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Dearborn, Dearborn Heights,
Westland/Wayne County
Quantitative Data Findings

TABLE 1 - DISTRIBUTIONS OF RACE & ETHNICITY

Table 1 references data from the HUD CoC Analysis Tool: Race and Ethnicity (Version 3.0) and
highlights racial and ethnic groups that are over or underrepresented in your CoC’s populations
of people experiencing homelessness. Table 1 compares Census information from the American
Community Survey (ACS) five-year estimates for 2015-2019, poverty rate data from the ACS
2015-2019 estimate, data from your community’s 2021 Point-in-Time (PIT) Count, and an
annualized count of households disaggregated by race and ethnicity from Michigan’s Homeless
Management Information System (HMIS).

Table 1 - Census, Poverty, PIT Count and Annualized HMIS Count Rates by Race
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Table 1 - Census, Poverty, PIT Count and Annualized HMIS Count Rates by Ethnicity
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Table 1 Findings

When comparing the overall racial and ethnic population distributions in Dearborn, Dearborn
Heights, Westland/Wayne County CoC to Point-in-Time (PIT) Count and Homeless Management
Information System (HMIS) annualized data, the greatest racial disparity exists among
households identifying as Black. In FY 2021, Black households accounted for 45% of the 2021
PIT count and 66.5% of all groups represented in the annualized HMIS count, whereas Black
households make up only 14.1% of the general population in Dearborn, Dearborn Heights,
Westland/Wayne County. This means that overall, Black households are 3.2 times more likely
to be represented in the 2021 PIT count and 4.7 times more likely to be accounted for in the
annualized HMIS count as experiencing homelessness when compared to Census
demographics. According to Census data, the poverty rate for Black households is 23.1%, which
means that poverty alone is not sufficient to explain the high proportion of Black households
among all households experiencing homelessness in Dearborn, Dearborn Heights,
Westland/Wayne County.

In contrast, households identifying as white account for 77.1% of the Dearborn, Dearborn
Heights, Westland/Wayne County geographic area as a whole, and only 54.3% of the 2021 PIT
count. It should be noted that the PIT count in this community had a total of only 129 people,
and so an alternative estimate, the annualized HMIS count, may be better suited for this
analysis. Households identifying as white made up 29.2% of the annualized HMIS count (535
total people), which means that white households in Dearborn, Dearborn Heights,
Westland/Wayne County are 2.6 times less likely to be counted as experiencing homelessness in
the annualized HMIS count when compared to the general demographics of the region.



Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American/Alaskan, Other/Multi-Racial, and Hispanic households
are also all underrepresented in homelessness when comparing Census demographics to the
annualized HMIS count. For example, Other/Multi-Racial households account for 4.1% of the
general population of Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County and only 3.7% of
the annualized HMIS count. Hispanic/Latino households account for 4.9% of the general
population in the area, 3.6% of the 2021 PIT count, and only 2.6% of the annualized HMIS

count.

Table 1 Opportunities

There are opportunities to examine your CoC’s data more deeply using both the HUD
CoC Analysis Tool: Race and Ethnicity version 2.1 and 3.0. Both tools show a more
detailed breakdown of youth, family, veteran and other populations experiencing
homelessness.
As per the HUD CoC Analysis Tool: Race and Ethnicity: “In response to the COVID-19
pandemic, HUD waived the requirement for CoCs to conduct a full unsheltered point in
time count in 2021 and allowed greater flexibility in how communities conducted their
counts, including allowing them to collect less data. Therefore, CoCs that did not
conduct an unsheltered count or did not collect race and ethnicity data in their
unsheltered count do not have [those] data available...[and] CoCs may want to
reference the race and ethnicity data from their 2019 PIT count (see CoC Analysis Tool
2.1) to compare with the population data included in this version of the tool.”
Keep in mind that patterns found within your CoC’s data using these tools illuminate
very broad, population-level trends. Once your CoC starts to review more detailed data
disaggregated by race and ethnicity and perform qualitative data collection and analysis,
you may find new trends or contradicting patterns.
In order to better understand the root causes and factors leading to racial disparities in
Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County, there are opportunities to
analyze more detailed data related to Black or African American households who have
experienced homelessness. For example, it may be helpful to pull disaggregated data
related to program and project types, Coordinated Entry milestones (assessment,
enrollment, referral, placement/exit), provider-level data, or assessment question data
disaggregated by race and ethnicity. Layering on different data elements to create an
intersectional analysis (such as household type, age, gender, and other factors) may also
be useful.
There are opportunities to start collecting and analyzing qualitative data from individuals
with lived experience of homelessness to more deeply understand and add to findings
from guantitative data. Examples of questions that could asked include:
o What are the experiences of Black or African American households in Dearborn,
Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County’s homeless response system?
o How can Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County better
understand the geographies of Black or African American households
experiencing homelessness?
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o How do folks in this population group identify themselves? Are there specific
ethnicities, nationalities, subgroups or affiliations that would be helpful to
understand?

