County, 186 to 209 in Orange County, and 54 to 73 in Yolo County. The lower number in this
range is the number of persons who were dstermined to be homeless and the higher number
includes persons who were seen and counted but whose homeless status could not be
dstermined. 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 Yolo County.

Table 2
Enumeration and Survey Sample Details
for Street Population

ALAMEDA ORANGE YOLO
Totsl nonzero racts 167 50 9
N tracts ssmpled 64 12 )
Total nonzero blocks in tracts 272 72 31
N blocks ssmpled/searched 272 45 31
N homeless persons found 330-37¢ 186-208 64-73
N homeless persons estimated 497-548 318-375 54.73
N sdults surveyed 188 89 38
Survey response rate a8 72 7

POINT AND ANNUAL PREVALENCE ESTIMATION

To estimate the numbers of homeless persons in each county on & given night (point
prevalence estimatss), we summed total counts in the sheiter population with the midpoint of
the range of estimstad counts in the street populstion. One limitation of the study was that it did
not directly count homeiless persons who wers, 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 estimste of the proportion of
homeless persons who were likely to have been temporsrily housed (for example, in jail, 8 hotel
room or staying with a friend) on any given night.

The resulting estimated rate of homeless persons on 8 given night per 10,000 persons in the
total county populstion is shown in Table 3. This estimated rate is 7.6 in Alameds County, 4.2
in Orange County, and 6.2 in Yolo County.

The numbers of persons who were homeless st any time over & period of & year, or annusi
prevalence of homelessness, was also estimated using survey informetion on the history of
homelessness 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 continuousily homeless over s yesr was
estimated by cslculating 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 populstion 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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bscome homeless in the past month, multiplying this by the point estimstes of the homeless
populstion sizes, and then multiplying by 12. This approach to estimating snnual prevalence of
homelessness assumes & stable populstion size, that is, that the remission rate from home-
lessness equals the incidence rate.

Using this spproach, the estimated rate of persons who are homaeless at any time during the
year per 10,000 total county population is shown in Table 3. This rate is 22.3 in Alameda County,
19.8 in Orange County, and 12.8 in Yolo County.

Table 4 shows that, of the total annual prevalence of homelessness, sbout 90 percent
represents entry to homelessness st some time during the year rather than continuous
homelessness. Thess entries to homeiessness 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 homsless. The large number of persons having some period of homeless-
ness over time may also partislly e .plsin relstively high estimates of homeless population sizes
by local service providers, whose frame of reference is likely to be longer than one night.

Nemelans Pepuiatien Over Year
Cantinuity Changing
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PREVALENCE OF SERIOUS MENTAL ILLNESS AMONG THE HOMELESS

As part of the survey of homeless persons in the three counties, we coliscted information to
estimate the prevalence of serious ments! iliness in these populstions. By serious mental
iliness, we refer to mental disorder which causes psychotic symptoms and is likely to be either
chronic, or recurrent, or cause long standing residual symptoms. Operationslly, we used a
structured survey instrument to screen for major affective disorder (recurrent msjor depression
or bipolsr disorder) and schizophrenia, using DSM-Ili criteria (American Psychistric Association,
1980).

To develop the scresner, we drew items from the Diagnostic Interview Schedule (DIS), a
highly structured diagnostic interview designed to be administered by lay interviewers (Robins
et al, 1881). We selected items that were likely to be predictive of the target diagnoses, and
constructed short-cut disgnostic sigorithms using the key items. We tested the screener by
comparing the diagnosis resulting from the screener algorithm with that resulting from the full
DIS, using available survey dats 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
colieagues (Koegsl et al., 1988; Burnam & Koegel, 1988) had completed the full DIS ss part of
a prior study. Several alternative screening item combinations were examined using these dats.
We selected the alternative which resulted in less than 15 percent false negative classifications
and minimized the false positive error rate. The resulting screener included 18 questions which
screened for the lifetime diagnoses of msjor affective disorder and schizophrenie.

Table 5 shows the sensitivity, specificity, and positive predictive value of the screener when
lifetime diagnoses using the full DIS sre considered the “correct” diagnoses. The sensitivity
(proportion of true positive cases correctly classified by the screener) and specificity (propor-
tion of true negstive cases correctly classifisd by the screener) are both high. However, even
this lsvel resulted in specificity less than ideal positive predictive vaiues (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 disgnostic screensr in our survey of homeless persons
in the RAND study, we adjusted our estimates of the prevslence of serious mental illness in this
study, assuming that the screener continued to operste with the sensitivities and specificitios
shown in this table.

Table 6
Ab of Screener to Detect
M-Il Disgnoses
Positive
Disgnoses Predictive
Sensitivity Specifity Vaive
Schizophranis 8 92 es
Major Affective 88 ') 42

Table 6 shows the estimsted prevalence of serious mental disorder among the homeless
populstions in each of the three counties. About one-third of the homeless in these counties are
estimated to suffer from either msjor affective disorder or schizophrenia. We find major
affective disorcer to be about three times more common among these homeless populations
than in general populstions (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 samong 7 to 16 percent of the homeless, while it is relatively rare (0.5 to 1 percent)
in general populations.
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Table 6
At Least One in Four Homeless Have
A Serious Ments! Discrdsr
Percent with disorder ALAMEDA ORANGE YOLO
Major Affective Disorder 24 ® k3
Schirophrenis 16 7 1"
Serious Menta! Disorder RN 28 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 strest population. Unlike the Chicago study, areas in this study which were
thought to contsin 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” sstimste tracts and 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 bissed our results, we
searched 17 blocks in 7 zero sstimste tracts in Alsmeds 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 biocks
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 et 8 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 $48,000 in 1987.)

Another cost-saving efficisncy that we introduced in this study was the use of a brief
diagnostic screensr for the purposes of estimating the number of seriously mentally il
homeless persons. This screener took less than 10 minutes to administer in an interview format,
and, because its sensitivity and specificity was callbrated sgainst a comprehensive diagnostic
interview, the number of persons meeting full criteria for DSM-1li major sffective disorder and
schizophrenis could be estimated. The entire 20-minute survey conducted in this study, in
addition to screening for serious mental! iliness, collected information on a variety of demo-
graphic characteristics, current circumstances, and patterns of entitiement 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 spproach can provide sn objective and standardized
yardstick against which to gauge the relative size and characteristics of homeless populstions
across service sreas, 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

| would like to start my comments on the Colorado ressarch by emphasizing the limited
usefulness | see for this kind of data. | think this was the kind of subject we perhaps should have
discussed a littie more fully this morning.

Estimates of the homsless populstion and the composition of the homeless population st a
point in time don‘t cffer very many useful clues for policy sbout homelessness. They are mostly
useful for estimating the nesds 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
@ variety of curative services. At a minimum, the need for curative services depends on the
number of separate cases of homelessness that ocour 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 dats.

in & broader sense, the need for curative policies cepends on the size of the at-risk
popuiation, that is, psople 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 tried to estimate the likely size of the
at-risk population. We estimate that in Colorado it is st least 15 times larger than the number of
homeless st any one point in time. lts composition is different than the people who sre
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 homelsssness. The peopls who are at risk
are 8 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-sectional surveys have a very limited usefuiness for policy formulstion. 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 ss time goes by. 'm excited by the longitudinal research
being done by Audrey Burnam and irving Pillavin. Such research can offer rich insight into the
paths leading in and out of homelessness. However, I'm very concerned about its likely success
given the fluidity and difficulty of following homeless people.

There is another, so far unused, dats resource Id like to point out that I'm quite optimistic
about. The Department of Housing and Urban Development and the Census Bureau sre
beginning to investigate the possibility of sdding questions about homelessness into the
Americen Housing Survey. That is a survey of about 40,000 houssholds nationwide, perhaps
100,000 peopie. if, in a survey of that size, we can ask paople’s past experiences with
homelessness — perhaps during the past yesr — we could beginto geta handie on the size and
characteristics of the at-risk populstion. And, by bootiegging qusstions about homelessness in
other large-scale data collection efforts like the Current Population Survey or the Survey of
incoms and Program Participation, maybe we will be sble to get even better information as time
goes by.

Why did we do our survey resesrch on homelessness in Colorado? The origin of our efforts
ie with the Colorado Coalition for the Homeless, the Denver Department of Socisi Sefvices, and
theUniverdtvofColomdonDcnm.whmrmaprofe“orhtheGndumSchootofPubnc
Affairs. Until our resesrch, there was no information in the state on the scsle of homelessness,
even at a point in time, or on the nature of the homsiessness problem in the state. The Coalition,
the Department of Socis! Services and others were st loggerheads, debating the size, and
characteristics of the homeless. The Department of Socis! Services was arguing that the
homeless problom was exsggerated; the Coalition for the Homeless was arguing that the size
of the population was underestimated.

For purposes of this snalysis, the “high-risk” populistion is dafined as the persons with at Jsast 10-percent
probability of homelsssness in 8 given vaar. 1 73
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The three of us decided that if we agresd 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 exactiy what
we did. The thres of us agresd to a method. | personally designed the method. It was
implemented in cooperstion with these other agencies snd when the results came in,
everybody supported the results.

The Colorado ressarch has been useful in policy analysis in the state on 8 preliminary level.
The rasearch 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 ali the major policy analysis
efforts that have focused on homelesaness in the stata since we did the first survey in 1988. We
redid the survey using generally the same method in 1980, 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 informstion the method generates, and then Il tell you how it
works. We belisve that our methods in Colorado, which, of course, are built on esrlier res earch
efforts elsewhere in the nation, give 8 good picture, both in terms of scale and composition, of
the sheiter populstion in Colorsdo. We belisve that we get a comprehensive but somewhat less
reliable estimate of the scale of the strest populstion. By street population, | mean persons
slesping under bridges, in absndoned 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, jsils 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 sbout 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 dsfinition is more
restrictive. The second definition counts people as homeless only if they report they did not
have s permanent place to live of any kind.

To mske the definitions somewhat clearer, a person in a shelter who reported he or she had
a permansnt place to five, would not be counted as homeless. We've found there are a number
of groups who were not homeiess 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 shsiters for a brief period of time and believe they have a permanent place
to go if they chooss. We have decided not to count those persons as homeless.

How did the methods work? As with the other studies we have discussed here today, 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. , X

in the Denver Metropolitan area, which has the only major concentration of homeless
persons on the streets that are known, we do & 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 sieeping places. By known places, | mesn places known to the search
and rescue staff of the Salvation Army, staff of the Coalition for the Homeless, and other
knowliedgeable peopie.

Our estimate of the street population is made in two steps. First we estimate numbers of
persons siseping on the strests who are aiso 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 samong the street people we interview.
In some ways, it's quite similar to what Burt and Cohsn have done on the national level. The
specific factor we use to expand numbers of street people using soup lines to the overall street
population is the inverse of the proportion of street people using soup lines.

Now, the results. We estimate s homeless population that is about one per 1,000 residents
of the State of Colorado. That's 8 somewhat higher rate than has been found in California. It's
a considerably lower rate than has been found in the national studies. | think, the comparatively
low rate of homelessness in Colorado reflects the soft housing market conditions in the state.
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We estimate a street population that's Setwesn one-third and one-sixth of the total homelass
populstion in the Denver metropolitan area. We estimate that the size of the homeless
population has declined marginally between 1888 and 1890 in the state as 8 whole. Whsther the
decline is statistically significant or not, we don‘t know. Our preliminary estimates suggest a
decline of about five to six percsnt. So, like in Nashville, we're not finding homelessness to be
a growing problem.

Lot me talk about the main weaknesses | see in the method. The weaknesses I'm going to talk
about are common to 8 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. Homelessness among youth is 8 very difficult
status to define because access to money from drugs and prostitution (as well as money from
parents) fundamentslly changes the nature of homelessness among this population. Moreover,
it's a population that doesn't use the standard homeless services, the sheiters, the soup lines
and so forth. This makes homeless youth 8 very difficult group to track down. We're trying to
design » 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.

Wae also do not think our methods work very well in rural sress. Homeless persons in rural
sreas are fraquently 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 1980, we did surveys of sheriff offices, ministerial sllisnces, 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 1980 methods to pressrve comparability. it is
my judgment it will sffect the estimated level of homelessness outside the Denver metropolitan
area by a factor of perhaps five to ten percent, no more.

