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Executive Summary

Introduction
The Homeless Management Information System is a web-based database that is used to collect data on homelessness. This report gives a review of data collected through the HMIS during the past year. We now have 38 agencies with 220 data entry end users participating in this effort.  We have seen a significant improvement in data quality this year and greatly appreciate the agencies for their continued hard work and dedication to this project.
This year, we have increased the number of agencies sharing data from thirteen to twenty one (21), which helps to reduce duplicate data entry and improves case coordination and services to our homeless clients. We currently have the majority of the programs using the Self Sufficiency Matrix which allows them to measure outcomes at the client level and program level.  
Report Highlights

Between January 1, 2010 and December 31, 2010, 20284 homeless individuals were entered into the HMIS; last year, 19,229 homeless individuals were entered into HMIS.  Below are some of the key data highlights:

· Approximately 7513 or 37% of the homeless are in families.  Of those families, 79% are comprised of a single female head of household with children.

· 51% of the homeless in families were homeless for the first time

· 79% of adults in families are unemployed

· 12662 or 63% of homeless people in the Detroit CoC are adult singles

· 59% of homeless single adults are men primarily 45 to 64 years of age
· 85% of homeless single adults are unemployed

· Approximately 5235 or 26% of the 20371 homeless clients were identified as chronically homeless
Detroit HMIS Collaborative Report

Statistics for January 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010
Background

The Homeless Management Information System is a web-based database that is used to collect data on homelessness.  As part of Michigan’s statewide system, the HMIS helps the Detroit Continuum of Care to obtain an unduplicated count of the homeless, measure the patterns of homeless service use, measure service effectiveness and improve care. 

Data Included in This Report

We currently have 38 agencies that are actively entering data into the HMIS.  We have also trained additional agencies and are working with them to fully implement the HMIS.  The list below includes participating agencies whose data is included in this report.  
Based on our estimates, the data in this report represents approximately 70% coverage of the homeless clients in Detroit’s Continuum of Care from January 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010.  

	Alternative Diverse Services (formerly Acupuncture Treatment Concepts)
	Love Outreach

	Alternatives for Girls
	Mariner’s Inn

	Cass Community Social Services 
	Matrix Human Services

	Catholic Social Services of Wayne County
	Michigan Veterans Foundation

	Coalition of Temporary Shelters
	Neighborhood Legal Services

	Community Living Services
	Neighborhood Services Organization

	Covenant House
	New Day Multi-Purpose Center

	Crossroads
	Open Door Rescue Mission

	Detroit Central City Community Mental Health
	Operation Get Down

	Detroit East Community Mental Health
	Positive Images

	Detroit Rescue Mission Ministries
	Shelters of Love

	Development Centers, Inc.
	Simon House

	EACH
	Southwest Counseling Solutions

	Emmanuel House
	Southwest Housing Solutions Corporation

	Emmanuel House 1&2
	St. John’s Community Center

	Family Service
	The Salvation Army

	Freedom House
	Traveler’s Aid Society

	Helping Unite Mothers and Children
	United Community Housing Coalition

	Jewish Vocational Services
	United Way of Southeastern Michigan


What the Data is Not

The data in this report is not intended to provide a complete count of the homeless population because:

1. This data represents approximately 70% of the homeless in the Detroit Continuum of Care during January 2010 – December 2010.  Not all homeless providers are using HMIS; we continue to implement HMIS at additional agencies throughout Detroit, Hamtramck and Highland Park.

2. Domestic Violence Programs are not currently participating resulting in gaps in coverage. 

3. We are still working with agencies on data quality; therefore not all data included is 100% accurate. 


4. We gathered the data for this report from several different report queries in the HMIS; each query may have pulled the data slightly differently from the system, so there may not always be a one-to-one match of data among the graphs.

Homelessness—The Overall Picture

According to the HMIS data, during the January 2010 – December 2010 timeframe, we had 20284 homeless clients entered into the Homeless Management Information System.  Approximately 3876 or 19% were children, 49 or less than 0002% were unaccompanied youth.  Of the adults, 3697 or 18% were adults in families and 12662 or 63% were singles.  
Of the total number of 12662 Single Adult homeless clients, 41% (5235) were identified as chronically homeless.  According to HUD’s 2010 definition, a chronically homeless person is an unaccompanied homeless individual with a disability and who has either been continuously homeless for a year or more or has had at least four episodes of homelessness in the past three years.
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Type of Household

Of the household members in the Detroit Continuum of Care, 5879 (81%) were comprised of a Single Adult female head of household with children.  

[image: image2.emf]Household Types

5879, 81%

232, 3%

374, 5%

596, 8%

200, 3%

Single Female Head of

Household

Single Male Head of

Household

Single Parent

Two-Parent Families

Other



Age, Gender, Race and Ethnicity

Adults in Families

Approximately 2849 of adults in families during the January 2010 – December 2010 timeframe were female.  Comparatively, there were 846 men in families.  33% of females were between the ages of 25-34, while 35% of males were between the ages of 18-24.

Age and Gender 
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Single Adults

Approximately 8824 of the Single Adults were male during the reporting timeframe while 3814 were female.  33% of the females and 37% of the males were between the ages of 45 and 54.
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There were 5235 Chronically Homeless individuals; 1323 were women and 3905 were men.

As illustrated below, 41% of Chronically Homeless women and men were between the ages of 45-54.
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Ethnicity
Regarding ethnicity, 3380 or 98% of homeless Adults in Families were of Non-Hispanic/Latino ethnicity; 10515 or 83% of Singles were Non-Hispanic/Latino.
Note:  In many cases, ethnicity was not specified, was not known or refused.
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Race

Adults in Families

The majority of homeless adults in families in the Detroit CoC were of Black/African American descent.  Of the adults in families, approximately 93% (3428) of men and women were of Black/African American descent followed by 5% (200) who were White.
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Single Adults

The majority of homeless single adults in the Detroit CoC were of Black/African American descent. Of the 12662 single adults, approximately 88% (11158) of men and women were of Black/African American descent followed by 9% (1195) who were White.
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Income

The chart below shows the average monthly income at intake for Single Adults, and Adults in Families.  The “All Sources” chart shows that at entry, the average monthly income was $576, and at exit the average income was $809.  The percent of clients that had an increase in income was 29%. This data is based on 6524 clients for whom income was recorded.  The other charts show similar comparisons for the different major sources of income.  These charts are based on limited data; not all of our programs are entering income data. 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Individual Income Change by Income Source, Sub Assessment
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Provider Group:
	R8 Detroit HMIS Collaborative(210)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Start Date:
	1/1/2010 12:00:00 AM
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	End Date:
	12/31/2010
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	All Sources
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Earned Income
	 