o In what ways have households who identify as Black or African American been
historically marginalized in the Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne
County area?

o Does Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County’s homeless response
system offer connections to culturally responsive services that meet the needs of
households overrepresented in homelessness?

o What does community look like for Black or African American households
experiencing homelessness in Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne
County? What strengths and supports are available to Black or African American
households who have recently experienced homelessness? (i.e., natural/informal
supports)?

o How did Black or African American households in Dearborn, Dearborn Heights,
Westland/Wayne County fare during the pandemic? What barriers to housing
stability are Black or African American individuals and households facing now?

e There are also opportunities to conduct a geospatial mapping analysis of the
communities most impacted by homelessness. Where do Black or African American folks
live, work, and find community in the Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne
County area? Generally speaking, are communities divided by race/ethnicity in this CoC,
or do multiple populations live in the same area? Consider overlaying demographic
maps with any HMIS fields that identify a location, or information such as the location of
access points, housing opportunities, or services.

e Consider a geospatial analysis broken down by the different counties, zip codes or
census tracts represented in Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County.
Analyze further by identifying urban, suburban, rural and tribal communities.
Particularly in large CoCs that may cover a wide geographic area, conducting more
localized, detailed mapping analyses helps to break down the area beyond the CoC level
and provide a better vehicle for analyzing community-level trends and patterns.
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TABLE 2 - AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME HOMELESS BY RACE & ETHNICITY

Table 2 shows the average length of time that households resided in Emergency Shelter, Safe
Havens and Transitional Housing in Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County CoC
in FY 2019, FY 2020, and FY 2021, disaggregated by race and ethnicity.

Table 2 - Average Length of Time Homeless by Race (in Days)
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Table 2 - Average Length of Time Homeless by Ethnicity (in Days)
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Table 2 Findings

The following trends and patterns can be found in Dearborn, Dearborn Heights,
Westland/Wayne County CoC'’s disaggregated length of time data:

e Households identifying as Black or African American, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander and white experienced consecutive, annual increases in the average length of
time each group experienced homelessness in FY 2019, FY 2020 and FY 2021.

e From FY 2019 to FY 2021, the average length of time decreased for households
identifying as Asian, American Indian/Alaska Native, and Other or Multiracial. For each
of these groups, the FY 2020 average length of time homeless was less than either of
other years examined.

e Households identifying as Black or African American experienced an 80% increase in the
average length of time unhoused, rising from 84.1 days in FY 2019 to 151 days in FY
2021.

e Households identifying as white experienced a 73% increase in average length of time
unhoused, rising from 75.4 days in FY 2019 to 130.1 days in FY 2021.

® The average length of time that households identifying as Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacific Islander experienced a 238% increase from FY 2019 to FY 2021. (This population
may have a small number of overall households in it, which may be skewing the average
high.)

e Households identifying as Hispanic/Latino experienced a large increase in average length
of time unhoused when comparing FY 2019 to FY 2021 data. For these households, the
average length of time unhoused in FY 2019 was 54 days, and in FY 2021 the average
was 173 days. This represents a 220% increase in the length of time that Hispanic/Latino
households experienced homelessness between these two years.

e From FY 2019 to FY 2021, average length of time decreased by 24% for Asian
households, 31% for American Indian/Alaska Native households, and by 30% for Other
or Multiracial households.