¥l conclude by saying that some groups of the rursi homeless in Colorado are # difficult and
fesrsome group to interview. A reporter called me the other day from the Wall Street Journal,
and ssid, “Frankiin, we're doing a story on rurel homelessness. Have you got any rural
homeless in Colorado?” And, so | gave him a few leads. I toid 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. | might fly out there
and interview them tomorrow.” After he hung up, snd | threw sway his telephone number, |
remembered | forgot to warn him that all of these homeless people are by reputation
chronically mentally ill and very well srmed. He’s going out to intervisw homeless persons
srmed with hunting rifles and 357 Magnums. Good luck to him. So, anywsy, thank you very
much.
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The RTI Method: Sampling Over Time

Michael.L. Dennis, Ph.D.
Ronaldo lachan, Ph.D.
- Jutta S. Thornberry
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 | must make two short digressions. The first is to acknowledge the assistance and good will
we have received from our methodological advisors, including Kathleen Dockett, Norwetta
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, Pst Allen, Gerry Anderson, Thaddeus Aubrey, Ken Barter, John Barrett, Mike Farrell,
Russell Gaskins, Margaret Glenn, Tim Harmon, Sister Elsna Henderson, Barbara Hobbie, Robert
Keisling, Phyllis Manners, Anne Moss, P.J. Regan, Jane Roth, Michael Stoil, Barbara Uhler, Joan
Volpe, Willard Webster, Jsck White, and Joseph Wright. The second is to note that | am
speaking todsy for an entire team of people conducting this study and would like to
acknowledge assistance in preparing this presentation from our team, including Ronaldo
Ischan, Jutts Thornberry, and Robert Bray.

in refersnce to the presentation, lst 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 snd other
disabilities among homeless people and on their nesd and access to treatment. | think that it is
importantto keep in mind the purpose of this and other studies when comparing them. With the
exception of S-Night, | 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 have been disputed.

What is DC*MADS?

Before talking about our approach to time-related problems, lst me first tell you a little bit
about the larger effort we are involved in and the basic design of w.u'r homeless and transient
population study. This is one of 17 studies being conducted under something cslied the DC
Metropolitsn Ares Drug Study (DC*MADS). These studies represent s comprehensive research
effort to study drug abuse among all types of people in one metropolitan area st the same time
using 8 common set of instrumentation, a8 common timeframe, and sampling frames that do
their best to either minimize and/or messure any overlap. The main objectives are to:

® assess the extent of drug abuse among the varied populations that are at risk,
¢ assess the negative effects of drug abuse in the ares 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 sre more likely to be
adversely asffected by substance abuse. These populations include schoo! dropouts, adult and
juvenile criminal offenders, institutionslized people,, drug abuse treatment clients, pregnant
drug sbusers, and, most notably, the homeless populstion.
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In answering the question posed eariier today, this study costs approximatsly $6.3 million, of
which about $800,000 is related to the homeless component. DC*MADS is being conducted
over a 3-year period, during which the homeless componant will be in the fisid for 4 months.
The study’s purpose can explain why we have relatively more resources and time.

The National Instituts on Drug Abuss (NIDA) wants us to be sble to estimate the substance
abuse prevalences as low as 1% with a relative standard error of 50% or less. They also want
us to look at the comorbidity of other dissbilities such as mental iliness and heaith care
problems and to make sure that the results are repressntative of the entire homeless
population. This means that we have had to use a probability-based street sample and a 50- to
60-minute intervisw. Our substance abuse section alone is fonger than most interviews | have
seen in other studies.

What Is the Homeless and Transient Population Study Design?

In terms of what Marthe Burt was calling the basics, the homeless study component is
sponsored by NIDA and includes anyone in emergency sheiters, on the street, or who lacks
sccess to regular and secured housing. it includes a scresner 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 1891. Both shelter and street locations will be ssmpled 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, criminsl activity, primary csre, mental health, employment, and housing. In
each of those areas, they will be asked sbout their symptoms, access to treatment and where
any trestment was received. Most of this same information will be coliected in the other
DC*MADS populstion studies, including a housing status section to look at lifetime and
12-month overlaps bstween each group.

One of the complications we have faced in looking at a statistical metropolitan ares 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 appesr to vary by municipality
and whether it is & rural, suburban, or urban srea.

The sampling design includes three basic frames: the temporal, shelter, and street frames.
The temporal frame will be used to randomly select 64 days over &8 4-month period. It is
stratified by both week end season. Four days are to be randomly selected per week. The
wesks sre balanced to produce eight in the winter (i.e., February and March) and eight in the
spring (i.e.. April and May).

The sheiter frame will be ussd to randomly ssmple 480 residents from 96 shelters. The
shelter frame is stratifisd by sheiter size and season with four to six residents systemastically
sampled per shelter. Sixty-four randomly sampied shelters sre randomly assigned to 32 winter
days at & rate of 2 per day, and then snother 32 randomly sampled sheiters are randomily
assigned to 32 spring days st o 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 winter.

The street frame will be used to randomly sample 269 screen~d homeless people from 576
Census blocks clustered in 64 Census tracts. The strest frame is stratified by expected density
of homeless peopie at both the block and tract level and by sesson. There are 288 randomly
sampled Census blocks for each season clustered by geography and randomly sssigned to one
oftheszumpleddmwithinthosmonluMeofOperday.Althoughascmbmd.
sveryone who is encountered is to be st least enumerated on an observation form. People who
are currently engaged in ilisga! activities (e.g., breaking and entering, s creck den) or employed
in the provision of services (e.g., janitors, paperboys, taxi drivers, police officers) are to be only
enumevated. Everyone eise will be asked to participate in a 1- t0 2-minuie screening interview
and a 50- to 60-minute interview if they lack regular housing or 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 sbuse, and mental heaith (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 sllocating 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 stages so that we could coliect more detailed information
on the block ievel, and using two different types of people. In the first stage, we asked the main
person in chsrge of providing services to homeless psople 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 m-~re
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 familisr with each of the
sampled tracts. These local people included outreach workers, shelter providers, and health
care workers for the homeless staff. Aithough 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, | would like to turn to the issue of time-related problems and how we have attempted
to address them in our sampling and dats collection plans. Let me start by identifying four major
time-related problems that we were concerned about; these include:

e 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 & time.

Changes in the weather may sffect the number and distribution of homeless people in many
ways. Seasonaslly, winter means higher utility bills that force some psople out of their homes.
However, warmer spring weather may actuaily make sleeping outside a more viable option. On
a daily besis, 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 varistions. To address these problems, we have drawn independent seasonal
ssmples, subssmpled them by month, and randomly assigned sheiters and blocks to the
sampled nights. By subsampling for each month, we can avoid 8 cluster of days at the
beginning or end of the sesson. It also helps us to avoid having all of the shelters in one
municipality visited during only one of the months in 2 season.

Stratification by week serves to further limit the effect of a single storm or hest wave. Finally,
we will be recording the sctual westher on each of the ssmpled nights to control for daily
fluctustions.

We knew & priori that most of the service systems in the DC area changed their level of
services around April 1st of each year. We wore also concerned about confounding when we
collected information from & given municipality with the receipt of entitliement 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 entitiement checks and paychecks often arrive
in the mail, we have stratified the temporal ssmple 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 sheiters, for instance,
people sre entering sheiter bulidings from 6:00 p.m. unti} 6:00 a.m. However, even before
everyone is in for the night, many start lsaving, and up to 50% have left 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 sieeping overnight in DC sheiters can be ssmpled. It also means that on a given night,
the same person may be in both the shelter and street frames. We are sddressing 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 ssrvice systems to biss any estimate
of the overiap between the street and shelter frames, we will g0 to both every night. To further
reduce any geographic bias, we have clustered the shelter and strest samples. We have also
selected 8 time to go into the street (4:00 to 5:30 &.m.) thatis a period or relatively low mobility.
Finally, we plan to simply ask the respondents sbout the overisp and whether they have ever
been intarvievsed before. The overlap questions will look at where the respondent was during
the sampled night, the last 12 months, and over s lifstime.

Throughout the cay, 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
dramaticslly increase the size of the resulting estimates and potentisily change their charac-
teristics. We have tried to address these problems by using s fairly broad definition, and we
have looked at the overiap between our definition and otivers that might be used. Moreover, we
have set up CC*MADS so that additions! information from our sister studies can be collected
and used in the study on the homeless 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 ssked sbout their
12-month prevalence of homelessness. We will also be looking at the frequency with which the
respondents stayed in shelters, siept on the street, and used services (e.g.. soup kitchens,
clinics) during the last 30 days. In our sister studies, 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. Thev will also allow us to look at the
sensitivity of several statistical adjustments that have been used to derive estimates of
12-month homelessness prevaience.

I would like to briefly digress on this lsst point. | do not personally endorse the common
approach of inflating estimates of weekly prevalence of homelessness based on the inverse of
time hoineless to derive an annual prevalsnce estimate. Such an adjustment crestes a
prevalence of spisodes, 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 responsé by times 7/1 (the
inverse of the probability of observation) and 52 (wesks) before adding them to an estimate of
annual prevaience. In this sense they would be weighted to reflsct the equivalent of 364 people
who were newly homeless. The problem | have is that, if this person were actuslly homeless st
two or more times in the year, their responses would be substantially ovarweighted. The
proposed data set wiil alio & us to quantify the extent of this potentisl bias.

Conclusion

in conclusion, the DC*MADS homeless and transient study design tries to use multiple
methods and allows for multiple definitions of homelessness. We have tried to incorporate new
ideas and definitions so that when the criticism comes (and everything ssid by those who have
gone before me indicates it will nevitably coms), we will be ss prepared as possible. In
particular, we have tried to deal with the time relsted problerns that might bias our estimates
either by neutralizing them with s thorough ssmpling design or by trying to incorporate them
into the snalysis.
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Biases Arising from Choice of Site and Informant

Kim Hopper, Ph.D.
Nathan S. Kiine Institute for Psychiatric Research
Orangsburg, New York 10962

Let me open by simply underscoring what has been an implicit lesson in all the presentations
to this point: that is, the significant reg/onal variation we can expectin all efforts to count — and
correct for the inadequacies of methods of counting — homeless' peopls. Even before the
enumeration effort itself is mounted, huge differences can be anticipated in the quality of initial
informstion;? the cooperation of locsl agencies, experts and service providers; and the sheer
accessibility and visibility of the target populstion itself. Accordingly, any effort to extrapolate
to larger geographical sress sither the raw counts or computed correction factors obtained
from local samples, local “strest-to-sheiter” ratios, or local “service-usir-g-to-non-service
using” ratios, must be viswed with a great deal of caution. The ecological constants * 't must
be in place for such extrapolations to have merit simply arent there.

That said, lst 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 neaded 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, snd
for assigning “’density” weights (i.e., likely numbers to be encountered at each site), reliable
locsl expertise has proven to be in short supply. The practical difficulties sre multiplied in
areas thought to hsve 8 large number oi low density sites — the revised New York City
estimates to the Census Bureau, for exsmple, included 1547 people in 963 “off street”
locations.® The lag between initia! mapping of sites to be covered and the timing of the
actual count presents a further difficulty: as that durstion lengthens, prospects for
disrupting, eliminating or otherwise altering the sites grow more likely (see below).

2. Defining Homelessness: Two brief comments may be relevant here — we have yet to build
into our working definitions of “homelessness” 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 temporarily doubled up by design (in
order to save the money to secure s 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 focus/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 anslogue of “severity” — sppear to vary widely by circumstance, historical
origin, snd locel context of displscement. The radicsl and harrowing simplicity of the term
itself may fast be approaching the limits of usefuiness.

Second: the Census Bureau’s decision to exclude from the count anyone engaged in
obvious “commercisl activity” makes street prostitutes non-homeless by definition. Why a
trade should take precedence over a residence in classifying s potential member of the

't pass over here the related difficulties that arise in regional vanstion stemming from different ways of defining the

subject class. .

lg‘.:.. the work and prior knowledge that went into local invuntories of the “predesignated sites” 10 be visited by
Census enumerators on S-Night. _

*These included such difficult-to-access places ss rocfiops and stairwells in housing suthority projects.