	 
	 
	TANF
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Total Discharges
	6524
	 
	Percent w Income Source
	26.99%
	 
	Percent w Income Source
	9.12%

	 
	Avg Intake Income
	$576
	 
	Total Discharges
	1792
	 
	Total Discharges
	595

	 
	Average Exit Income
	$809
	 
	Avg Intake Income
	$988
	 
	Avg Intake Income
	$500

	 
	Average Income Change:
	$142.86
	 
	Average Exit Income
	$1,057
	 
	Average Exit Income
	$503

	 
	Total w Increased Income:
	1878
	 
	Average Income Change:
	$229.09
	 
	Average Income Change:
	$83.54

	 
	Percent w Increased Income:
	28.79%
	 
	Total w Increased Income:
	645
	 
	Total w Increased Income:
	144

	 
	Total who Lost Income:
	92
	 
	Percent w Increased Income:
	35.99%
	 
	Percent w Increased Income:
	24.20%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total who Lost Income:
	43
	 
	Total who Lost Income:
	7

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	 
	SSI
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Unemployment Ins
	 
	 
	 
	Veteran's Pension
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Percent w Income Source
	40.44%
	 
	Percent w Income Source
	6.71%
	 
	Percent w Income Source
	1.09%

	 
	Total Discharges
	1977
	 
	Total Discharges
	438
	 
	Total Discharges
	71

	 
	Avg Intake Income
	$793
	 
	Avg Intake Income
	$927
	 
	Avg Intake Income
	$691

	 
	Average Exit Income
	$843
	 
	Average Exit Income
	$932
	 
	Average Exit Income
	$717

	 
	Average Income Change:
	$143.67
	 
	Average Income Change:
	$101.34
	 
	Average Income Change:
	$133.27

	 
	Total w Increased Income:
	619
	 
	Total w Increased Income:
	87
	 
	Total w Increased Income:
	20

	 
	Percent w Increased Income:
	31.31%
	 
	Percent w Increased Income:
	19.86%
	 
	Percent w Increased Income:
	28.17%

	 
	Total who Lost Income:
	20
	 
	Total who Lost Income:
	11
	 
	Total who Lost Income:
	1


Education
The chart below shows the Highest Level of Education attained by the clients in the Detroit CoC. 

778 of Adults in Families report that their highest level of education was a High School Diploma or GED.  910 of Adults in Families reported that they did not receive a High School Diploma or GED.  
3052 of Singles report that their highest level of education was a High School Diploma or GED.  
2931 of Singles reported that they did not receive a High School Diploma or GED. 
418 Adults in Families and 1734 Single Adults had attended college.
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Employment
During the initial client intake, approximately 79% of adults in families were unemployed.

Single Adults were less likely to be employed at the time of intake; 85% were unemployed.  Approximately 87% of Chronically Homeless Adults were unemployed at intake.
[image: image11.emf]Adults In Families - Employment

486, 21%

1872, 79%

Employed at

Intake

Unemployed

at Intake


[image: image12.emf]Single Adults - Employment

1290, 15%

7082, 85%

Employed at

Intake

Unemployed

at Intake


[image: image13.emf]Chronic - Employment

440, 13%

3009, 87%

Employed at

Intake

Unemployed

at Intake


Extent of Homelessness 
Of the number of adults in families who reported their extent of homelessness, approximately 51% were homeless for the first time.  Of the number of single adults, 32% were homeless for the first time. 
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Reasons for Homelessness 
Families
The top three reasons for homelessness among families included:
· Eviction
· No affordable housing/substandard housing
· Unemployment or underemployment/low income
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Note: When Substance Abuse is indicated as a reason for homelessness, it may be a family member’s substance abuse issue, not the client’s.  Therefore, disability numbers related to Substance Abuse may be different than the numbers indicated here.
Singles 

The top reasons for homelessness among single adults included:

· Substance Abuse   

· No Affordable Housing/substandard housing 
· Loss of Job   
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Disabilities

The most frequently reported disabilities for families include: Mental Health, Physical/Medical issues and Drug Abuse issues. For singles, the most frequently reported disabilities include: Mental Health, Drug Abuse, Physical/Medical, and Alcohol Abuse.  The tables below include only those clients for whom a specific disability was identified.  Since some clients will have more than one disability, a sum at the bottom of each column represents the total number of disabilities identified, not the total number of persons.  
	Family Disability
	Total Clients
	Percentage

	Alcohol Abuse (HUD 40118)
	239
	9.15%

	Both alcohol and drug abuse (HUD 40118)
	57
	2.18%

	Chronic Health Condition
	47
	1.80%

	Developmental (HUD 40118)
	88
	3.37%

	Drug Abuse (HUD 40118)
	413
	15.81%

	Dual Diagnosis
	72
	2.76%

	Hearing Impaired
	21
	0.80%

	HIV/AIDS (HUD 40118)
	31
	1.19%

	Mental Health Problem (HUD 40118)
	908
	34.76%

	Other
	77
	2.95%

	Other: Alzheimer’s/Dementia
	1
	0.04%

	Other: Cognitive
	14
	0.54%

	Other: Learning
	47
	1.80%

	Other: Mental Handicap/Injury
	14
	0.54%

	Other: Speech
	4
	0.15%

	Physical (HUD 40118)
	138
	5.28%

	Physical/Medical (HUD 40118)
	413
	15.81%

	Vision Impaired
	28
	1.07%

	 
	Percentage:
	100.00%


	Single Disability
	Total Clients
	Percentage

	Alcohol Abuse (HUD 40118)
	2153
	12.57%

	Both alcohol and drug abuse (HUD 40118)
	775
	4.53%

	Chronic Health Condition
	241
	1.41%

	Developmental (HUD 40118)
	176
	1.03%

	Drug Abuse (HUD 40118)
	2951
	17.24%

	Dual Diagnosis
	368
	2.15%

	Hearing Impaired
	133
	0.78%

	HIV/AIDS (HUD 40118)
	187
	1.09%

	Mental Health Problem (HUD 40118)
	5689
	33.23%

	Other
	599
	3.50%

	Other: Alzheimer’s/Dementia
	5
	0.03%

	Other: Cognitive
	28
	0.16%

	Other: Learning
	178
	1.04%

	Other: Mental Handicap/Injury
	93
	0.54%

	Other: Speech
	24
	0.14%

	Physical (HUD 40118)
	950
	5.55%

	Physical/Medical (HUD 40118)
	2292
	13.39%

	Vision Impaired
	280
	1.64%

	 
	Percentage:
	100.00%


Emergency Shelter Programs

Emergency Shelter Programs

The following tables and charts are based on data from the HMIS Discharge Destination Report.  In general, this report outlines client destinations at program exit.  The report identifies positive housing destination rates for homeless clients with a breakdown by families, singles, race and employment status.