Table 2 Opportunities

There are opportunities to explore what factors are at the root of the trends and patterns in the
average length of time data listed above. Consider doing a deeper analysis into the data to
gather more information about communities that are most impacted by homelessness in
Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County. For example, it may be helpful to add
the total numbers of households represented in each racial and ethnic category to put the
averages into more context. It may also be useful to break down length of time data by provider.
Which providers take the longest and shortest amounts of time to serve Black or African
American households? What resources are the most impacted groups getting connected to
while they are in Emergency Shelter, Safe Havens or Transitional Housing, and are they delivered
in a racial trauma-informed, culturally appropriate manner?

With the goal of collecting racial and ethnic data in an equitable and inclusive manner in mind,
it may be useful to consider taking advantage of the “Client doesn't know,” “Client refused,” and



“Data not collected” fields. Utilizing these fields will increase data quality and give your CoC a
basis for understanding how to continuously improve the collection of race and ethnicity data
for future equity analyses. When asked to identify their race and ethnicity, individuals always
have the right not to provide their race/ethnicity information, but unless it is marked as such in
HMIS, it will be impossible to know whether the individual refused or if the provider did not
collect these data. Once these nuances are known, it may be useful to monitor for large
numbers of households in the "Data not collected" field, as this may indicate that a provider
may need additional support or training in asking individuals about their racial and ethnic
identities.

In future analyses, it may also be useful to consider adding length of time data for households
experiencing unsheltered homelessness in Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne
County. These data may be compared to the length of time of individuals in shelter, safe havens
or transitional housing to see if there are any differences or patterns. Consider also breaking out
the disaggregated length of time that households are unhoused by all project types, and at the
provider level, to get a more granular sense of where in the system individuals of different races
and ethnicities are spending the most amount of time. For example, how long does it take for
Black or African American households to move from being referred to a particular shelter to
being permanently housed? Does this vary by provider?

TABLE 3 - EPISODIC HOMELESSNESS BY RACE AND ETHNICITY

Table 3 shows the number of households in Emergency Shelter, Safe Havens, and Transitional
Housing broken down by the number of times they have previously experienced homelessness.
Data are disaggregated by race and ethnicity and have been pulled from FY 2019, FY 2020 and
FY 2021. This table explores different categories of the number of times a person experienced
homelessness, including: households who experienced homelessness for the first time, those
who experienced two or three episodes, and those who experienced four or more episodes of
homelessness.
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Homeless Episodes (1, 2-3, and 4+) Disaggregated by Race in FY 2019
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Homeless Episodes (1, 2-3, and 4+) Disaggregated by Race in FY 2020
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Homeless Episodes (1, 2-3, and 4+) Disaggregated by Race in FY 2021
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Homeless Episodes (1, 2-3, and 4+) Disaggregated by Ethnicity in FY 2021
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Table 3 Findings

® Across FY 2019, 2020 and 2021, the average rate of households identifying as Black or African
American experiencing homelessness for the first time is 65%. The average percentage of
Black or African American households that have experienced homelessness 2 or 3 times is
64%. Finally, the average rate of Black or African American households experiencing
homelessness 4 or more times across these three years is 48%. These rates are notably higher
than the prevalence of Black or African American households in the overall population
(14.1%). The rates are also slightly lower (on average) than the rate of Black or African
American individuals in the annualized HMIS count (66.5%), and slightly higher than the rate of
this group in the 2021 PIT Count (45%).

e InFY 2019, 60% of all individuals that became unhoused for the first time in Dearborn,
Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County identified as Black or African American. This rate
increased to 63% in FY 2020, and increased again to 70% in FY 2021.

Percent of Individuals Experiencing Homelessness who Identified as
Black or African American
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In contrast, rates of white individuals experiencing homelessness for any number of episodes follow a
different set of patterns:
® Across FY 2019, 2020 and 2021, the average rate of white individuals experiencing
homelessness for the first time is 31%. The average percentage of white households that have
experienced homelessness 2 or 3 times is 30%. Finally, the average rate of white households
experiencing homelessness 4 or more times across these three years is 44%. These rates are
notably lower than the prevalence of white households in Dearborn, Dearborn Heights,
Westland/Wayne County at large (77.1%).

Percent of Individuals Experiencing Homelessness who Identified as
White
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Table 3 Opportunities

It is notable that when comparing across the three episodic categories among Black or African
American households, households become unhoused for the first time at higher rates than those who
experience homelessness 2, 3, 4 or more times. The opposite is true among white households. On
average, there are higher proportions of white households becoming homeless 4 or more times when
compared to other episodic categories within the group. As in other areas of this analysis, Black or
African American households are overrepresented at every level of episodic category when compared
to this group’s prevalence in the general population, and white households are underrepresented.