‘Street vs. shelter; alone vs. with others; with kinviriends vs. with strangers; forma: vs. informal “sheher:” 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 overiap may spply.

3. Proxy Locations: For ease of sccess, some have suggested sampling in soup kitchens and
food pantriss for a representative group of normally strest-dwelling homsless individuals.
There remain a number of unresoived difficulties with this strategy, as | see it. The regional
variation cavsat voiced above applies in full measure here: there simply are no constancies
in documented patterns of use. Nor is the representstiveness of the sample obtained
among the service-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 besn 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 sqeet are not populstion traits, but strategic
configurations detsrmined by the ecology of focal resource availability.

A further problem is presented by those few studiss® which have sttempted to define
non-overiapping sasmple fractions, using some hierarchy of spaces in which homsless
people are to found. The problem is how to define the eligibility criteria for assighment to
8 particular stratum (e.g., soup-kitchen using, and therefore insligible to be sampled among
“street only”) in such a way as to make the probability of being ssmpled equivalent for all
defined members of that stratum. Clearly, regulsr users stand a much better change of
being sampied than intermittent or rare users (assuming that they are considered part of
that stratum).” 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 scresning devices is the first. The casual remark tossed off in an eariier presentation
about who was included in a regional survey — “people who were found and who were
homeless” — skips through & minefield of difficulties. How do we know whether, on
self-report alone, an individual is homeless? Rossi and his colleagues in Chicago ran into
huge problems of apparent denial in “dead-of-night” scresning of individuals encountered
on the streets. Other investigators have reported that individuals in ambiguous settings®
may well choose not to reveal what they consider o be a stigmatized status. On the other
hand, in our own work we visited sieeping locations on the streets und public spaces of
New York from midnight to 6 a.m. and ran into minimal difficulties in occupants’s readiness
to identify themseives as homeless.

2. The instability of “predesignated sites” is snother striking finding of our recent work in New
York. Huge discrepancies were found in anticipated® vs. actusl numbers st 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, sllowing many others to make use of the site; in others,
because the “site” itself was no longer sccessible (grates having been erected, for
example); in still others, probably becsuse the original projections were faulty, for
whatever reason. More instructive, because observed directly, was the “loss” of sites we
documented in 8 sixty-day period following the count. Through a combination of stepped-up

So does the historicsl record on prostitutes generally. See Staphenaie Goldin's forthcoming work on homeless
women.,

*E.g.. the work of Koege! snd Burnam in Los Angeles’ skid row ares.

"Some extremely preliminary findings in New York City, in 8 non~epresentstive sample of street-dwallers, suggest
that perhaps as many as 20% of those interviewed had not used s soup kitchen in the iast month, As mobile outreach
and food distribution efforts expand, this fraction msy well have incressed.

'E.‘g;a 8 traneponastion terminal, as opposed, for example, 10 a soup kitchen regulsrly snd obviously pstronized by
home people.

*That is, according to projections obtained by » smell army of city agencies in March snd October 1989 — 8 mere
five months before S-Night — and submitted to the Census Bureau in M‘TQT)
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eviction or displacement procedures, fire, razing of structures, and removal for safety
purposes, some 700 strest-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. Fluctustions in
repaat 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 accrued with familiarity and
ease. In other cases, it became clesr that 8 simple designation — “subway station,” for
example — turned out to be a rather intricste 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 bstween homeless persons using sheiters and those encountered living on the
street. We were sble to interview 164 strest-dwelling homeless over the course of five
mornings, in 16 randomiy 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 & foster-care placement in their childhood and tend aiso 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 five 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 considerstions of
danger or compiaints about some aspect of the structured shelter environment itself (tack
of privacy, curfews, no respect, lice, filth) as their resson for not using the shelters.

Finally, 8 methodological cavil: the longer | am involved in this kind of ressarch the more
{ am convinced of the need for greater rigor in describing — and caution in interpreting —
what it is we think we have obtsined through structured interviews, especially when they
touch on ambiguous, difficult or personaslly threatening issues. The strength of the
ethnographic corrective is yet to be fully spplied to such work, but it is high time the effort
was made.

'"The data reported here pertain only to men; the number of women in our sample was 100 small for any legitimate
conclusicns to be drawn, .
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Biases from Choice of Site and Informant:
Who is Missed?

Pamels J. Fischer, Ph.D.
Department of Psychiatry
School of Medicine
The Johns Hopkins University
Baltimore, Maryland

Attempts to enumerate homeless people have concentrated on the users of various
services, particularly the shelter system, chiefly because sheltered people are 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 populstion sstimates 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 sfforts to characterize the population over the past decade
which have also relisd heavily on surveys of sheltered populstions. Thus, research
methods—particularly sampling techniques—and findings can be used to assess the dimen-
sions of the nonenumerated portion of the homeless populstion and identify characteristics of
those homeless groups most likely to be missing or substantisily undercounted.

As in research, the way in which homelessness is defined determines the choice of sites
where individuals may be countsd. Most censuses have targettad “literally homeless”
people—those lacking immediste housing rather than those at risk of becoming homeless, such
as persons doubled up in households, institutionslized people, migrant workers and other
transients (2).

The success with which ali individuals meeting predetermined definitional criteris can be
found snd counted depends in lerge messuru 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. Howsver, it must be recognized
that such informants are frequently biased towards that element of the homeless population
with which they sre most familiar rather than appreciating the wider dimensions of the total
population. This is particulsrly true of providers of services, who often portray all homeless
individuals as fitting their typical user profiles. For example, informants who operate ghelters
for single adults may have s 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 loca!
experts representing the widest possible view of the locsl homeless populstion to inform the.
design of the enumeration project in combination with other methods for investigating the local
conditions, inciuding direct observstions of the movements and interviews with homeless
individuals. in this way, 8 more complets and balanced view of population parameters can be
deveioped in order that counting and/or ssmpling to project populstion estimates will most
accurately capture the true dimensions of the homeless population.

The most serious criticism of attempts to count homeless people concem the likelihood of
undercounting or otherwise misrepresenting the sociodemographic profile of the homeless
populstion resulting from overdependence on shelter users. It is difficult to locste homeless
individusis outside of sheiters and other sites providing services to the homeless such as soup
kitchens, for 8 number o - sasons, some more okvious than others. For exampie, homeless
persons cannot be unaisdiguously identified and counts dependent on visusl cues will be
biased towards the stereotypical street person wearing multiple layers of shabby clothing and
carrying bags of belongings. Enumerators have suppossd 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 obscure identification of the homeless. Even if
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manpower can be mobilized to approach every person within a specified sres, respondents
may choose to deny homelessness, particularly if they perceive that harm may follow
disclosure such as arrsst or hospitalization. The necessity for some homeless people to hide
from urban predators and/or the authorities, reduces the number svailable for counting.

On the other hand, although sheiters offer a convenient site for counting individuals, the
residents of shelters may represent only a subgroup of the total homeless populstion due in
part to exclusionary criteria directed at potentially disruptive individuals, namely those who
appesr intoxicated, esmotionally disturbed, or violent. Others shun shelters becauss thsy object
to the religious proseiytism commonly practiced or because of risk of theft and assault
encountered within. Homeless subgroups that are poorly served by sheiter 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 per se. Consequently, attempts have been made to
improve counting techniques to refiact the complexity of the homeless population including
development of strest-to-sheiter ratios for extrapolating observationsl counts to the total
population (2-5).

The concept that the homeless populstion naturally separates into two groups defined by
use of services—principally shelters—has become reified despite lsck of empirical evidence.
Shelter-users are presumed to be more acutely homeless and high functioning relstive to street
dwellers who are believed to be disabled and chronically homeless. Although strests and
shelters have popularly besn conceptuslized as poler opposites, research findings suggest
there is actuslly a great deal of overiap bstween homsless persons identifisd on the strests and
residents of shelters. In Baltimore, 582 pesople 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 (8). Similar
results were found in Los Angeles where 86 percent of homsless persons sampled in outdoor
congregating areas reported having used sheiters within the month before the survey (7). The
Urban Institute national study Jstermined that only one-third of non-service users surveyed at
congregating sites had not used a soup kitchen or sheliter in the past week (4). Furthermore,
studies utilizing both street and sheiter samples have found few critical differsnces when
comparing the two groups (8). Where differences exist, they sppesr to support somewhat
elevated indicstors of dysfunction among non-users of services (8-12). For example, the Urban
Institute national study found that the non-ysers had been homeless longer, were unsmployed
longer, were less likely to receive public support, snd had more physical and mental heaith
problems (4). However, the great overiap in service use between homeless people surveyed
within and outside the shelter system suggests that the shelter system residents compose 8
fairly good proxy for the total homeless popuistion.

Consequently, despite widespresad beliefs to the contrary, there is little empirical evidence
that the non-service using population (street-dwelling homeless) differs substantisily from the
service-using populstion (sheitered homeless). indeed, the current ressarch 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 tasken 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 extrapolstion terms by providing information on the
percent of users (i.e., street-to-shelter ri ‘ios); movements of sheiter users out of the shelter
systen: into permanent housing, institutions, and into the street; and differences in service-use
associated psychosocial characteristics. An additional vits! area of information consists of
attributes of the shelter system per se that may shape the locs! 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 devealoping cross-site population
estimates as well ss interpreting local findings. For example, the New York City public sheiter
system has been described as more violent than is typically found in smaller towns and cities
where shelters are smaller, mimic domestic settings, and are established by voluntary
agencies. Thus, important differences in attractiveness of using sheiters might be expected to
influsnce the ratio and character of ysers 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 fisid
operations might include use of expert guidance (i.e., key format surveys) cosabined with field
observations, including imterviews 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, stimulate our charitable impulses, and promote
humane public policy. The bag lady, the slesper 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.

Legisiated definitions that stipulate entitiement or specify conditions of eligibility for services
provide a second perspective on defining homelessness. An example of a legisiated definition
cen be found in section 103 of the McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (PL 100-77).

Ressarch and planning definitions provide s third perspective on homelessness. These
definitions are developed as an aid in conducting needs assessments, program evaluations,
and sction-oriented research to increass understanding of problems associated with home-
lessness and possible solutions. These definitions usually rely on 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, sleaping arrangement was used as a8 mesns of
defining homelessness. A homeless individual's sleeping arrangement is viewed as falling
along 8 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 8 similar
or better arrangement (i.e., do not know where they will go after lesving). 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 parmanence of the
slesping srrangement 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 sre the literally homeless, ranging from those individusis
who reside in emergency overnight sheiters to individuals residing in absndoned buildings, to
those residing in even more precarious sleeping arrangements such as other public and private
plsces without official permission (under bridges, in alleys or parks, and so forth).

Our study sres for estimating the homeless included the City of Houston, exas, Harris
county, Texas, and adjscent 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 aress in the city. In the first month of their involvement, they became familiar with
their sreas with the aid of key informants (for example, the police, the homeless, and service

providers). 1 8 6
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Step 2 involved counting by talking with ind*/iduals in selected locations within the study
ares. Homes in poor neighborhoods in the city of Houston were selected for systematic
sampling of dwellings. Poor neighborhoods were considered thoss with a median household
income below $15,000 in the 1880 U.S. Census. Seventy-five percent (89 of 119) of all poor
neighborhoods were sampied. Within sach neighborhood, 8 strests were randomly drawn and
ressarch dyads were told to choose the third house or apartment on the block to sample. Iif an
apartment was the unit ssmpled, the third unit passed in the complex was chosen to sample.
A ssmple of 200 sbandoned buildings was drawn from 8,567 such cases in records maintsined
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 sbandoned
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 tho 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 ghelter and the remainder in other public places (e.g.. strests, 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

Slesping Arrangsment Marginat Litersl Total
Housed (outiook is for staying housed less than one year 100,469
Long-term sheltsr 1,202
Short-term shefter ase
Overnight sheker 44
Abandoned buliiings *5.783
Downtown public pisces n
Public places outside of downtown but inside Houston m
Total 9110,035 7,840 117,676

ﬂ7pemmdmmhwmmmnmbdmmbmomrnmmmm.mmhmteho.'nx
um::’uhrofmommhmmmhuﬂ-nﬂsmm“u&m1“0)01'.17::83,8055 -
108,489,

'smmoﬂfnmnﬂvbdbummmnfcundmbombdbvncmofﬂemmnfonnmnnoof
2.7 persons per occupled shendoned building. Extrapoleting to the entire set of 8,587 sbandoned buiktings, the
estimate is .25 x 8,667 x 2.7 = 5,783.