Definition of a positive placement is based on inspection of data and agency consensus.  Within the actual benchmarking project, an additional qualifier has been added allowing programs to discriminate between a doubled-up or hospitalization status that is positive from one that is likely to add trauma or be very short term.
Emergency Shelter Programs Exit Destination and Client Engagement

The following table outlines the client destination at program exit. The positive housing destination rate is approximately 15%.  Unfortunately, many of our shelters don’t know where the clients are going when they leave their respective programs.  Approximately 35% of clients go to other Emergency Shelters. Definition of a positive placement is based on inspection of data and agency consensus.  


	Exit Destination and 
Client Engagement
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	Detroit Shelters
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total Discharges
	19473
	 
	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	15.30%
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Tot Positive Housing Placements
	2980
	Engagement Rate = Clients with known destination.
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Unknown Destinations
	8159
	 
	Client Engagement Rate
	58.10%
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Entry Exit Destination
	Total Discharges
	Percentage

	Don't Know (HUD)
	8125
	41.72%

	Emergency shelter, including hotel or motel 
paid for with emergency shelter voucher (HUD)
	6852
	35.19%

	Staying or living with family, temporary tenure 
(e.g., room, apartment or house)(HUD)
	755
	3.88%

	Staying or living with friends, temporary tenure 
(e.g., room apartment or house)(HUD)
	650
	3.34%

	Staying or living with family, permanent tenure (HUD)
	629
	3.23%

	Transitional housing for homeless persons
 (including homeless youth) (HUD)
	513
	2.63%

	Rental by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	428
	2.20%

	Substance abuse treatment facility or detox center (HUD)
	311
	1.60%

	Rental by client, other (non-VASH) housing subsidy (HUD)
	241
	1.24%

	Staying or living with friends, permanent tenure (HUD)
	184
	0.94%

	Rental by client, VASH Subsidy (HUD)
	157
	0.81%

	Permanent supportive housing for formerly homeless
 persons(such as SHP, S+C, or SRO Mod Rehab)(HUD)
	142
	0.73%

	Hospital (non-psychiatric) (HUD)
	139
	0.71%

	Other (HUD)
	117
	0.60%

	Refused (HUD)
	33
	0.17%

	Owned by client, with housing subsidy (HUD)
	28
	0.14%

	Foster care home or foster care group home (HUD)
	26
	0.13%

	Adult Foster Care
	25
	0.13%

	Jail, prison or juvenile detention facility (HUD)
	22
	0.11%

	Owned by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	21
	0.11%

	Psychiatric hospital or other psychiatric facility (HUD)
	16
	0.08%

	Place not meant for habitation (e.g., a vehicle or anywhere outside) (HUD)
	15
	0.08%

	Deceased (HUD)
	11
	0.06%

	Hotel or motel paid for without emergency shelter voucher (HUD)
	11
	0.06%

	Staying in a family members room/apartment
	7
	0.04%

	Rental room/house/apartment
	6
	0.03%

	Safe Haven (HUD)
	4
	0.02%

	Own house/apartment
	3
	0.02%

	Staying in a friend's room/apartment/house
	1
	0.01%

	 
	1
	0.01%

	Sum:
	19473
	 

	 
	 
	100.00%


Positive Housing Placement Categories were identified by the Michigan Statewide HMIS project.  Definition of a positive placement is based on inspection of data and agency consensus.  
	Positive Housing Placement Categories
	Total Discharges

	Deceased (HUD)
	11

	Foster care home or foster care group home (HUD)
	26

	Hospital (non-psychiatric) (HUD)
	139

	Other (HUD)
	117

	Owned by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	21

	Owned by client, with housing subsidy (HUD)
	28

	Own house/apartment
	3

	Permanent supportive housing for formerly homeless persons
(such as SHP, S+C, or SRO Mod Rehab)(HUD)
	142

	Psychiatric hospital or other psychiatric facility (HUD)
	16

	Rental by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	428

	Rental by client, other (non-VASH) housing subsidy (HUD)
	241

	Rental by client, VASH Subsidy (HUD)
	157

	Rental room/house/apartment
	6

	Staying in a family members room/apartment
	7

	Staying in a friend's room/apartment/house
	1

	Staying or living with family, permanent tenure (HUD)
	629

	Staying or living with friends, permanent tenure (HUD)
	184

	Substance abuse treatment facility or detox center (HUD)
	311

	Transitional housing for homeless persons (including homeless youth) (HUD)
	513

	Sum:
	2980



Emergency Shelter Programs Positive Housing Placement

The following report summarizes the positive housing destination rates for homeless clients by quarter.  The positive housing placement categories are outlined on the previous page.  Client engagement means that the Case Manager is aware of the client’s destination as he/she exits the program. 

· In the first quarter of 2010, the client’s positive housing destination rate was at its highest—16%. 

· Families had a much higher positive housing destination rate than single clients—33% for families vs. 13% for singles.  

· Women had a more positive destination rate than men—33% for women vs. 12% for men. 

· The clients had a higher positive destination rate if they stayed in the shelter between 18 to 2 years, but the positive destination rate was substantially reduced if they stayed longer than 2 years. 

· 15% of the 17923 Blacks or African Americans had a positive destination rate, while 25% of the 1109 Whites had a positive housing destination rate.

· According to the chart, the younger a client is in an emergency shelter, the better the positive housing destination rate.  Children and young adults, ages 18 to 29 fared much better when compared to their counterparts.  

· Employment status had little to do with positive destination rates.  If clients were employed, they had a 10% positive housing destination rate compared to 11% positive housing destination rate if they were unemployed.