To begin to explore the nuances of this population-level data in the specific context of Dearborn,
Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County, there are opportunities to consider the location of
households becoming homeless for the first time and experiencing multiple episodes of
homelessness. In what neighborhoods are groups most impacted by homelessness (Black or African
American households) becoming homeless for the first time (and multiple times)? What are the
conditions and histories of these neighborhoods? What impact have trends like gentrification had on
neighborhoods where households are becoming homeless for the first time (and multiple times)?
Taking into account the location of access points in relation to the neighborhoods where households
are becoming homeless for the first time (or multiple times) may help further contextualize these
potential quantitative trends. In a mapping analysis, the location of grassroots organizations that may
not be officially affiliated with the CoC but that serve populations disproportionately impacted by
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homelessness may also be useful to consider (food pantries, libraries, churches, etc.). Developing new
partnerships with these organizations may strengthen the CoC’s response to the patterns stated
above, and maximize access to available housing resources and services.

Further, it may be useful to dig more deeply into the factors behind why there are more Black or
African American households experiencing homelessness for the first time than in other episodic
categories. How does this pattern bear out when broken down by provider? Conducting qualitative
data collection from this group by conducting listening sessions, surveys, or interviews may help
illuminate the root causes of this trend. It may also be useful to consider the location, ease of access,
and comprehensiveness of outreach services that interact with Black or African American households.
Finally, the quality of outreach services may be worth exploring from a racial equity lens - are
outreach and prevention services consistent with a racial trauma-informed and culturally responsive
approach in Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County? What are the racial/ethnic
identities of outreach and prevention staff in the CoC?

TABLE 4 - EXIT DESTINATIONS BY RACE AND ETHNICITY

Table 4 shows exit destinations disaggregated by race and ethnicity, broken down into subgroups for
Homeless Situations, Institutional Situations, Temporary and Permanent Housing Situations, and
Other Situations. This table reflects deduplicated exit destination entries in HMIS, using the
household's most recent exit from the homeless response system (if the household has exited more
than once). Finally, this table combines data from the following three federal fiscal years - FY 2019, FY
2020 and FY 2021.

Exit Destinations by Race - FY 2019, 2020, and 2021 Combined
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Exit Destinations by Ethnicity - FY 2019, 2020, and 2021 Combined
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Table 4 Findings

Table 4 combines exit destination data from FY 2019, FY 2020 and FY 2021, and is disaggregated by
race and ethnicity. When examining the data collected on race only, the total number of individuals
that exited the homeless response system during this time period is 1,728, including:

1,077 individuals identifying as Black or African American

573 individuals identifying as white

11 individuals identifying as Asian

35 individuals identifying as American Indian/Alaska Native

7 individuals identifying as Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
25 individuals identifying as Other or Multiracial

When examining data collected on ethnicity only, the total number of individuals who exited the
homeless response system is 1,601, including:

e 82 individuals identifying as Hispanic/Latino
e 1,519 individuals identifying as Non-Hispanic/Latino

It is important to note the total numbers of people in each category because this information will
provide more context to any potential patterns in the data. In addition to these results, this Table
illuminated the following:

e The vast majority of white individuals (89%) and Black or African American individuals (92%)
that exited the homeless response system in FY 2019, FY 2020 and FY 2021 exited to
Temporary and Permanent Housing situations. The majority of individuals identifying as
Hispanic/Latino (84%) also exited to Temporary and Permanent Housing situations.
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e Twenty-seven percent (27%) of Asian individuals exited to Homeless Situations (emergency
shelters, safe havens, and places not meant for human habitation). Fourteen percent (14%) of
Hispanic/Latino individuals exited to Homeless Situations, and 11% of American Indian/Alaska
Native individuals also exited to Homeless Situations.

e Eight percent (8%) of white individuals that exited the homeless response system went into
Homeless Situations, and 6% of Black or African American individuals that exited the homeless
response system went into Homeless Situations.

e Four percent (4%) of Black or African American individuals exited to Institutional Situations
(jail/prison, nursing homes, substance use treatment facilities), and 2% of white individuals
exited to Institutional Situations.