4,231 mmmmsmmmhmmmudmmmmmu.n

slept
brom the Courts nloe o foop and in chies and
derived the counts ineide the & the coopersting vnincorporated sreas of Marris County.
MMMMMMMMmm
mummwmmnclmmmquMhﬂmmunMdm12mhcludu
ﬂummofunmwmmmmsnmmmwmmmmm
homeless people in Mouston 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 spesker, | can add only incrementally to what has already been said about the
difficulties of counting the “hidden homeless.”

My colleagues and | in St. Louis have been engaged in ethonographic 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 2
longitudinal pansl study of the homeless mentally ill.

Certainly there are quite a few homsiess missed by shelter counts, even in St. Louis, even in
winter. And these nonshsitered homeless do differ in composition, to some extent, from the
sheltered popuiation.

What | want to report here today are three major lessons we have leamed 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 & fairly simple
correction factor. An inconstant but consistent biss could be handied less happily but not
unreasonably. But the bias we are concemed with here today is neither constant nor even
consistent.

As 80 many of today’s speakers have noted, much of the bias in shelter counts is basically
cyclical, varying by sesso . week of the month, day of the week, and so on. Cyclical influences
of this sort can be correcte 1 for in time-series designs, but never in cross-sectional studies or
even in most other longituuinal designs.

An even more troublig form of inconsistent biss, however, is 8 bias that changes not only
in magnitude but eiso in direction. Whereas throughout 1988 and 1989 women constituted a
high proportion of those sieeping on the strests 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 biss. Whereas in previous yesrs women were (st certain seasons) overrepresented
among the homsiess missed by sheiter-count methods, they are now under:; - resented.

My point is this: Even with a single method in e single city, the various bis.es in counting
homeless are neither constant in magnitude nor necessarily evan consistent in direction. No
simple, generally applicsble correction procedures can be relisd upon in the effort to obtain
accurate counts of the homsless, especislly in .ross-sactional studies.

(2) Sempling 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 sre randomly equivalent to those located — depiction of population
charscteristics will be distorted. “Sampling error” of this sort has aimost exclusively dominsted
most discussions of bias in homeless counts.

Identifying the Homeless. In classifying individusls as homeless or not, false positive
classifications produce an overcount whereas false negative clsssifications produce an under-
count. Unless these two errors of classification occur randomly, both the count snd the
depiction of populstion chsracteristics 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
ofliltingmnndomly,bommocommdmdeplcﬁonofpopullﬁonchnmmrisﬁeswﬂlbe
biased. We suggest that most methnds for counting homsless produce duplicate listings in
excess of null listings — sometirres in considerable axcess.

We concivde, therefore, that nonsampling error (sspecially, but not exclusively, error of
clessification and listing) may prove more bissing than the more widely discussed sampling
error. Furthermore, the direction of bias differs also — whereas sampling error always
produces undsrcount, honsampling srror most often produces overcount.

(3) Informants are more effactive in identifying homeless than in locating them.

in the construction of their sampling frames, systematic attempts to count or estimate
populstions of homeless have reliad on loca! i”formants for gridance as to which strest blocks
or other non-shelter sites are more or less likely to contain homeless individuals. As widely
noted here today, such designations have proved to b« of little practical worth.

The fact is that no one really knows — accurstely, reliai:ty, precissly — where the homeless
may be found within any sizable city. Expert informants — police, shalter operators, even
outreach workers or currently homeless individuals — have a largely second-hand knowledge
of where homeless locate, apart from shelters. Even those outreach workars, homeless, and
police whoese rounds get them out on the strests 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 strests. 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 fisid planning operations of large-scale survey research.

Finally, many street homeless take care to conceal their locations, particulsriy their sleeping
spots. These locstions ars thus, by intention, very difficuit for expert informants to lsarn of,
whethaer first- or second-hand.

Even though informants are of dissppointingly littie assistance in the task of locating
non-sheitered homeless, we have found certain kinds of informants to be very helpful indeed
in the task of identifying homeless. | 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
peculisr risks. We have found “gatekespers” of public places — libraries, bus stations, produce
markets, soup kitchens, alinight restaurants, and the like — to be most heipfut in sorting out
which individuals in those places are homeless. Of these gatekeepers, security personne! 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. Breskey, M.B., FR.C. Psych.

increasing numbers of research reports on the psychiatric disorders of homeless people are
appearing in the scientific literature (Fisher, 1889). 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 il
advised without a discussion of the methods used to derive the estimates.

SAMPLING

Here | use sampling to refer to the source of subjects, rsther than the method of selscting
individuals to minimize biss. Strategies for sslection 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 appsear 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 sheiters (Bassuk et al. 1986); the other consisted of women
residing in shelters which cater primarily to adults (Breakey et al. 1890). The iatter group were
somewhat oider and more likely to have a mental iliness or substance abuse problem.

FIGURE 1
Psychiatric Disorders in Homeless Women
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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 menta/ disorder, which has little spesific
meaning unless further defined. Of the many disorders included in the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of the American Psychiatric Associstion, Third Edition, Revised (DSM-III-R), which are
1o be included? Is alcohol abuse, for example a mental disorder? DSM-III-R includes it; many
slcoholism experts would like to consider it as separate from other disorders. More recently, in
ments! health service discussions, the term severe menta/ iliness, or chronic mental iliness 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 (msnic-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 leval of disability. Using these criteria, we found the prevalence of severe mental
iliness in the homeless to be lowsr 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 s psychiatric disorder?” or “Do you have
8n emotional or mental disorder?”, to a full-blown psychiatric examination by an expsrisnced
ciinician 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 s specific disorder, such as the Short
Michigan Alcoholism Scresning Test (SMAST) (Selzer et al., 1875). This instrument has been
used in 8 number of studies of the homeless and been found to be well-suited to this purpose.
Other scresning tests provide a more general indicstor of emotional well-being. The General
Health Questionnaire (GHQ) (Goldberg, 1972) and the Center for Epidemiological Studies
depression scele (CES-D) (Redloff, 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 sbout 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 8 DSM-III-R diagnosis. One increasingly popular instrument is the Diagnostic
interview Schedule (Robins, 1881), 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, 8 trained clinical diagnostician remains the “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 disgnosis, make an
estimate of level of disability and construct e treatment plan as if they were the person’s treating
physician (Breakey et al., 1989). In an earlier stage of the study, subjects had baen asked about
their histories of psychiatric hospitalization. The responses to this question were found to be
vary poor predictors of the presence of a mental iliness, presumably becsuse nowadays many
mentally ill persons are treated outside hospitals, and many of those treated in psychistric
hospitals in the past may have suffered from some less severe mental disorder. Screening snd
diagnostic instruments which do not involve an experienced clinician also have the drswback
that information may be missed because the method does not permit the interviswsr to use his
or her own judgement and skill to elicit information that the subject may not easily divuige.
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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 disgnosed, 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 (Breskey et sl.,
1988) and in earlier studies in Boston (Bassuk, 1984), close to 80 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 mentsi ilinesses
(MMI), substance use disorders, other Axis | disordars and personality disorders. Individuals in
meny cases had two or more disorders, so that it is clear how the prevalence of any DSM-III-R
disorder easily spproaches 100 percent.

FIGURE 2
Weighted prevalence %

100

MMI Alcohol *Other® Personality
and drug Axis | disordrs

DSM-lil DISORDERS: MAJOR CATEGORIES

B Men [__] women

The Baltimore Homeless Study

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 populstion, 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 SSIaction of Measures for Studies of
Homeless Populations

Elmer L. Struening
School of Public Health, Columbia University

The purpose of my presentation is to identify some of the prablems in the selection and use
of measures in the study of homeless populstions, to sssess the potential influence of
situstional factors on the responses of research participants, and to describe guiding principles
that may enhance the quslity of measures and the data generated by them.

The general concern is that measures developed and standardized on representative
samples of the general populstion should not be used in studies of the various groups which
comprise the homeless populations. More specifically, the reliability and validity of standard
msasures 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 1o draw from the data
generated by the measurs. Most of the constructs we sttempt to messure in studies of the
homeless are unusually complex and multidimensional in structure. As examples, consider the
many facets of mental illness or mentsl digorder, substance use and abuse, alcohol depen-
dency, and the status and criteria of being homeless. The measurement of mental iliness
suggests the consideration of symptoms, treatment history, high risk behavior (suicide
attempts), interview behavior, functional competence, psychotic belief symptoms, diagnostic
categories and others. Assessment procedures must also consider & 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 messurement of change due
to, for example, a particular intervention, or the conditions o homelessness. if measurement »f
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
varisble.

The researchers will frequently profit from s review of the literature on the construction of
measures being considered for their studies. In particular, published articles using the measure
with populations similsr to the study sample will generally provide valusble 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 measursment decisions. Finally, experts with competence in applied
psychometric principles and with consultstion experisnce 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 |
have had in the course of our studies of homeless populstions. We hsve interviewed simost
3,000 homeless people in sheiters, the strests and a variety of follow up settings. Later, in the
dsts snslytic 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 selsct 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 elemesnts of the
intervention if evidence for change in the client populstion is to be demonstrated. As
indicated above, it is equally important to employ measures that are sufficiently relisble
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(internal consistency reliability coefficients of around .80 or sbove) to generate relisble
change scores which sccuratsly reflect client change from bassline to subsequent points of
observation. Measures of change, in addition to sdequstely ssmpling the domain of
interest (content validity), must also describe clients on a metric or dimension that sllows
them to change in either direction as a function of the impact of the intervention or other
influsnces. Scales or messures which | Jace 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 sscond set of variables should provide a comprehensive anc 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. Arbitrary coding of
varisbles may preciude accurate comparisons and should be avoided. The use of standard
classification systems, such as the decennial census or the procedures generally used in
the Iitersture, may improve sample matching sccuracy. This is especisily important in
studies of homeless populations which may vary greatly nationally 8s a function of weather,
housing stock, the structure of services and other factors.

3. Becsuse homeless people frequently experience dangerous, hostile and stressful environ-
ments in which they are often victimized, there is concern with the possibility thatscores on
measures may partisily refiect the respondent’s reaction to these powerful environmental
factors rather than only to an enduring mental condition that is generally characteristic of
the individual. Instruments sensitive to environmental conditions may generate spufiously
high or low scores and thus attribute 8 different mental status to the respondent than
otherwise warranted. For example, a scale designed to measure psychotic beliefs and
feslings includes an item which states: Have you ever feit 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 sccurately reflect, for many respondents, the
true nature of their environments. While this question is supposad to measure a tendency
toward peranoid thinking {that someone I3 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 appesr to be unusual, strangs, or bizsrre, may
instead by sn attsmpt at self protection rather than a manifestation of psychopathology.
For 8 more detailed discussion of the above issuss, ses Lovell, Barrow snd Struening, in
press (svailable from the authors).

4. Pilot studies of the target populstion are of great value in identifying problems with
measures. Administration of the instrument in situations similsr to those of the planned
study will add en 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 asses: her/his understanding of item content, to see if tem content was
insensitive to the respondent’s situstion (for example, it seems insensitive to ask 8
homeless person if her/his life is a fallure), to estimate if the instrument seems t0 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 compiete interviews of 30 to 50 respondents
representstive of the target populations. Key questions sbout the instruments of this data set
include the following:

1. Do the instruments used generate varisbility smong those interviewesd?

2. 1 the instruments were selected to measure change, is there room for most respondents to
move up and down the continuum messured?

3. Are the estimstes of relisbility within the acceptable range (ideally about .80 or above if
used to measure changes).

4. Did the measure generate missing data and, if so, wgs 6 tgoncentmed on the same items
or was it more less random over itema? wi JJ
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5. Are relationships among scale or messure scores in the expected range of magnitude and
direction?

The above are some of the crucial questions that should be asked of & pilot study
focussd on properties of the measures. While an N of 30-50 may be considersd small, the
results, if based on a representative sample of the target population, will aimost certainly
yield valuable information. Comy.lstion of the interviews will also provide an opportunity to
fine tune the skills of the interviewers and to get their evalustions of how the instruments
function in a field situation.