	Positive Housing Placement & Engagement Rates at Discharge 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	Client Engagement Rate

	15.30%
	58.10%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Year
	Quarter
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	2010
	1
	4191
	16.18%
	49.65%

	2010
	2
	4646
	13.86%
	53.44%

	2010
	3
	4942
	15.84%
	64.69%

	2010
	4
	5694
	15.37%
	62.40%

	*By Household Ct:
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	Family
	614
	32.57%
	70.52%

	Single
	17754
	13.46%
	56.74%

	Gender(894)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	Don't Know
	12
	16.67%
	41.67%

	Female
	3150
	33.49%
	67.68%

	Male
	16277
	11.78%
	56.21%

	
	
	
	

	Other
	3
	33.33%
	33.33%

	
	
	
	

	Refused
	1
	0.00%
	100.00%

	Transgendered Male to Female
	1
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Age Range
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	
	
	
	

	0 to 17
	1109
	35.89%
	73.22%

	
	
	
	

	18 to 29
	2637
	23.85%
	59.61%

	30 to 44
	4697
	13.73%
	53.69%

	45 to 59
	9477
	11.48%
	57.63%

	60 and up
	1201
	13.16%
	56.87%

	Unknown
	352
	17.61%
	74.72%

	Length of Stay
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	1- 0 to 1 Mo
	15981
	9.74%
	55.45%

	2- 2 to 3 Mo
	2378
	42.05%
	70.44%

	3- 3 to 6 Mo
	892
	34.30%
	68.72%

	4- 6 to 9 Mo
	96
	51.04%
	69.79%

	5- 9 to 12 Mo
	55
	54.55%
	72.73%

	6- 12 to 15 Mo
	24
	58.33%
	79.17%

	7- 15 to 18 Mo
	22
	50.00%
	77.27%

	8- 18 to 21 Mo
	4
	75.00%
	100.00%

	9- 21 to 2Yr
	5
	80.00%
	100.00%

	Over 2 Yr
	16
	43.75%
	75.00%

	Chronically Homeless (Adults)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	No
	8744
	18.98%
	61.96%

	Yes
	8612
	9.25%
	51.02%

	Primary Race(895)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	Black or African American (HUD)
	17923
	14.70%
	57.55%

	White (HUD)
	1109
	24.62%
	64.65%

	Other
	146
	19.18%
	66.44%

	Other Multi-Racial
	59
	18.64%
	64.41%

	Asian (HUD)
	51
	23.53%
	56.86%

	American Indian or Alaska Native (HUD)
	50
	20.00%
	54.00%

	Don't Know (HUD)
	40
	2.50%
	60.00%

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (HUD)
	16
	25.00%
	62.50%

	Refused (HUD)
	6
	16.67%
	83.33%

	Unemployed (Adults)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	No
	921
	9.77%
	54.61%

	Yes
	6451
	10.54%
	58.35%


Emergency Shelter Programs Extent Of Homelessness
The chart below shows the positive housing destination rate per quarter by extent of homelessness.  It appears the clients who were homeless for the first time had a significantly higher positive housing destination rate for the first three quarters compared to the other clients but then dropped dramatically during the 4th quarter.

	Performance by Quarter By Program 
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	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	 
	 
	 

	15.30%
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	 
	 

	58.10%
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Engagement Rate = Clients with known destination.
	 
	 


Emergency Shelter Programs Disability 
According to the chart below, the positive housing destination rate was slightly higher for those who did not report a disability for the first three quarters and then the rates were about the same during the 4th quarter.  The red line (bottom line) represents clients who have a disability and the blue line (top line) represents clients who don’t have a disability.

	Performance by Quarter By Program 
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	Reported Disability

	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	 
	Positive Housing Destination Rate

	21.24%
	 
	17.26%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	Client Engagement Rate
	 

	62.85%
	 
	60.20%
	 


Emergency Shelter Programs Performance by Household Type  
This chart shows the positive housing destination for families (blue line at top) and for singles (red line at bottom) by quarter.  According to the chart below, the positive housing destination rate for families (33%) was much higher than that of singles (13%) throughout 2010.  There was a slight drop, however for families between the 3rd and 4th quarter.
	Performance by
 Household Type
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Family or Single
	# of HH

	*Some households & clients will have more than 1 discharge during a period.
	 
	 
	 
	Family HH
	614

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Single HH
	17754
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	Family Household
	 
	 
	 
	Single Household
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Positive Housing 
Destination Rate
	 
	Client Engagement 
Rate
	 
	Positive Housing 
Destination Rate
	Client Engagement
 Rate

	32.57%
	 
	70.52%
	 
	13.46%
	56.74%


Transitional Housing Programs

Transitional Housing Programs

The following tables and charts are based on data from the HMIS Discharge Destination Report.  In general, this report outlines client destinations at program exit.  The report identifies positive housing destination rates for homeless clients with a breakdown by families, singles, race and employment status.


Definition of a positive placement is based on inspection of data and agency consensus.  Within the actual benchmarking project, an additional qualifier has been added allowing programs to discriminate between a doubled-up or hospitalization status that is positive from one that is likely to add trauma or be very short term.
Transitional Housing Programs Exit Destination 

The following table outlines client destinations at program exit. Approximately 76% or 1232 clients out of 1621 clients who were discharged had a positive housing placement. For approximately 9% of those clients exiting TH Programs, their destination was “unknown”.  This may be a data quality issue; data quality is always a work in progress.  We will continue to work with Case Workers and Data Entry Staff to ensure that we record the proper destination for clients. Positive Housing Placement Categories were identified by the Michigan Statewide HMIS project.  Definition of a positive placement is based on inspection of data and agency consensus. 
	Exit Destination and 
Client Engagement
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total Discharges
	1621
	 
	Positive Housing
 Destination Rate
	76.00%
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Tot Positive Housing Placements
	1232
	Engagement Rate = Clients with known destination.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Unknown Destinations
	156
	 
	Client Engagement
 Rate
	90.38%
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Entry Exit Destination
	Total Discharges
	Percentage
	 

	Rental by client, other (non-VASH) housing subsidy (HUD)
	368
	22.70%
	 

	Staying or living with family, permanent tenure (HUD)
	238
	14.68%
	 

	Rental by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	176
	10.86%
	 

	Don't Know (HUD)
	153
	9.44%
	 

	Permanent supportive housing for formerly homeless persons
(such as SHP, S+C, or SRO Mod Rehab)(HUD)
	135
	8.33%
	 

	Rental by client, VASH Subsidy (HUD)
	100
	6.17%
	 

	Staying or living with family, temporary tenure
 (e.g., room, apartment or house)(HUD)
	82
	5.06%
	 

	Emergency shelter, including hotel or motel paid for with 
emergency shelter voucher (HUD)
	81
	5.00%
	 