Exits to Temporary and Permanent Housing Situations - FY 2019-2021
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When the specific subcategories of Temporary and Permanent Housing situations are broken out by
white individuals and Black or African American individuals, there are relatively small differences
between the two groups across all categories. In categories where a subsidy or housing resource is
offered, this distribution reflects an equal, but not equitable distribution of resources. For example,
when exploring rates of exit to Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) disaggregated by race, 2% of
white individuals exited to PSH and only 1% of Black or African individuals exited to PSH, despite Black
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or African Americans being overrepresented in the population experiencing homelessnesss in
Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County CoC.

Table 4 Opportunities

There is an opportunity to drill down into the largest proportion of households represented in this
dataset: 46% of all white individuals and 52% of Black or African American individuals exited to a
group of Temporary and Permanent Housing destinations that are not explicitly called out in this
dataset, but are available in HMIS and listed in the attached appendix. There is a clear opportunity to
pull more detailed information about what specific destinations those who are most impacted by
homelessness exit to within this broader category. These destinations are varied and include,
residential or halfway houses, a hotel or motel, transitional housing, housing for people living with
HIV/AIDS, and more. Among these categories, where are Black or African American individuals exiting
to at the highest rates, and is this considered a ‘positive’ or ‘negative’ outcome? What impact do
these varying exit destinations have on Black, Brown, Indigenous and People of Color in Dearborn,
Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County? Do you notice any trends that may help illuminate the
housing outcomes and level of housing stability of people of color in your CoC? Where and when
would it be helpful to gather qualitative data from Black, Brown, Indigenous and People of Color who
exited from the homeless response system?

One percent (1%) of Black households and 2% of white households exit to permanent housing for
formerly homeless persons (e.g. PSH), reflecting a resource distribution strategy that may need
revision. PSH is a limited resource, however, as Dearborn, Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County
CoC considers strategies to reduce the disproportionate share of Black or African American
households in the homeless response system, it may be useful to operationalize a more equitable
distribution of resources. Another example of this general pattern can be seen in the fact that an
equal percentage of Black or African American individuals and white individuals (6%) exit to rentals
with other ongoing housing subsidy, despite the fact that Black or African American households are
overrepresented in the homeless response system, and white households are underrepresented.

Finally, if it is possible to track the locations of where all households exit to after leaving the homeless
response system, it may be useful to map out the data in Table 4 by zip code or census tract using a
mapping tool such as Tableau, ArcGIS or Power BIl. Looking at household data across geography may
illuminate historical housing trends (such as redlining) and current ones (gentrification), and allow for
the consideration of racial/ethnic, social, and economic dynamics of the communities where formerly
unhoused households live after exiting the homeless response system. Are many households exiting
to the same location, or different locations? What are the conditions and environments of the
neighborhoods where folks are exiting to, and how have those conditions changed over time?
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TABLE 5 - RETURNS TO HOMELESSNESS BY RACE AND ETHNICITY

The data in Table 5 reference individuals that exited Street Qutreach (SO), Emergency Shelter (ES),
Transitional Housing (TH), Safe Havens (SH), or Permanent Housing (PH) to a permanent housing
destination in the two years prior to each reporting period (FY 2019, FY 2020, and FY 2021). The data
measures the number of individuals who became unhoused after their initial exit from the system,
broken down into three ‘return period’ categories: returns that occurred in 6 months or less, returns
that occurred between 6 and 12 months, and returns that occurred 13-24 months after the individual
exited the system.

Households that Return to Homelessness in Less than 6 Months by Race
m FY 2019 m FY 2020 W FY 2021
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Households that Return to Homelessness in 6-12 Months by Race
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Households that Return to Homelessness in 13 to 24 Months by Race
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Households that Return to Homelessness in 6-12 Months by Ethnicity

m FY 2019 m FY 2020 FY 2021
0.0%
Hispanic/Latino . 6.7%
0.0%
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0.0%

100.0%

Non-Hispanic/Latino 100.0%
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Table 5 Findings

When examining the data collected on race only, the total number of individuals that returned to
homelessness after exiting the homeless response system includes 60 total individuals in FY 2019, 87
individuals in FY 2020, and 62 individuals in FY 2021. When examining data collected on ethnicity only,
the total number of individuals that returned to homelessness after exiting the homeless response

system represented in this dataset includes 52 total individuals in FY 2019, 73 individuals in FY 2020,
and 50 individuals in FY 2021.