6. In addition to the paper cited above (Lovell, Bsrrow and Strusning, in press,). published
articles Ly Sussser, Canover and Struening, 1889; Susser, Struening and Conover, 1939;
and Susse. -1 Struening, 1990, provide information relevant to the selection and use of
messures employed in studies of homeless populations. A report by Struening and
colieagues, 1986 (svailable on request), provides results derived from messures frequently
used in studies of homeless populations. Another paper by Struening and Padget, (in
press, avsilsble from suthors), presents information on the health status of shalter
residents as related to problems with alcohol, drugs and mental disorder.
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Sampling Issues in Estimating the Extent of
Aicohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental llliness
Problems Among People Who are Homeless

Michael L. Dennis, Ph.D. and
Ronaldo lachan, Ph.D.
Ressarch Trisngle institute

Because this conference focuses on estimating the number of psopie who are homeless, it
ssems useful to start by asking ourssives: why is estimating the extent of sicuhol, drug abuse
and mental iliness (ADM) among homeless peopis important? Two important reasons are that
the McKinney Act (P.L. 100-77) and its subsequent reauthorizations specifically called for
programs to meet the nesds of disabled peopie 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, 1890), inciuding:

® Alcoholism (33%),

® Mental iliness (33%),

® Physical disability (259(;),
® Drug abuse (203%5), 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 peopie are in need, what their needs are, and to what extent
these needs are being currently sddressed.

The second question we must sddress is: why are sampling issues important in estimating
the prevalence of ADM disabilities and treatment needs? Three basic reasons are that estimates
in prior studies have varied considersbly by study, by sites within studies snd by the underlying
sampling methodology. in a review of 80 studies, Fischer (1889) found that ADM prevalence
estimates varied from 1 percent to 80 percent. Part of the probism was that some studies used
programs that targeted peopie with ADM disabilities, whils others used programs that sctively
discourasged them. However, even with a single study of five New York City mental health
programs’ homeless persons, Barrow snd colleaguss (1889) found substantis] varisbility
among sites. For instance, the frequency of prior psychistric hospitalizstions ranged from 54
percent to 77 percent. This problem is further confounded with veriability in the chronicity of
the homeless people being interviewed: the percentage of people with brief or episodic
peﬂodcofhomc!umcunﬁodfwomsapemtoismmbym.mwpuofﬂm
sampled (e.g., clinic, sheiter, soup kitchen, street) and the types of selection methods within
sites (e.g., snowballing, random, census) siso led to disparate estimstes within the same city
(Dennis et al.,, 1989; Fischer, 1989).

Sempling issues

When existing studies are being compared or a new one is being planned to estimate the
prevalence of ADM disabilities and trestment needs, it is 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 Homelossness

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 8 continuum that ranges from people in strssts and
shalters, to those trading sex for shelter, to thoss in unrelisble housing (e.g.. facing eviction due
to condemnation), to those in single resident occupancy (SRO) hotels or doubled-up in
apartments or homes, Definitions aiso vary in the axtent to which they are limited to currently
ilomeisss people or include people who are about to become homeless or who have been
homeisss 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” increassd by 50 percent the number of people identified as horneless at the Kino
Hospital Emergency Room in Arizona.

Four Potential Mesthods

Having determined a definition, thres 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, 1886; Cowan, Breskey, & 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, 1882, 2.2 million, and HUD, 1984, 250,000 to 300,000).

Unobtrusive observations constitute one of the more cost effective ways to estimate the
gensral number of people who are homeless, but they are problematic for estimating ADM
disabilities and treatment needs. Simpile observations can provide raw counts (cf., Wiegard,
1985), but they are not relisble for estimating disabilities. Medical records can provide useful
information (c.f., Wright, 1888), but they are only useful if medical personnel are consistently
screening for ADM problems and reccrding their findings.

Surveys that employ interviswsrs and/or ralevant clinicians are more useful for conducting
assessments of ADM disabllities and treatment neesds. Sees, for example, Rossi, Fisher, and
Willis (1888) in Chicago; Farr, Koge! snd Burnam (1986) and Burnam (19890) in Los Angeles;
Dennis et al. (1990) in Washington, DC: snd Ringwalt and lschan (1890), a national homeless
runaway study. One of the major limitations of this method is the potential for respondsnts to
lie sbout or forget information when talking to a interviewsr or clinician. Testing biological
specimens of urine, saliva, blood, and hair can identify some additional problems; however,
they are often less sensitive than a survey to prior events (e.g., age st first use of a drug, prior
hospitalization).

in a carefully designed study, each of these methods can be used to detsrmine the
consequences of using more restrictive dsfinitions and to look st trends over time. it is
importsnt to distinguish, however, between studies that collect dats on muitiple occasions from
those that have multipie sasmples. If 8 sample of sheiters is visited over a two-week period, it
would be insppropriate to look st the trend over time. Such comparisons are only appropriste
if there are two or more independent sampies or subsamplies (6.g.. one ssmpls is visited the
first week and 8 second sample the sscond week). To the extent that data allow us to identify
individuals uniquely, multipis observations can also be used for more sophisticated statistical
modeis such as capture-recapture.

One way to sddress methodologicat and resource limitations is to use s combination of the
sbove methods. One of the common ways used to estimate the total population size has besn
to survey people in sheiters 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 aeveral magnitudes smalier in size
than those from indirect estimates by experts. Second, there is » potential interaction betwsan
ADM chsracteristics and the probability of bsing in the sample. For instance, a municipality’s
shelter system may have a8 strong antidrug 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 devslop represantative
estimates for 8 larger municipality or service system: shelters, strests, congregating points, snd
other housing frames. Although they clearly do not cover the entire populstion, smergency
shelters are the most widely used frame and are reiatively straightforward to use. They do,
however, present some problems for special populations; i.e., domestic viclence shelters are
often hidden away to protect their clients, and runaway sheiters can also serve s official foster
home placement locations. A strest 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
homsless people in each area. Congregasting points like soup kitchens, hospitals, jsils, and other
pass through points are particularly useful for studies that use a wider dsfinition in time. On the
down side, they may require substantislly 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
pecple who have been or are homeless. One potential solution being tried in the DC
Metropolitan Area Drug Study (DC*MADS) is to coordinate a homelsss study with studies of
other populations (Dennis et al., 1980).

Implicstions of Sampling for Program Planning and Evalustion

Sampling issues are important in estimating the extent of ADM disabilities snd treatment
nesds for people who sre homeless. It is feasible and probably desirsble to use multiple
definitions, methods, and sampling frames. Work still needs to be done on directly comparing
ADM estimstes by methodology snd sampling frames. Although validity studies aimed at
estimating the number of homeless people are potentisily useful, they rarely have indicatsd the
amount of bias related to specific ADM disabilities or trestment needs.
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Discussant Comments

Howard H. Goldman, M.D., Ph.D.

The presentations in this panel focused on the issues of mental iliness, alcoholism, and other
drug problems in the populstion of homeless Americans. Although the suthors do not sgree
fully on methods, these excellent pressntstions reflect the interest and commitment of these
investigstors to help solve the problem of homalessness in impaired populations.

It should not be surprising that estimates of the number of homsless persons varies so
widely, given variation in the definitions of homelessness snd the varying interests of the
Numerous surveys. Census takers want to know “how many,” epidemiologists want to know
“what kinds” st “whatrisk,” 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 assesamant studies help us pian for services. Precision
of estimates ought to be assessed in the context of the questions asked and the objectives of
the inquiry.

Unfortunately, | am concerned that the general focus of this conference is motivated by a
misplaced concern about the pracision of populstion size 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 by an order
of magnitude those who have been provided with material assistance toward anything more
than s stop-gap effort at solving their problem with homelessness. For special populations,
such as those impaired by menta! disorders, including alcohol and other drug abuse, the
problems of special attention in the enumerstions are particularly troublesoms. We ought to be
careful that we distinguish the mentally ill person from other individusls who sre homeless 8o
that we might provide them with sppropriate 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 disabied 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
sffordable housing in particulsr.
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Counting the Homeless: What Counts?

David S. Cordray
Vanderbliit University

| 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 st least, would require considerably more space than | have been allocated.

Rather, | will focus on & subset of issues that sre germans to estimating the size and
composition of the homsless populstion. Consonant with the title of this paper, | will focus first
on the issue of “what counts” in counting (or more sccurately, estimating) the size and
composition of this population. The real point | 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 nearvous. How these
trade-offs can be made will be illustrated with an example based on a recent GAO (1888) 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 sn acceptable definition,
however. Those that are used can be highly restrictive or all inclusive. Nasturally, restrictive
definitions (e.g., individuais have to be “on the streets” for at least 14 days) will yield
estimates suggesting that homelessness is far less pervasive than will sstimates based on
a broad conception of the problem (e.g., definitions that inciude individuals who are “at
risk” of homelessness). The issus of definitions also invoives temporal considerations
(durstion), distinctions between incidence and prevaience, 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 esach is fallible—but some are less trustworthy than others—and
they are likely to over or underestimate the size of the population (GAO., 1888);

3. Thereason 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,
dsfinitions (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 8 national or sub-nationasl figure;

4. The amount of resources (human and otherwise) available to conduct the count or estimate
is an impontant consideration; and

5. The amount of t/ime avsilable to obtain an answer to the questions counts in choosing
definitions, developing methodologies and so on.

The “Balancing Act”

This list is not new nor is it remarkably insightful. in any research srea, our job is to balance
these competing constraints. This balancing act is simply harder to carry-off in the ares of
homelessness. There are technical, practical and political ressons for this. it seems reasonable
to think that if we had enough money and timeeh statistically proper estimate of the entire
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populstion 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
populstion would simost certainly invalidate even precise estimates. Although longitudinal
studies (panel 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 time and resources needed to conduct a study in a varisty of ways. For example, a precise,
national estimate could be obtained if we imposed a limited definition of homelessness (e.g.,
only those individuais located in shelters). Politically, such a trade-off is likely to engender
claims of bias. To counter these ciaims requires a broadening of the definition of homelessness.
is there & way out of this “catch-22'"? 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 lilustration

A mixed-method spprosch entails the use of & variety of methods to derive an oversl
estimate. However, because not sil methods are equally trustworthy (different methods—
actual enumerstions, expert opinion, population extrapolations—contain different strengths
and wesknesses), accuracy of results produced by esch method nseds to be documentsd and
disclosed to the user. Differentis! trustworthiness resulting from statistical and nonstatistical
sources of error and biss can be incorporated into “confidence imervals or ranges” based on
sensitivity analyses,

This spprosch was usad in a recently completed study (I served as study director) issued by
the U.S. General Accounting Office, Washington, D.C. (GAO, 1989). Although some of the issues
we faced were idiosyncratic, others were generic and have immediste spplication to other
issues in the field (e.g., estimating prevalence of subgroups). Similariy, the analytic tactics (e.q.
sensitivity anslysis) 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, 19887 (Public Law
100-77), Congress requested that the GAO provide an estimate of the number of homeless
children snd youths in all the states. That same legisiation also required the Secretary of
Education to compile and submit to Congress, through state education agencies, data on the
number and location of homeless children and youth. The department issued its report on
February 15, 1889. in essence, the mandated count to be performed by GAO was intended as
a double check on the accuracy of the departments sfforts. On June 15, 1989, we (GAOQ) issued
its report to ranking members of sppropriate committees in the U.S. Senate (Edward M.
Kennedy) and the House of Repressntatives {Augustus F. Hawkins). Note that the Congres-
sional lsanguage, in essence, asked for full, national enumeration. They also wanted the count
within 12 months. Through a series of negotistions, we all settied on sn estimate based on &
representative ssmple. Other trade-offs will be made clearer ss the example unfolds.