	Other (HUD)
	64
	3.95%
	 

	Staying or living with friends, temporary tenure
 (e.g., room apartment or house)(HUD)
	48
	2.96%
	 

	Staying or living with friends, permanent tenure (HUD)
	47
	2.90%
	 

	Transitional housing for homeless persons 
(including homeless youth) (HUD)
	35
	2.16%
	 

	Substance abuse treatment facility or detox center (HUD)
	28
	1.73%
	 

	Owned by client, with housing subsidy (HUD)
	17
	1.05%
	 

	Jail, prison or juvenile detention facility (HUD)
	11
	0.68%
	 

	Owned by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	9
	0.56%
	 

	Hotel or motel paid for without emergency shelter voucher (HUD)
	8
	0.49%
	 

	Deceased (HUD)
	5
	0.31%
	 

	Psychiatric hospital or other psychiatric facility (HUD)
	5
	0.31%
	 

	Hospital (non-psychiatric) (HUD)
	4
	0.25%
	 

	Adult Foster Care
	3
	0.19%
	 

	Refused (HUD)
	2
	0.12%
	 

	Foster care home or foster care group home (HUD)
	1
	0.06%
	 

	 
	1
	0.06%
	 

	Sum:
	1621
	 
	 


Transitional Housing Programs Positive Housing Placement 
The following report summarizes the positive housing destination rates for homeless clients by quarter.  The positive housing placement categories are outlined on the previous page.  Client engagement means that the Case Manager is aware of the client’s destination as he/she exits the program. 

· In the first quarter of 2010, the client’s positive housing destination rate was at its yearly low of 71%.  We ended the year with only a 75% positive housing destination rate.

· Families had a higher positive housing destination rate (91%) than single clients (71%); however there were 125 families discharged compared to 1259 singles discharged. 

· Women had a more positive destination rate than men. 

· Clients had the highest destination rate if they stayed in the Transitional Housing program between 18 months and 21 months. 

· Out of the 184 Whites that left a TH program, 68% had an positive housing destination rate; out of the 1411 Black or African Americans that left a TH program, 77% had a positive housing destination rate. 

· Clients under the age of 18 and young adults ages 18-29 have a better positive housing destination rate than all other age groups.

· For the 77 clients who were employed, 83% had a positive destination rate, for the 473 clients who were unemployed, 79% had a positive destination rate.

	Positive Housing Placement 
& Engagement Rates at Discharge 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	 

	76.00%
	90.38%
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Year
	Quarter
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	2010
	1
	319
	70.85%
	86.83%
	 

	2010
	2
	434
	78.80%
	90.32%
	 

	2010
	3
	448
	77.90%
	91.96%
	 

	2010
	4
	420
	75.00%
	91.43%
	 

	*By Household Ct:
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	Family
	125
	91.20%
	99.20%
	 

	Single
	1259
	71.33%
	87.93%
	 

	Gender(894)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	Female
	567
	85.89%
	97.53%
	 

	Male
	1053
	70.66%
	86.51%
	 

	Age Range
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	0 to 17
	256
	90.23%
	98.44%
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	18 to 29
	229
	76.86%
	94.32%
	 

	30 to 44
	378
	74.60%
	91.80%
	 

	45 to 59
	654
	71.25%
	85.47%
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	60 and up
	87
	68.97%
	85.06%
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	Unknown
	17
	100.00%
	100.00%
	 

	Length of Stay
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	1- 0 to 1 Mo
	293
	50.51%
	80.55%
	 

	2- 2 to 3 Mo
	322
	70.19%
	86.02%
	 

	3- 3 to 6 Mo
	333
	81.98%
	93.39%
	 

	4- 6 to 9 Mo
	199
	86.43%
	94.97%
	 

	5- 9 to 12 Mo
	150
	82.67%
	92.67%
	 

	6- 12 to 15 Mo
	107
	88.79%
	93.46%
	 

	7- 15 to 18 Mo
	61
	85.25%
	98.36%
	 

	8- 18 to 21 Mo
	61
	95.08%
	100.00%
	 

	9- 21 to 2Yr
	48
	87.50%
	95.83%
	 

	Over 2 Yr
	47
	89.36%
	97.87%
	 

	Chronically Homeless (Adults)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	No
	736
	77.99%
	90.35%
	 

	Yes
	594
	67.34%
	87.04%
	 

	Primary Race(895)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	Black or African American (HUD)
	1411
	76.97%
	90.64%
	 

	White (HUD)
	184
	67.93%
	86.96%
	 

	Other
	10
	90.00%
	100.00%
	 

	American Indian or Alaska Native (HUD)
	5
	80.00%
	100.00%
	 

	Other Multi-Racial
	4
	50.00%
	100.00%
	 

	Asian (HUD)
	3
	100.00%
	100.00%
	 

	Don't Know (HUD)
	2
	100.00%
	100.00%
	 

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (HUD)
	2
	50.00%
	100.00%
	 

	Unemployed (Adults)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	No
	77
	83.12%
	94.81%
	 

	Yes
	473
	79.07%
	89.85%
	 


Transitional Housing Programs Extent Of Homelessness
The chart below shows the positive housing destination rate per quarter by extent of homelessness.  It appears the clients who were homeless for the first time or were 1-2 times homeless in the past had a higher positive housing destination rate compared to other clients. There are some rises and falls for the clients who had been homeless 3-4 times in the past or were homeless for 2 years or more.
	Performance by Quarter By Program 
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	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	 
	 
	 

	76.00%
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	 
	 

	90.38%
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Engagement Rate = Clients with known destination.
	 
	 


Transitional Housing Programs Disability 
According to the chart below, the positive housing destination rate was higher for those who did not report a disability for the last three quarters.  The red line (bottom line) represents clients who have a disability and the blue line (top line) represents clients who don’t have a disability.

	Performance by Quarter By Program 
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	Reported Disability

	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	 
	Positive Housing Destination Rate

	80.00%
	 
	72.87%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	Client Engagement Rate
	 

	92.40%
	 
	88.51%
	 


Transitional Housing Programs Performance by Household Type 
This chart shows the positive housing destination for families (blue line) and for singles (red line) by quarter.  According to the chart below, the positive housing destination rate for families (91% average positive housing destination rate) was slightly higher than that of singles (71% average positive housing destination rate) during 2010.

	Performance by
 Household Type
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Family or Single
	# of HH
	 
	 

	*Some households & clients will have more than 1 discharge during a period.
	 