Black or African American households account for 14.1% of the general population of Dearborn,
Dearborn Heights, Westland/Wayne County and 66.5% of all groups represented in the annualized
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HMIS count. However, Black or African American households return to homelessness within 6-12
months of becoming housed at disproportionately high rates. In FY 2019, Black or African American
households accounted for 78% of all returns within 6-12 months, in FY 2020 this group accounted for
73% of returns within 6-12 months, and in FY 2021 this group accounted for 73% of returns within
6-12 months. This time period (6-12 months) has the highest rates of return for this group when
compared to returns in less than 6 months and returns within 13-24 months.

White households account for 77.1% of the general population of Dearborn, Dearborn Heights,
Westland/Wayne County and 29.2% of all groups represented in the annualized HMIS count. When
exploring the rates of return for white households, the patterns are mixed. In some years and return
time periods, white households are underrepresented in returns, and in several periods they are
overrepresented. For example, in FY 2019, white households accounted for 11.1% of all returns within
6-12 months, in FY 2020 this group accounted for 27% of returns within 6-12 months, and in FY 2021
this group accounted for 18% of returns within 6-12 months. White households returned to
homelessness at the highest rate in FY 2021, when this group accounted for 57% of all returns within
13-24 months. In FY 2021, the average rate that white households returned to homelessness after any
amount of time spiked to 51% of all households, increasing from an average of 19% the previous year.

A small number of Hispanic or Latino households (6) returned to homelessness across all three years
in this dataset. However, the majority, five out of six individuals (83%) returned to homelessness
quickly, within 6 months or less from the time they exited the homeless response system.

Table 5 Opportunities

There is an opportunity to reconcile the data collected on race with the data collected on ethnicity in
this table. There are different total numbers of individuals that have reported identifying with a racial
category than those who provided an ethnicity category. In addition, no data was collected using the
“Unknown” data label. Ideally, all providers should report both race and ethnicity fields for every
individual, or utilize the fields “Data not collected,” “Client doesn’t know,” or “Client refused” to
identify the reasons behind why any data was not collected. It is always acceptable for an individual to
refuse to provide race and ethnicity information, however, all providers should be asking for it in a
trauma-informed, equity-focused manner. Utilizing these fields will increase data quality and give your
CoC an initial basis for understanding how to continuously improve the collection of race and ethnicity
data in future equity analyses.

There are opportunities to gather complementary qualitative information to pair with the quantitative
figures data in this dataset. The purpose of gathering qualitative information via focus groups,
interviews, or surveys may be to gather insights into why households (particularly Black or African
American households) are returning to homelessness. As per a recently published HUD guidance
document on collecting qualitative data, “The overall objective of qualitative research is to capture
snapshots of the perspectives, characteristics, and habits of communities in hopes of creating
solutions that suit the needs of those impacted.” What factors are present in a household’s journey
out of the system, and what changed when the household came back into the homeless response
system? How can these factors be mitigated? What interventions are available to Black or African
American households who were not able to retain their housing, particularly in the first 6-12 months
after moving into permanent housing? Was unemployment or underemployment a factor? Was the
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https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/COVID-19-Homeless-System-Response-Qualitative-Data-101.pdf
https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/COVID-19-Homeless-System-Response-Qualitative-Data-101.pdf

location of the housing placement unsafe, not close to the households social/community ties, or
otherwise not a good fit? Were culturally aligned services available to help households remain in
housing (e.g. mental health, substance use, community-based, religious supports, etc.)?

It may also be helpful to perform a deeper inquiry into return data by examining the specific
resources that households accessed (or did not access) before they became unhoused again (RRH,
PSH, other subsidy, no subsidy), etc. It may be useful to consider if there were any notable differences
by race or ethnicity among the different resources used by households who return to homelessness.
Were resources with subsidies or services distributed equitably to households that returned to
homelessness? Also consider asking individuals who returned to homelessness what their qualitative
experiences were as they returned to homelessness, and notice if there were any differences or
similarities across folks who received different housing resources. Gathering qualitative data is critical
to providing greater clarity around racial and ethnic disparities, and can provide valuable insights
directly informed by what households returning to homelessness have actually experienced from
their own perspectives.
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Appendix: Exit Destinations from 2022 HMIS Data Standards
https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/hmis/hmis-data-standards/standards/#t=HM IS-Data-Standards.htm