The Definition of Homelessness Makes a Difference

As shown in Table 1, using a veriety of methods, GAQ estimated that on a given night
(sctually, October 24, 1888), sbout 68,000 children and youths (16 or younger) may be
members of families that are iiterslly homeless. Decomposing this estimate into its coinponent
parts it is clear that the numbers differ across settings (our definition of homelessness). As
might be expected, homeless children snd youths are not evenly distributed across the
different locations where homeless families are thought to congregate or “reside.” Nationwide,
urban sheiters and hotels housed families with roughly 25,500 children and youths; sbout
21,800 sre likely to be in suburban and rural sress; churches account for sbout 4000;
sbandoned buildings, cars, or public places are likely to be calied “home” by about 8000; and
sbout 7000 msy be in various other settings (e.g., institutions). 2 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 homeiass populstion, namely
those who are literslly homeless. Although estimates derived from s number of different
settings were used to compose our dsfinition of litersl homelessness, many advocstes and
staksholders view this is a fairly narrow conceptuslization of the problem. As & means of
broadening the dsfinition, we attempted to estimatas thoss believed to be precariously housed
(e.9., doubled-up with relatives or friends). As reported in Table 1, this group is quite large,
representing an additiona! 186,000 children and youths who could be considered homeless on
a given day. These estimates do not include homelass runaway children and youth; nor do they
account for thoss familiss who may be on the brink of homslessness by virtue of thair
economic situstion. Despite these omissions, sdding 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 exsmple turns sround the manner in which definitions ware
established and resulits were disclosed. Because there is no accepted definition of homeless-
ness, we chose a broad definition but estiinates were delibsratsly reported in as much detail gs
was practicable. Simply reporting an sggregate figure (ssy 250,000), would have made it
impossibie for relevant constituencies to know how much each component of the detinition
contributed to the overall total. This is consistent with the suggestions provided by the National
institute of Mental Health (sse GAO, 1888) and recent practices used by the Bureau of the
Census (Tasuber and Siegel, 1890). 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 brosdest possible definition (within
resource constraints) should bs used in future surveys. When idiosyncratic definitions and
operationalizations of homelessness are used across different sites (e.g., localities), presenting
separable estimates (by subgroup) is essential if we sre going to be to make intelligent use of
the results of such estimation exercises.

Definitions, Time, and Resource Constraints Influence Methods

Opting for & broad definition of homelessness and one that fairly representad the potential
settings where the literal homeless are likely to be found had substantial consequences for the
estimation procedures that could be employed. The purietin all of us would probabily like to use
a common set of procedures (across settings) that could be defended on statistical grounds. In
asttempting to mest the request of Congress, we had to rely on a unique mixture of
methodological strategiss in piecing together our oversil estimates. Basically, our strategy
involved three steps and muitiple methods (a count, expert opinions, and popuistion-based
extrapolations),

Our first method is very traditionsl. It entsiled the use of survey methods whereby we
obtsined an unduplicated estimate of the number of children snd youth in shelters and hotals
(or moteis) in 40 large urban aress (populstions in excess of 250,000), representing 27 cities. A
multi-stage probability sample was drawn to select sheiters; a telephone survey was used to
obtsin counts of the number of children housed in shelters on a particuler night (October 24,
1988); and the number of vouchers for hote! or mote! accommodations issued by the county
were obtsined for that same night. This method was intended to provide nationally fepresen-
tative estimate of the number of children and youths in shelters snd hotels or motels in urbsn
counties. [t siso served as the foundation for our other estimation procedures.

To use sample-based methodology to obtain estimates in other settings (e.g., streets) would
have been prohibitivsly expensive and time consuming. We opted for an approximation. In
particulsr, the second phase of the study involved developing separate estimstes of the
number of children and youths in some of the other settings used to define litsral homeless-
ness. These were derived by using the survey-based county estimates in conjunction with
expert opinion. Relstive to the counts, the expert ratings reflects their estimates of the
proportions of humeless children and youths in each of these other settings. The same
procedures were used to obtain estimates of the nhumber of children and youths who might be
precariously housed (e.g., doubled-up). 2 0 4
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As above, using sampling msthods to simply identify children and youths in urban and
suburban areas would have been too time consuming and 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 from the empirical literature) and populstion coumts in nonurban areas. Here,
estimates based on the medisn homelessnsss rate across our 27 cities were used to project the
homelessness rate relative to the population base in rural and suburban aress. Rather than
relying on expsrt opinion, these estimates utilized extant dats on populsation size in non-urban
areas =nd estimates from phase 1 of the study,

Finally, as a check on the sensibility of the estimates produced by these procedures, we
compared the resuits we derived with results repon.sd in other nationa! studies, one conducted
by me Urban institute (1988) and the other conducted by the ins*tute of Medicine (1988). We
also examined interim and final reports submitted by state «duc.»ion agencies to the U.S.
Department of Education (U.S. Department of Education, 1989).

Accounting for Methodologi~al Lilferences

Although estimates were produced for esch setting with the definition of homelessness, they
are obviously not of equal integrity. As shown in Table 1, to account for the “precision of each
estimate” we aiso calculsted “ranges” similar to “confidence intervals.” With the exception of
the survey resuits, 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 populaticn value will be found, our interval
estimation procedures sitered key psrameters or assumptions underlying each calculation. In
this way, we were able to provide the user with 8 ssnse of the stability and sensitivity (to
aiternative assumptions) of each value. To make this concrete, we also provided s verba!
description of our overall confidence in esch estimate; these ranged from low to high
confidence.

For example, little is known about the prevalsnce of homelsssness in suburban and rural
areas. Because our initial sampling frame was restricted to large urban aress, we would have
underestimsted the number of homeless children and youth by omitting suburban and rurs!
areas. Prior studies of the homeless population in suburban areas have assumed that
prevalence is sbout one-third the rate of central cities. In cresting 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 assumed that the median rate was
appropriate. Here, the “best guess,” point estimate ended up being the average of the high and
low boundary vslues. Although these vaiues are derived from extrapolations of estimates (our
own estimate from the survey resuits) and compounded estimates (en estimate from another
study applied to our survey-based estimate) we judged the confidence thst might be plsced in
these values as moderate; below the confidence we placed in the survey results (see Tabie 1)
and shead of the confidence sscribed 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 situstions.

Specifically, the opinion-based estimatss were derived from interviews with shelter provid-
ers, advocstes, and knowiedgeable government officials in the ssmple of 40 counties (covering
27 cities). Over 300 individusls provided their countywide estimates of the relstive number of
homsiess families residing in settings other than public or privately sponsored sheiters 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 families in other settings. The
median ratios for each county were computed along with lower and upper bound vsiues (first
and third quertile respectively). The results show that opinion based estimates are very
sensitive to the choice of values (median, first or third quartile), depicting s substantisl range in
values. As seen in Table 1, using the medisn 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 tzr 5&9h as nearly 300,000
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depending upon how the data sre summerized across experss 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 chiidren and youths that are likely to be in public
places, Bscause of this hyper-sensitivity, we judged the confidence that should be placed in
opinion-basad estimates as low.

Sensitivity snalysss are heipful to a csrtain extent but cannot establish, with certainty, the
overali sensibleness of a sot of calculstions. As can be sesn, the decisions that were made on
high versus low estimates, while based on logic and, where possibie, prior data are but a subsat
of all the possible valuss that couid have bsen chosen. And, while it is better to provide the
client or user with a sense of the likely confidence that should be pisced in the numbers that are
produced, bracketing in this way does have its inherent limitations. Urressonable assumptions
could be imposed that impose, artificially, a level of uncertainty that is not warranted. Varying
paramsters on ifrelevant assumptions lead to a false sense of certainty.

Comparisons With Other Estimates

As a means of judging the adequacy of these methods & second form of multi-method
research can be used. Namely, competing estimates from parallel studies. That is, itis ussful to
compare the obtained results with other astimates, when available. Two recently published
reports served as the basis for otner national estimates of the number of homeless children and
vouths. The institute of Medicine (1988), using data from the National Alliance to End
Homelessness, estimated that 100,000 children and youth are fiterally homaless. Recall that our
estimate was roughly 68,000. Careful review of the IOM methodology suggests several
noncomparabilities across procedures. Adjusting the IDM estimste to reflsct new information
on service utilization (ses GAO, 1989, p.31)—a key assumption in the IOM estimate—reveals an
adjusted estimate of 87,000; slthough this re-estimoted figure is closer to our best-guess vaiue
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 contract with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, conducted a study of homeless in shelters and soup kitchens in a sample of 20
cities with populstions greater than 100,000. They extrapolsted their findings to the nation.
They reported that there are approximatsly 61,500 children n cities and suburban aresas. Our
comparable estimate was 60,710, exciuding rura! settings. Although, none of the present
studies are, by themselves, able 1o stand up to close technical scrutiny, the fact they differ in
approach and converge within a reasonsbly close “confidence range” suggests that we
probably have 8 sensible understanding of the magnitude of the probliem. Estimates produced
by compilations reported to the Department of Education were so noncompsrable, among
states and with our procedures, that meaningful comparisons were impossible (see GAO,
1889).

Conélusfons

Estimating the number of homeless and the composition of this population requires
consideration of numerous technical, political and resource issuss. It is highly uniikely that
enough money to support 8 large scsls, statistically sound 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 msthods that are likely to make us, ss research methodologists, nervous.
The ahternative, of course, is to avoid trying to estimate these segments of the homeless
population that are not esslly enumersted by conventional methods fike surveys. The politics
of counting special populstions, by only focusing on the easy to find ssgments, suggests that
would be s sure-fire way of loosing credibility. A more sensibie set of tactics is to use all
available methods, recognize their specisi baises, and to tackle the problem of differentisl
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 piace in point sstimates.
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Sampling Issues

Facilitator: John
Presenters: Marths Burt and Frankiin James
Notes by: Cathetine Hines

Summary

Major sampling issues are who to inciude in the sampling frame, where to go, and how hard
to try to contact all possible homeless persons. Given the costs, is it nscessary to try to count
the total homeless populstion? 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 user:nonuser ratio) and how accurate would that factor havs to be? Rural aress sre
less likely to have services. Perhaps the focus of research should bs on vuinerabie psople 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 bscause changes in the blocks actuslly used can occur quickly.

Participants discusssd the charactsristics that link the precariously housed to the homeless
and how to tise axisting suiveys such as the Current Population Survey, the American Housing
Survey, the 1990 census, end the Survey of income snd Program Participation.

Sampling homeless youth is an issue because they use different services or no services and
cannot be defined easiy {e.g., are you homeiess if you have a home but don't go there because
of abuse?). There are also legal snd ethicsl issues about reporting them to suthorities, Some
homeless youth stay with relatives while their parents go to 8 shelter.

2Nn8
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Definitional Issues

Facilitator: Richard Bitzer
Presenter: David
Notes by: Cynthia Taesuber

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 politics, data that are available, snd choosing obvious
settings. There are steps we could take to clarify the concept, the markers for the condition
calied “homsless.”

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 8 person could return
{for exampie, battered women), and legal priority in housing.

Sscond, we would identify the locations where thers is a high probability of finding
individuals with the markers of homslessness.

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 sirsady hsve knowledge sbout 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, 8 legal, contractual right to be st the houss), and whether the
housing is safe for them.

Recommendstions

1. We should undsrtake comprehensive research on the conditions of homelessness: (1)
develop a conceptusl framework and markers associated with the conditions of homeless-
ness; (2) identify probable sites where peopls with the named markers are likely to be
found; and (3) develop sorting devices to identify people within gites for the markers and
show data for the continuum of markers.

2. To clarify definitions, we need to go bsckwards and provide more detail in data tabulations
for groups with the specified markers or characteristics.

3. We know more than we think we know sbout conditions and markers of precsriousness
and we should make better use ¢’ data already collected.

(9
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V-lidity, Feasibility, and Cost
Effectiveness of Strategies to include
Persons not in. Ordinary Dwellings

Facilitstor: Sue Miskura
Presenter: Michael Dennis
Notes by: Charles Moore

Opening Comments by Michsel Dennis, Research Triangle institute

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 & Snyder, 1982).
The reasons for these divergent estimates include the politics of service delivery, definitional
differences, and the methodologies used to gensrate an estimate. Advocates for homeless
people argus for higher estimates and appear genuinely concerned that, if accepted, a lower
estimate would lead to a reduction in aiready insdequate treatment funding. Aithough the more
rigorous methodologies tend to produce lower estimates, both scientists and providers sre
increasingly calling for a change in focus (GAO, 1888). During the conference on anumerating
the homeless yesterday, there appeared to be broad-based support for estimating the number
of people with unmet treatment needs and for devsioping the resources that would be
nscessary to address those needs. Although simple enumerstion can be done through
unobtrusive observation, a needs assessment cannot. Methodological differences thersfore
will become increasingly more relevant as this consensus builds.