	Family HH
	125
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Single HH
	1259
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	Family Household
	 
	 
	Single Household
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Positive Housing 
Destination Rate
	 
	Client Engagement Rate
	Positive Housing 
Destination Rate
	Client Engagement
 Rate
	 

	91.20%
	 
	99.20%
	71.33%
	87.93%
	 


Permanent Supportive Housing Programs

Permanent Supportive Housing Programs

The following tables and charts are based on data from the HMIS Discharge Destination Report.  In general, this report outlines client destinations at program exit.  The report identifies positive housing destination rates for homeless clients with a breakdown by families, singles, race and employment status.


Definition of a positive placement is based on inspection of data and agency consensus.  Within the actual benchmarking project, an additional qualifier has been added allowing programs to discriminate between a doubled-up or hospitalization status that is positive from one that is likely to add trauma or be very short term.
Permanent Supportive Housing Programs Exit Destination

The following table outlines client destinations at program exit.  Approximately 88% of the clients had a positive housing destination rate.  
	Exit Destination and 
Client Engagement
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	Detroit Permanent Housing
 Programs 2010(770)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total Discharges
	790
	 
	Positive Housing 
Destination Rate
	88.35%
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Tot Positive Housing 
Placements
	698
	Engagement Rate = Clients with known destination.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Unknown Destinations
	64
	 
	Client Engagement
 Rate
	91.90%
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Entry Exit Destination
	Total Discharges
	Percentage
	 

	Rental by client, other (non-VASH) housing subsidy (HUD)
	432
	54.68%
	 

	Rental by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	79
	10.00%
	 

	Staying or living with family, permanent tenure (HUD)
	68
	8.61%
	 

	Don't Know (HUD)
	59
	7.47%
	 

	Other (HUD)
	23
	2.91%
	 

	Staying or living with friends, permanent tenure (HUD)
	23
	2.91%
	 

	Permanent supportive housing for formerly
 homeless persons(such as SHP, S+C, or SRO Mod Rehab)(HUD)
	21
	2.66%
	 

	Rental by client, VASH Subsidy (HUD)
	17
	2.15%
	 

	Staying or living with family, temporary tenure 
(e.g., room, apartment or house)(HUD)
	12
	1.52%
	 

	Deceased (HUD)
	10
	1.27%
	 

	Owned by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	10
	1.27%
	 

	Jail, prison or juvenile detention facility (HUD)
	6
	0.76%
	 

	Staying or living with friends, temporary tenure
 (e.g., room apartment or house)(HUD)
	6
	0.76%
	 

	Transitional housing for homeless persons 
(including homeless youth) (HUD)
	6
	0.76%
	 

	Emergency shelter, including hotel or motel paid for
 with emergency shelter voucher (HUD)
	4
	0.51%
	 

	Owned by client, with housing subsidy (HUD)
	4
	0.51%
	 

	Substance abuse treatment facility or detox center (HUD)
	4
	0.51%
	 

	Refused (HUD)
	3
	0.38%
	 

	 
	2
	0.25%
	 

	Hospital (non-psychiatric) (HUD)
	1
	0.13%
	 

	Sum:
	790
	 
	 


Positive Housing Placement Categories were identified by the Michigan Statewide HMIS project.  Definition of a positive placement is based on inspection of data and agency consensus. 

	Positive Housing Placement Categories
	Total Discharges

	Deceased (HUD)
	10

	Hospital (non-psychiatric) (HUD)
	1

	Other (HUD)
	23

	Owned by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	10

	Owned by client, with housing subsidy (HUD)
	4

	Permanent supportive housing for formerly homeless persons(such as SHP, S+C, or SRO Mod Rehab)(HUD)
	21

	Rental by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	79

	Rental by client, other (non-VASH) housing subsidy (HUD)
	432

	Rental by client, VASH Subsidy (HUD)
	17

	Staying or living with family, permanent tenure (HUD)
	68

	Staying or living with friends, permanent tenure (HUD)
	23

	Substance abuse treatment facility or detox center (HUD)
	4

	Transitional housing for homeless persons (including homeless youth) (HUD)
	6

	Sum:
	698


Permanent Supportive Housing Programs Positive Housing Placement

The following report summarizes the positive housing destination rates for homeless clients by quarter.  The positive housing placement categories are outlined on the previous page.  Client engagement means that the Case Manager is aware of the client’s destination as he/she exits the program. 

· The client’s positive housing destination rate steadily increased by quarter throughout 2010.
· Families had a higher positive housing destination rate than single clients.  

· Women had a slightly higher positive destination rate than men. 

· Clients had the highest destination rate if they stayed in the program between 21 months and 2 years. 

· Whites and blacks/African Americans had approximately the same positive housing destination rates.  
· Clients between 18 and 29 years old in a permanent supportive housing program had the lowest positive housing destination rate of all other age groups.

· If clients were employed, they had a 85% positive housing destination rate compared to 91% positive housing destination rate if they were unemployed.

Performance by Quarter By Program

	Positive Housing Placement &
 Engagement Rates at Discharge 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	 

	88.35%
	91.90%
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Year
	Quarter
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	2010
	1
	111
	73.87%
	84.68%
	 

	2010
	2
	111
	81.98%
	88.29%
	 

	2010
	3
	280
	91.07%
	92.50%
	 

	2010
	4
	288
	93.75%
	95.49%
	 

	*By Household Ct:
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	Family
	130
	91.54%
	93.85%
	 

	Single
	389
	85.86%
	91.00%
	 

	Gender(894)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	Female
	373
	91.42%
	92.49%
	 

	Male
	415
	86.02%
	91.81%
	 

	Age Range
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	0 to 17
	235
	92.34%
	94.04%
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	18 to 29
	68
	82.35%
	88.24%
	 

	30 to 44
	194
	86.60%
	89.69%
	 

	45 to 59
	235
	88.51%
	93.62%
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	60 and up
	17
	88.24%
	94.12%
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	Unknown
	41
	82.93%
	85.37%
	 

	Length of Stay
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	1- 0 to 1 Mo
	9
	44.44%
	88.89%
	 

	2- 2 to 3 Mo
	26
	73.08%
	80.77%
	 

	3- 3 to 6 Mo
	59
	83.05%
	89.83%
	 

	4- 6 to 9 Mo
	46
	89.13%
	91.30%
	 

	5- 9 to 12 Mo
	42
	80.95%
	88.10%
	 

	6- 12 to 15 Mo
	35
	62.86%
	77.14%
	 

	7- 15 to 18 Mo
	67
	94.03%
	94.03%
	 

	8- 18 to 21 Mo
	61
	90.16%
	90.16%
	 

	9- 21 to 2Yr
	48
	97.92%
	97.92%
	 

	Over 2 Yr
	397
	91.69%
	93.95%
	 

	Chronically Homeless (Adults)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	No
	298
	87.25%
	90.94%
	 