%23Appendix_A_-_Living_Situation_Option_List&rhsearch=exit%20destinations

Category Exit Destination Description
Homeless Place not meant for habitation (e.g., a
Situations vehicle, an abandoned building,
bus/train/subway station/airport or
anywhere outside)
Emergency shelter, including hotel or motel ® ESG Emergency Shelter
paid for with emergency shelter voucher, or e HOPWA Hotel/Motel or Short Term
RHY-funded Host Home shelter Housing
® RHY BCP shelter or RHY-funded Host
Home shelter
e VA HCHV Community Contract
Emergency Housing
e Locally-funded shelters
Safe Haven e (CoC Safe Haven
e VA Community Contract Safe Haven
e Locally-funded Safe Haven type
projects
Institutional | Foster care home or foster care group home
Situations
Hospital or other residential non-psychiatric
medical facility
Jail, prison, or juvenile detention facility
Long-term care facility or nursing home
Psychiatric hospital or other psychiatric
facility
Substance abuse treatment facility or detox
center
Temporary Residential or halfway house with no A sober living or other residential project with
and homeless criteria no lease or rights of tenancy, with or without
Permanent time limits
Housing
Situations Hotel or motel paid for without emergency

shelter voucher
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https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/hmis/hmis-data-standards/standards/#t=HMIS-Data-Standards.htm%23Appendix_A_-_Living_Situation_Option_List&rhsearch=exit%20destinations
https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/hmis/hmis-data-standards/standards/#t=HMIS-Data-Standards.htm%23Appendix_A_-_Living_Situation_Option_List&rhsearch=exit%20destinations

Temporary
and
Permanent
Housing
Situations
(continued)

Transitional housing for homeless persons
(including homeless youth)

CoC Transitional Housing

HOPWA Transitional Housing (when
moving from non-HOPWA projects)
RHY Maternal Group Homes or TLP
VA GPD Bridge Housing, Service
Intensive Transitional Housing,
Hospital to Housing, or Clinical
Treatment

Any locally-funded transitional
housing project (facilitates movement
to permanent housing with occupancy
agreement for terms from 124
months)

Host home (non-crisis)

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

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

Staying or living with family, permanent
tenure

Staying or living with friends, permanent
tenure

Moved from one HOPWA funded project to
HOPWA PH

Limited to use by HOPWA-funded projects

Moved from one HOPWA funded project to
HOPWA TH

Limited to use by HOPWA-funded projects

Rental by client, with GPD TIP housing
subsidy

Rental by client, with VASH housing subsidy

Permanent housing (other than RRH) for
formerly homeless persons

CoC Permanent Supportive Housing
HOPWA facility/TBRA permanent
housing (for Destination: when
moving from non-HOPWA projects)

Rental by client, with RRH or equivalent
subsidy

Use this response category as a Destination
only if the client is moving directly into a unit.

CoC Rapid Re-Housing

ESG Rapid Re-Housing

VA SSVF Rapid Re-Housing
Locally-funded Rapid Re-Housing
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Temporary
and
Permanent
Housing
Situations
(continued)

Rental by client, with Housing Choice
Voucher (HCV) (tenant or project based)

Includes HCV with no paired services.

Rental by client in a public housing unit

Rental by client, no ongoing housing subsidy

When a client leaves an RRH project
maintaining (or moving to) a rental that they
will pay for on their own (without a subsidy of
any kind) you should select Rental by Client,
no ongoing housing subsidy.

Rental by client, with other ongoing housing
subsidy

Any subsidized rental housing other than CoC
PSH, HOPWA PH, RRH, GPD TIP, or VASH.
Includes legacy SRO and Pay For Success.

Owned by client, with ongoing housing
subsidy

Owned by client, no ongoing housing subsidy

Other

No exit interview completed

This will be considered "missing data" for data
quality and reporting purposes. This response
should not be used in place of a valid Living
Situation response for 3.12 Destination.

Other Any response of "Other" in Destination will
not count in any HMIS-based reporting as a
positive outcome. Review the above list
carefully to determine if any option above is a
reasonable match.

Deceased

Client doesn't know

Client refused

Data not collected
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