To estimate trestment 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:

e Street /ocations, including vacant buildings, abandoned cars, parks, under bridges, trans-
portation vehicles, and 24-hour public facilities;

@ Service locations, including soup kitchens, heaith care clinics, and drop-in centers;

® Emergency shelters, including short-term housing, transitional housing, battered women's
shetters, homeless runaway sheiters, and hotel rooms purchased with municipal emergency
housing coupons; and

e Other residsntial facilities, including jsils, prisons, mental heaith facilities, drug treatment
facilities, single residency occupancy (SRO) hotels, and general househoids.

The piaces that are used have implicit implications for how homelessness is defined and on
the size 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 hsve been made across the four types of locations within the same study.

As we move toward an emphasis on service needs, concerns are aiso increasing sbout other
types of bisses that might be introduced during the selection of a sampling frame. For instance,
suppose that 8 municipality has 8 strict antidrug policy in its sheiters. Estimstes 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 belisve that mental iliness, sicoholism, or other
disabilities sre indepandent of a person’s service utilization or housing status. Therefore, it
seems sensible to make direct comparisons of estimates based on the four locstions and their
combinations. Specifically, snswers are needed to such questions as:

Q10
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¢ What is the overiap of people identified at the four locstions?

® How do estimates bssed on the four locations or their combination differ in terms of the
incidence and prevalence of substance abuse, mental iliness, hesith problems, and physical
disabilities? :

® How do estimates based on the four locations or their combination differ in terms of
treatment utilization for substance abuse, mental iliness, health problems, and physical
disabilities?

The combined data set would also allow the relationship(s) between the prevalence of these
disabilities, the availability of treatment, and housing status to be studied more closely.
Although considerable work has airesdy besn done to establish the feasibility and reliability of
several methods, no major studies of validity or cost-effectivensss have been published that
involve direct comparisons of the major sampling frames. Validity studies, morsover, on the
scresners often used in street or service locations do not yet exist. The working group agresd
thet such validity studies should be built into future research. Fannie Mae has exprassed an
interest in this area and is sponsoring the devsiopment of Paper on “Assessing 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 Les, Pennsyivanis State 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 resembie
anything classic appear to apply aimost exclusively to urban aress. In rural aress, geographical
or census tract sampling is not necessarily helpfu!, 8 “strest search” probably will not work
becauaepooplemnotvnwvblhh.ﬂmmonofﬁwhomdusmnayingwnhfamﬂy or
friends on an emergency basis. Further, short time periods of one night or one wesk will
probably not tumn up enough people for » stable estimate. Other spproaches such as snowbalf
sampling are probably necessary, and an sssumption must be made that they will result in
contacting virtually all homeiess people. If it is seen as importsnt from a policy perspective to
understand rural homeiessness, are thers ways that we can think of to identify and interview
homeless people in rural areas? Are wae likely to be limited to focal studies, or is there anything
possible nationally? Still on the topic of national possibilities, what are we to do, even if we limit
ourseives to urban aress? Rossi has estimsted an adequate national survey using his block
probability approach would cost upwards of $10 million — not & sum anyone is fikely to spend
on such s project. What are our siternatives? How good could we i1 ske studies based on
sampling at service providers? What if we extended the time period? \-ur instance, the recent
study in Hewaii determined that about S0 percent of the homeless used services at least once
over 8 80-day period, even though only sbout 8 percent slept in shelters on any given night.

el
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Could we make some reasonable approximations by using unduplicated service use data over
a reasonable time period coupled with periodic intervisws in street locations to dstermine
service use by people found on the streets? How might such an alternative approach differ by
localities, or by seasons? How do we know whether any sstimate derived from this type of
combined approach is “good enough,” and for whom or what? in studiss that want to do strest
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 probsability of finding homeless peopie 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 | 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 nesds and purposes batwesn 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 dats about
experisnces and results from many different data collection efforts; this activity needs to
continue so that diffsrences in methodologies, the applicability of varying methoa.logies
for different purposes an+ different sssumptions and results can be analyzed. The goal
would be to determine the strengths and weaknesses of these experiences as they relste
to specific purposes.

3. Take advantage of o.portunities to do validity testing of some of the assumptions or
methodologies that have besn smployed. In particular:

a. Validate screening mechsnisms to determine the conditions of persons who get
3creened out.

b. Validate the Census Bureau’s S-Night technique of asking someone leaving an aban-
doned building about how many people siept there.

¢. Validate assumptions made sbout overlap of frames — that is, the proportion of psople
captured on the streets, in sheiters, 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 sre they in relation to factors such as ssmpling or interviewing over time, the kind of
information that can be obtsined reliably from the populstion, periods of homelessness,
extrapolstion methods, and overlap of frames.

5. Work needs to be done on deveioping fruitful interviswing techniques. Determins ways of
recruiting snd/or training interviswsrs who are sensitive to the situation of the homeless
populstion, ways of using opsn-ended and informal interviswing techniques, and being
aware of ways t0 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 iocalities
will not yield either compiste sheiter or street location frames. What kinds of areas can be
provided by sdvocates, outreach workers, or locsl service providers? What kind of
sampling techniques csn 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 Martin
Presenter: Charles Cowan
Notes by: Forence Abramson

Opening Comments by Charless Cowan, Opinion Ressarch Corporation

There sare three methods used for local estimates of the size of the homeless population,
each invoiving different techniques and assumptions. The first is the straight count method,
which invoives doing a shelter count combined with a strest count. The sheiter count is usually
4 census, but the strest count is more traditionally done by selecting a random sample of blocks
and conducting the strest co'int only on sample blocks. This method is 8 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 ghelter 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
¢0i..2s from previous research in an area, from other source dsta, from other similar locs! ares
research, or 8 best guess. The multiplier represents the number of homeless e cpected 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 reaim of modeling, but forces the researcher into making a major
assumption about the data and the bshavior 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
sre observed muitiple times, snd the frequency of observation of the individuals is used to
model the size of the entire populstion. Another approach is to use the amount of time esch
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 shelter counts, can be expanded to an estimate
of the entire popuiation.

The straight count method has the advantage of being conducted only once and providing
a straight-forward estim.ate of the population size for the area. But the straight count can have
severe undercounts which would go undstected if the intervieswers or researchers conducting
the study are incomplete in their listings of sheiters or biocks, or if they look st 8 skewed sample
of blocks. Model based approaches can overcome some of these foibles by including
paramsters in the model that allow for the difficulty of observing an individual, but can have
other deficiencies caused by misspacification 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 svaluate the quality of the dats collected and
the adequacy of the modeis employed. This session should stant by considering what types of
secondsry studies sre needed to provids 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 sssess quality. How good s count is good
enough? What measures sre needed to tell us how good a count is in any given survey?
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The differsnt approaches described by Cowan imply different trestments of undsrcount: in
the firet and s und, one asks how good the count data are; in the second and third, one asks
how good the parameters and the mods! are. The group concluded that it probably would be
possible to estimate undsrcount of the sheltered population becsuss it is possibis to construct
a sampling frame which covers a high proportion of this part of the homeiess populstion. On
the other hand, it is probably not yet possible to estimate undercount of the unsheltered
population. It is not clear yet how to dssign a sample frame or search strategy to find and
enumerste this segment of the homeless population, nor is it clear how to evaluate the resuits
of any particular ssarch strategy.

Recommendstions

1. More basic research is needed to support improvements in methods for enumerating
homeless. This includes research to improve and validste estimstes of paramsters upon
which estimates from models are based. Technical work is needed to improve the quality
of estimates of the ratio of sheiter-tostrest population, scresning procedures or other
methods to identify homeless persons, and measures of entrances to and =xits from the
populstion. Research is needed on siternative sesmpling frames and search strategies for
the unsheitered population without stable locations where they may be found and
surveyed. The group noted the need for studies of bshavior in relation to geography, the
spatial distribution and inovement of the homsiess population. it would be useful t¢
conduct @ multi-city study using different methods and exploring diffsrent contextual
variables that affect the quality of the counts. Possibly, contextual factors systematically
influence key parameters such as the street-to-sheiter ratio and should be taken into
account in estimation. We recommend exploring sitemnastive sources of information to
evaluate counts (including a varisty of administrative records from institutions such as jails,
mental hospitals, and hospitals). All sources of information are subject to error, however.

2. Better documentation and more assessment of how censuses and surveys of the homeless
populstion were carried out, and how estimates of the size of the population were
caiculated. This inciudes documentation of what was dons, what sssumptions were made
and the basis for making them, and limitations of the data. If any portion of an estimate is
basad on & 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 s discussion evaluating that expertise is warranted, Judgments of experts
should not be taken at face vaiue. We should improve the sophistication of our use of
expert judgments by employing the largs literature in cognitive psychology and other fields
to evaluate sources of bias and error in expert judgments. We recommend auxilisry studies
to assess the accurscy and validity of the methods and assumptions on which estimates
and counts are based. it would be useful to conduct side studies to maske lower-bound
estimates of the nhumbers 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

Facllitator: Paula Schneider
Presenter: Eimer Streuning
Notes by: Ron Manderscheid

Recommendations
1. “Intelligent segmentation” of the homeless population into policy relevant groups will be

2.

critical in the future for intervention, rshabilitation, and prevention.

Longitudins! studies are badiy 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
mortsiity, service provision, and outcome.

- In contrast to studies with the person as the anaiytic unit, 8 mejor need exists to conduct

aggregate studies to mousl overall popuistion dynamics to predict the structure and
composition of the homsless populstion. For exampls, the Current Population Survey and
the American Housing Survey could be used to predict “marker variables” related to tho
size and composition of the homeless population. Such “marker varisbles” nesd to be
identified and validated through longitudinal, person-oriented surveys. The nationa! sur-
veys used in these aggregate analyses aiso need revision to incresse their utility for these
applications.

. A clear need exists for better federal interagency collaboration on research regarding the

homeless, including the finking of diverse federal data sets, the sharing of expertise across
agencies and departments, and the expansion of research to include federal departments
thot currently do not have s ressarch mission in this ares such ss the Department of Labor
and the Department of Transportation.

- A clesringhouse needs to be developed to catalog past and current studies st the federal,

state, and local levels to guide future research andeavers.



Methods to Estimate the ‘At Risk"”
Population

Faciiitator: Joy Walite
Presenter: Duane McGough
Notes by: Annetta Walker

Opsening Comments by Duane McGough, Dspartment of Housing snd Urban Development

The “at risk” population includes psople such as unreiated individuals in households, second
families unrelated to the houssholder, psople in transient 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 wili 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 1891 AHS 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,
sutomobiles, strest, and so on. An attempt may be made to cover the 12 months prior 1o
moving into the current residence to obtain 8ll types of homeless experiences. If there are
problems of recall, the AHS will ask for the immediately previous place of residance only. If any
of the “homeless situations” sre reported, the respondent will be asked if that was because the
individusl 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 trensition to permanent housing. Since the AHS 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 snd families cannot be inferred from these
data.

Summaety of Discussion and Recommendations

The “at risk” populstion refers to persons precariously housed who may be on the threshold
of becoming homeless. As with any survey, the operastions! definition of who to include in the
study is critical to the planning and implementation of the study and the resuits obtsined.
Currently, there is no definition sgreed upon by researchers of who shouid or should not be
included as st risk.” The purpose of the data determines the target group for inclusion in the
survey (for example, singie mothers, sbused women, substance abusers).

Before resesrchers can define the number of persons who are “st risk” of becoming
homeless, they must determine the risk fsctors for homelessness. For example, income is not
the only factor snd cannot be used by itseif as a predictor. Different subgroups have different
risks. Single mothers, for example, have different needs and risks than do the mentally ill or
substance sbusers. To relisbly estimate the “at risk” populstion, one must collect charscteris-
tics of different population groups who are homeless. Once such dsts are collected, research-
ers may be able to develop a disgram which identifies 8 combinstion of factors that predict &
person’s chances of becoming homeless.
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Why is there a need to define the “at risk” population?

1. Prevention policies: If the number of persons 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 homelessnass? For example, is the
homeless populstion getting bigger? ls the composition changing? How do the trends in
the United States compare with other countries?

it was the consensus of the group that more research and dsta about the subpopulation

groups are neesdsd before a reliable statistical model can be developed to estimate the number
of persons “at risk” of becoming homeless.