	Yes
	196
	86.73%
	92.86%
	 

	Primary Race(895)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	Black or African American (HUD)
	745
	88.72%
	92.21%
	 

	White (HUD)
	35
	88.57%
	94.29%
	 

	American Indian or Alaska Native (HUD)
	4
	75.00%
	75.00%
	 

	Other
	2
	50.00%
	50.00%
	 

	Asian (HUD)
	1
	100.00%
	100.00%
	 

	Other Multi-Racial
	1
	100.00%
	100.00%
	 

	Unemployed (Adults)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate
	 

	No
	55
	85.45%
	92.73%
	 

	Yes
	313
	90.73%
	93.93%
	 


Permanent Supportive Housing Programs Extent of Homelessness

The chart below shows the positive housing destination rate per quarter by extent of homelessness.  It appears the clients who were chronically homeless, homeless for 1 year or more or 2 years or more had a lower positive destination rate in the first quarter and then continued to improve throughout the rest of the year. Those that had been homeless 1-2 times in the past started out with a high positive destination rate which dipped in the second quarter but then improved in the 3rd and 4th quarters.
	Performance by Quarter By Program 
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	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	 
	 
	 

	88.35%
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	 
	 

	91.90%
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	Engagement Rate = Clients with known destination.
	 
	 


Permanent Supportive Housing Programs Disability

According to the chart below, clients who reported a disability had a higher positive housing destination throughout the first three quarters. During the last quarter, those clients without a disability had a higher positive housing destination rate. The red line represents clients who have a disability, and the blue line represents clients who don’t have a disability.

	Performance by Quarter By Program 
	 
	 

	
 


	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Reported Disability

	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	 
	Positive Housing Destination Rate

	88.57%
	 
	88.03%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	Client Engagement Rate
	 

	91.43%
	 
	92.25%
	 


Permanent Supportive Housing Programs Performance by Household Type

This chart shows the positive housing destination for families (blue line) and for singles (red line) by quarter.  The destination rates varied among each quarter. According to the chart below, the average positive housing destination rate was 92% for families was and 86% for singles.

	Performance by 
Household Type
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Family or Single
	# of HH

	*Some households & clients will have more than 1 discharge during a period.
	 
	 
	 
	Family HH
	130

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Single HH
	389

	
 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Family Household
	 
	 
	 
	Single Household
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Positive Housing 
Destination Rate
	 
	Client Engagement
 Rate
	 
	Positive Housing
 Destination Rate
	Client Engagement
 Rate

	91.54%
	 
	93.85%
	 
	85.86%
	91.00%


Support Services Programs 

Support Services Programs
The following tables and charts are based on data from the HMIS Discharge Destination Report.  In general, this report outlines client destinations at program exit.  The report identifies positive housing destination rates for homeless clients with a breakdown by families, singles, race and employment status.


Definition of a positive placement is based on inspection of data and agency consensus.  Within the actual benchmarking project, an additional qualifier has been added allowing programs to discriminate between a doubled-up or hospitalization status that is positive from one that is likely to add trauma or be very short term.
Support Services Exit Destination and Client Engagement

The following table outlines client destinations at program exit.  Approximately 68% of the clients had a positive housing destination rate.  Approximately 50% of the clients moved to a rental room, house or apartment.  For approximately 8% of the clients, the destination was “unknown.”  We will continue to work with case workers and data entry staff to ensure that we record the proper destination for clients.
	Exit Destination and Client Engagement
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	Detroit all SSOs 2010(883)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total Discharges
	1960
	 
	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	67.91%
	 
	1/1/2010 12:00:00 AM

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Tot Positive Housing Placements
	1331
	Engagement Rate = Clients with known destination.
	 
	 
	 
	to
	 

	Unknown Destinations
	160
	 
	Client Engagement Rate
	91.84%
	 
	12/31/2010

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Entry Exit Destination
	Total Discharges
	Percentage
	 

	Rental by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	792
	40.41%
	 

	Emergency shelter, including hotel or motel paid for with emergency shelter voucher (HUD)
	365
	18.62%
	 

	Transitional housing for homeless persons (including homeless youth) (HUD)
	164
	8.37%
	 

	Rental by client, other (non-VASH) housing subsidy (HUD)
	162
	8.27%
	 

	Don't Know (HUD)
	147
	7.50%
	 

	Staying or living with family, permanent tenure (HUD)
	105
	5.36%
	 

	Staying or living with family, temporary tenure (e.g., room, apartment or house)(HUD)
	86
	4.39%
	 

	Other (HUD)
	33
	1.68%
	 

	Substance abuse treatment facility or detox center (HUD)
	25
	1.28%
	 

	Rental by client, VASH Subsidy (HUD)
	16
	0.82%
	 

	Staying or living with friends, temporary tenure (e.g., room apartment or house)(HUD)
	14
	0.71%
	 

	Staying or living with friends, permanent tenure (HUD)
	12
	0.61%
	 

	Refused (HUD)
	11
	0.56%
	 

	Permanent supportive housing for formerly homeless persons(such as SHP, S+C, or SRO Mod Rehab)(HUD)
	10
	0.51%
	 

	Owned by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	9
	0.46%
	 

	 
	2
	0.10%
	 

	Adult Foster Care
	1
	0.05%
	 

	Foster care home or foster care group home (HUD)
	1
	0.05%
	 

	Hospital (non-psychiatric) (HUD)
	1
	0.05%
	 

	Hotel or motel paid for without emergency shelter voucher (HUD)
	1
	0.05%
	 

	Jail, prison or juvenile detention facility (HUD)
	1
	0.05%
	 

	Place not meant for habitation (e.g., a vehicle or anywhere outside) (HUD)
	1
	0.05%
	 

	Psychiatric hospital or other psychiatric facility (HUD)
	1
	0.05%
	 

	Sum:
	1960
	 
	 

	 
	 
	100.00%
	 


Positive Housing Placement Categories were identified by the Michigan Statewide HMIS project.  Definition of a positive placement is based on inspection of data and agency consensus. 