_17




Conference Participants

Bureau of the Census
Washington, DC 20233

Barrett-Pennix, Disnne
Birnbsum, Nicholas
Bitzer, Rick
Brown, David
Bryant, Barbara
Campanelii, Pam
gonnollz. ;%hen,
regg, Va
Grimm, Shaila
Harley, Disna
Hay, Carolyn
Hayses, Ed
Heelen, Pat
Hines, Cathy
Jean, Anne
Jones, Shirley
Jones, Tom
Kaufman, Jack
Keeley, Cathy
King, William
Lacy, Velma
Landman, Cheryl
Marker, David
Martin, Elizabeth
Maynard, Jane
McKenney, Nampeo
Milter, Catherine
Miskurs, Susan
Montsluan, Patricia
Montfort, Ed
Moore, Charles
Moyer, Laurie
Osson, Jerry
Paisano, Edna
Perez, Margarita
PicinoE,"’rony

Reeder, John
Roland, Sandra

Waite,

Walker, Annetta
Woltman, Henry
Yangas, Rosalinda

Housing and Urban Development
451 7th St., SW
Washington, DC 20410

Benjamin, Robert
Calyadills, Jose

Federal Government

Casey, Connie
Dsvine, Deborah
Frohm, Marge
Hoben, James
Janis, Carissa
Johnston, Mark
Kondratas, Anna
Leavengood, Ted
McGough, Dusne
Roanhouss, Mike
Undoerhill, Jack

Department of Education

400 Maryland Ave,, SW

Washington, DC 20202-6132

Bydume, Doreen
McKee, Patricis
Vinson, Francine

Department of Justice

10th & Pennsyivania Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20530

Korytkowski, Susan
Reiser, Judy

General Services Administration

18th and F Sts., NW
Washington, DC 20405

Lomax, Marjorie
Metz, Patte
Triplet, Steve
Winter, Ray

Department of Commerce
14th and Constitution, NW

Washington, DC 20230

Molloy, Jane
Plarg, Mark

Department of Agriculture
Fcod and Nutrition Service
Office of Analysis and Evaluation

3101 Park Center Dr.
Alexandris, VA 22302

Benderly, Jordan
Deputy Director

Bingham, Kilole
Program Analyst

Fay, Barbara
Program Analyst

218



210

Kowal, Boyd
Program Analyst

Department of Health and Human
Services

Norry, Len
HHES, iverson 302
Washington, DC 20233

Turek-Brezina, Joan

Director of Technical and Computer
Support

Department of Heaslth and Human Servicas

Humphrey Bidg.

Rm43BF

Washington, DC

interagency Council on the Homeiess
451 7th St., SW
Washington, DC 20410

Carlile, Pat
Executive Director

Ferguson, George
Deputy Director

Henderson, Marsha
Director, Monitoring and Evaluation

Margrill, Lisa
Policy Analyst

Other Federal Government

Knorr, Gregg

Statistician

ETA/OSPPD

U.S. Department of Labor
200 Constitution Ave., NW
Rm N 5629

Washington, DC 20210

Simmons, Patrick
Research Analyst
Housing Policy Research
Fannie Mae 1H-1E

3800 Wisconsin Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20016

McDonnell, James

Technica! Coordinator (HPM-1)

Office of Highway Information
Msanagement

Feders! Highway Administration

Raoom 3306

400 Seventh St., SW

Washington, DC 205980

219

Haberman, Herman

Chief, Statistical Policy Branch

NEOB, Office of Menagement and Budget
725 17th St., NW Rm 3228

Washington, DC 20503

Muschamp, Robert
Postal Service

475 L'Enfant Piaza, SW
Washington, DC 20260

Federal Health Agencies

Nation=! 'nstitute of Mental Health
Buckner, ,ohn

Office of the Director

5800 Fishers Ln. Rm 7C-06
Rockville, MD 20857

National Institute of Menta! Health
5225 Pooks Hill Road
Bethesda, MD 20814

Manderschied, Ron
Rog, Debra J.
Straw, Roger

NIDA

5600 Fishers Lane
Room 11A-556
Rockville, MD 20857

National Institute on Alcohol Abuse

Huebner, Robert
Parklawn Building
Rockville, MD 20857

National Institute of Drug and Alcohol
Abuse

Lambert, Elizabeth
5225 Pooks Hill Rd.
Bethesds, MD 20814

Scott, Jack
NIAAA

Congress

Bryant, Paul

Senate Appropriations Committee
Dirksen 136

Washington, DC 20510-6026



Wasem, Ruth

Education and Public Welfare Division
LM 320

Library of Congress

Washington, DC 20540

Wilkie, Shelly

Subcommittes on Census ar.d Populstion
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service
608 Houss Office Bidg. Annex 1

Washington, DC 20515

Willisms, Jennifer
Congressional Research Service
Government Division

Library of Congress
Washington, DC 20540

Forelgn Governments

Department of the Environment
= Great Britain

Duncan, Sue

Department of the Environment
Social Research Division

Room N7104A

2 Msrsham St.

London SW IP 3EB

Engiand

Statistics Canads
Tunney’s Pasturs
Ottowa, Ontario

CANADA K1A0TS

Giles, Phillip
Boxhill, Welly

State and Local Government

- Connbr. Carmen

Montgomery County Government
Dept. of Family Resources

101 Monroe St.

Rockville, MD 20850

Streuning, Eimer

New York State Psychiatric Institute
100 Haven Avenue

Tower 2, Apt. 310

New York, NY 10031

Experts University

Bartelt, David

Institute for Public Policy Studies
Temple University

Philsdelphis, PA 19140 2 0 O

L

Cordray, David

Dept. of Human Resources and Development

Box 80-GPC
Vanderbilt University
Nashville, TN 37203

Dockett, Kathleen

Department of Psychology
University of the District of Columbia
4200 Connecticut Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20008

Doharty, Diane
Georgetown University
Washington, D.C.

Ellickson, Robert

Mayer Professor of Property and Urban Law

Yale Law School
P.O. Box 401A Yale Station
New Haven, CT 06520

First, Richard

Ohio State University
College of Social Work
Homeless Research Project
012 Mount Hall

1050 Carmack Rd.
Columbus, OH 43210

Fischer, Pamela

Johns Hopkins University
Hamptom House, Room 583
624 North Broadway
Baltimore, MD 21205

Goldmean, Howard

Department of Psychiatry
University of Maryland st Baltimore
645 West Rsdwood Street
Baltimore, MD 21201

Goldstein, ira

Institute for Public Policy Studies
Temple University

Philadeiphia, PA 19140

Hirschl, Thomas

Comell University

Department of Rural Sociology
134 Warren Hall

Ithaca, NY 14853-7801

James, Franklin
University of Colorado
Campus Box 142

P.O. Box 173364
Denver, CO 80217-3364



4

212

Johnson, Alice

Mandell School of Applied Social Work
Case Western University

Cleveland, OH 44106

Lagory, Mark
Department of Sociology
University of Alabama
University Station
Birmingham, AL 352064

Lee, Barrett A.

Department of Sociology
Pennsyivania State University
University Park, PA 16802

Martin, Ma~sha
Hunter Coege
School of Social Work
129 E. 79th Street
New York, NY 10021

McCall, George

University of Missouri-St. Louis
7952 Natural Bridge Road

St. Louis, MO 63121

Naito, Lisa
University of Hawaii

Pilisvin, Irving

Department of Sociology
University of Wisconsin
8128 Social Science Building
Madison, Wi 53706

Ritchey, Ferris
University of Alasbamea

Rossi, Pster

University of Massachusetts
34 Stagecoach Road
Amherst, MA 01002

Stein, Michael
University of Missouri
7952 Natural Bridge Rd.
St. Louis, MO 63121

Toomey, Beverly

Ohio State University

College of Social Work

Homeless Research Project

012 Mount Hali

1050 Carmack Rd. 2

Columbus, OH 43210 21

Williams, Charies

Unijversity of the District of Columbis

Center for Applied Research and Urban Pol-
icy, MB4802

4200 Connecticut Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20008

Private

Adler, Wendy

National Governor’'s Association
444 North Capitol Street

Suite 250

~ Washington, DC 20001

Bassin, Gail

Johnson, Bassin, & Shaw
8737 Colesville Road, #800
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Baumann, Donald
The Resource Group
213 South Lamar
Suite 201

Austin, TX 78704

Bray, Robert

Research Triangle Institute

3040 Comwaliis Road

Hobbs Building

Research Triangle Park, NC 27709

Bumsm, Audrey

Rand Corporation

1700 Main Street

Santa Monica, CA 90406

Burt, Martha

The Urban Institute
2100 M St., NW
Washington, DC 20037

Casino, Bruce

Fried, Frank, Harris,
Shriver & Jacobson
1001 Penn Ave, NW
Suite 800

Washington, DC 20004

Cazares, Art

Johnson, Bassin, ¢ Shaw
8737 Colesville Road, #800
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Coopesr, Philip
Wilder Research Center



213

Cowan, Charles

Statistician

Opinion Research Corporstion
500 E Street, SW

Suite 940

Washington, DC 20024

Dennis, Deborah L.

National Resource Center on
Homelessness and Mental lliness

262 Delaware Avenue

Deimar, NY 12054

Dennis, Michasl L.

Research Trisngle institute

3040 Comwallis Road

Hobbs Building

Research Triangle Park, NC 27709

Dietz, Stephen
Westat

1650 Research Blvd
Rockville, MD 20850

Dolbeare, Cushing

National Coalition for the Homeless
1621 Conn Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20009

Duval, Kathleen

National Governor's Asscciation
444 North Capitol Strest

Suite 250

Washington, DC 20001

Friskis-Warren, Willism

Nashville Coaslition for the Homeless
2012 21st Avenue, South

Nashville, TN 37212

Gray, Wendy

National Allisnce to End Homelessness
1518 K Street, NW

Suite 206

Washington, DC 20005

Harris, Dana
Homeless information Exchange

Hoppe, Bob
Economic Research Service

Hopper, Kim

Research Foundation for Mental Hygiene,

Inc.

Building 37

Nathsn Kline Institute for Psychiatric
Research

Orengcourg, NY 10962 272

Horowitz, Carl

Heritage Foundstion

214 Massachusetts Ave., NE
Washington, DC 20002

lschan, Ronaldo

Research Triangle Institute

3040 Cornwallis Road

Hobbs Building

Research Triangle Park, NC 27709

Joel-Holin, Mary

Nat'l Assoc. of Housing and Redevelopment
Officials

1320 18th St.,, NW

Waskington, DC 20036

Lazere, Ed

Center for Budget and Policy Priorities
236 Massachsetts Ave., NE
Washington, DC 20002

Levitan, Sar

Center for Socisl Policy
1730 K Street, NW
Room 701
Washington, DC 20006

McClelland, Robert

SMS Research and Marketing Services Inc.
1042 Fort Street Hall

Suite 200

Honolulu, HI 96813

Moran, Garrett
Waestst

1650 Research Bivd
Rockville, MD 20850

Newman, Sandra

The Urban institute
2100 M St., NW
Washington, DC 20037

Owen, Greg

Wilder Ressarch Center

1295 Bsndana Bouisvard, North
St. Psul, MN 55108

Sands, Peggy

Housing Planner

Washington Council of Governments
Suite 300

777 North Street, NE

Washington, DC 20002



214

Thompson, Ellen

Program Associste

Council of State Community Affairs
Agencies

444 North Capitol St., NW

Suite 251

Washington, DC 20001

Thornberry, Jutta

Resesrch Trisngle institute

3040 Cornwallis Road

Hobbs Building

Research Triangle Park, NC 27709

Walker, Chris

The Urban Institute
2100 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20037

Walker, Phillip

United Way of America

Emergency Food and Sheiter Program
601 North Fairfax St.

Suite 225

Alexandris, VA 22314-2007

Waxman, Laura

U.S. Conference of Mayors
1620 | St., NW é4th Floor
Washington, DC 20006

Yasuda, Kathieen

National Coaslition for the Homeless
1621 Conn Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20008

Zawisza, Chris

Housing Assistance Council

16,25 Vermont Avenue, NW #606
washington, DC 20005

223