	Positive Housing Placement Categories
	Total Discharges
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Foster care home or foster care group home (HUD)
	1
	

	Hospital (non-psychiatric) (HUD)
	1
	

	Other (HUD)
	33
	

	Owned by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	9
	

	Permanent supportive housing for formerly homeless persons(such as SHP, S+C, or SRO Mod Rehab)(HUD)
	10
	

	Psychiatric hospital or other psychiatric facility (HUD)
	1
	

	Rental by client, no housing subsidy (HUD)
	792
	

	Rental by client, other (non-VASH) housing subsidy (HUD)
	162
	

	Rental by client, VASH Subsidy (HUD)
	16
	

	Staying or living with family, permanent tenure (HUD)
	105
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Staying or living with friends, permanent tenure (HUD)
	12
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Substance abuse treatment facility or detox center (HUD)
	25
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Transitional housing for homeless persons (including homeless youth) (HUD)
	164
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sum:
	1331
	 
	 
	 
	 


Support Services Positive Housing Placement

The following report summarizes the positive housing destination rates for homeless clients by quarter.  The positive housing placement categories are outlined on the previous page.  Client engagement means that the Case Manager is aware of the client’s destination as he/she exits the program. 

· In the third quarter of 2010, the client’s positive housing destination rate was at its highest for the year at 78%.

· Families had a much higher positive housing destination rate than single clients.  

· Women had a more positive destination rate than men. 

· Clients had a higher destination rate if they stayed in the program between 12 and 18 months. 

· Whites had a 45% positive housing destination rate and blacks had a 69% positive housing destination rate.  

· Clients under the age of 29 in a support services program have a better positive housing destination rate than all other age groups.

· If clients were employed, they had a 77% positive housing destination rate compared to 46% positive housing destination rate if they were unemployed.

	Positive Housing Placement & Engagement Rates at Discharge 

	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	Client Engagement Rate
	 

	67.91%
	91.84%
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Year
	Quarter
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	2010
	1
	523
	71.70%
	91.01%

	2010
	2
	408
	61.52%
	87.01%

	2010
	3
	646
	77.86%
	93.65%

	2010
	4
	383
	52.74%
	95.04%

	*By Household Ct:
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	Family
	333
	83.78%
	93.09%

	Single
	848
	44.34%
	89.03%

	Gender(894)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	Don't Know
	1
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Female
	940
	75.53%
	93.94%

	Male
	1017
	60.87%
	89.87%

	
	
	
	

	Age Range
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	
	
	
	

	0 to 17
	708
	86.30%
	93.93%

	18 to 29
	345
	70.72%
	93.91%

	30 to 44
	445
	58.65%
	90.34%

	
	
	
	

	45 to 59
	437
	46.22%
	88.56%

	
	
	
	

	60 and up
	22
	50.00%
	90.91%

	Unknown
	3
	66.67%
	66.67%

	Length of Stay
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	1- 0 to 1 Mo
	176
	49.43%
	77.84%

	2- 2 to 3 Mo
	392
	67.09%
	90.82%

	3- 3 to 6 Mo
	354
	54.52%
	88.98%

	4- 6 to 9 Mo
	212
	57.08%
	97.64%

	5- 9 to 12 Mo
	189
	66.14%
	99.47%

	6- 12 to 15 Mo
	341
	90.91%
	98.83%

	7- 15 to 18 Mo
	105
	77.14%
	93.33%

	8- 18 to 21 Mo
	56
	67.86%
	76.79%

	9- 21 to 2Yr
	62
	83.87%
	85.48%

	Over 2 Yr
	73
	83.56%
	90.41%

	Chronically Homeless (Adults)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	No
	1015
	59.90%
	92.02%

	Yes
	216
	44.44%
	84.26%

	Primary Race(895)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	Black or African American (HUD)
	1857
	69.09%
	92.03%

	White (HUD)
	66
	45.45%
	92.42%

	Other
	21
	47.62%
	80.95%

	Other Multi-Racial
	6
	66.67%
	100.00%

	American Indian or Alaska Native (HUD)
	4
	25.00%
	50.00%

	Asian (HUD)
	4
	50.00%
	75.00%

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (HUD)
	2
	50.00%
	100.00%

	Unemployed (Adults)
	Total Discharges
	"+" Housing Destination
	Engagement Rate

	No
	98
	69.39%
	88.78%

	Yes
	446
	53.14%
	90.13%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Support Services Programs Extent of Homelessness

The chart below shows the positive housing destination rate per quarter by extent of homelessness.  It appears the clients who were homeless for the first time or who were homeless 1-2 times in the past had a higher positive housing destination rate for the first three quarters compared to other clients.  However, the positive destination rate for clients who were homeless for the first time dropped dramatically during the 4th quarter.

	 
	Performance by Quarter By Program 
	 
	 

	
 


	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	 
	 
	 

	 
	67.91%
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	 
	 

	 
	91.84%
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Engagement Rate = Clients with known destination.
	 
	 


Support Services Programs Disability

According to the chart below, clients that did not report a disability had a higher positive housing destination throughout the four quarters. The red line (bottom line) represents clients who have a disability, and the blue line (top line) represents clients who don’t have a disability.

	Performance by Quarter By Program 
	 
	 
	 

	
 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Reported Disability
	 

	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	 
	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	 

	74.41%
	 
	55.15%
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	 

	94.17%
	 
	88.33%
	 
	 


Support Services Programs Performance by Household Type

This chart shows the positive housing destination for families (blue line) and for singles (red line) by quarter.  According to the chart below, the positive housing destination rate for families was much higher than that of singles during the all quarters of 2009.

	Performance by Household Type
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Family or Single
	# of HH
	 
	 

	*Some households & clients will have more than 1 discharge during a period.
	 
	 
	 
	Family HH
	333
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Single HH
	848
	 
	 

	
 


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Single Household
	 
	 

	Family Household
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	 
	Client Engagement Rate
	 
	 
	Positive Housing Destination Rate
	 
	Client Engagement Rate

	83.78%
	 
	93.09%
	 
	 
	44.34%
	 
	89.03%


Summary

We greatly appreciate the continued commitment to the HMIS project by our participating agencies.  This report provides information about the characteristics of those clients served by these agencies. This data can help our continuum with resource planning and needs assessment. We will also be able to support and track progress related to Detroit’s 10 Year Plan to End Homelessness. 

Currently we are focusing our attention on reporting and data quality. Improved data quality will allow us to produce reports that more accurately reflect the homeless population. We are also focusing on further implementing the Self-Sufficiency Matrix which is a powerful tool used to measure outcomes. 
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