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Continuum Overview 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
The Balance of State (BoS) Continuum of Care 
(CoC) includes 101 rural counties in Missouri, 
which is divided into 10 regions to better 
coordinate the delivery of services. According to 
the 2012 Winter Point-in-Time Sheltered and 
Unsheltered Homeless Count held in January for 
the continuum, there were 2,114 people 
reported as being homeless with 645 of them 
not having shelter.1 This is comparable to the 
2011 Summer Point-in-Time Count held in July 
where 2,113 people were reported as being 
homeless, 713 of whom were unsheltered.2  
 
In 2012 there were 105 housing programs -- 
excluding domestic violence providers -- as well 
as a number of agencies providing prevention-
only services in the continuum. Of the 105 
housing programs, 63 were enrolled in HMIS 
and contributed data to this report (see 
Appendix A). Housing programs include 
emergency shelters, transitional housing 
programs and permanent housing programs. 
Data from 26 agencies providing prevention 
services are also included in sections where 
applicable.  

 
Part of the limitation in using only data from the 
Homeless Missourians Information System 
(HMIS) is that the results and analysis may not 
be reflective of the entire continuum, primarily 
due to low bed coverage. Each year bed 
coverage rates are calculated in every 
continuum and reported to the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD). These rates show the 
percentage of beds that are tracked in HMIS 
comparative to all the beds that are available in 
the continuum.  
 
Although bed coverage rates factor in the target 

population served by each program type, the 
HMIS Project looks at the rates in a more 
general sense for continuum-wide efforts in 
addressing low bed coverage. For the three 
housing types, the bed coverage rates varied 
significantly in 2012.  
       Permanent housing programs: 85% 
       Transitional housing: 35% 
       Emergency shelter: 49% 
 
With only half of the emergency shelter beds 
and 35 percent of the transitional housing beds 
being tracked in HMIS, communities and the 
continuum do not have thorough information 
from HMIS to understand the extent of 
homelessness and evaluate the system of care. 
Data was not captured for roughly 350 
transitional housing beds and 400 emergency 
shelter beds.  
 
The HMIS Project and workgroups will review 
best practices and opportunities to increase 
enrollment for agencies providing housing, 
particularly for transitional housing programs. 
Increasing bed coverage will allow for a better 
understanding of the extent and nature of 
homelessness through HMIS data.  
  

Demographics 
 
A total of 2,924 households were housed in the 
BoS Continuum in 2012, accounting for 4,133 
people. This demographic information is only 
reflective of those who were housed at an 
emergency shelter, transitional housing 
program or permanent housing program. In 
future reports, demographic information will 
include data from agencies that record 
prevention services in HMIS to show a more 
complete picture of homelessness and at-risk 
homelessness looks like in the continuum.  

 

This report uses information from the Homeless Missourians Information System (HMIS) to provide a 
snapshot of the extent and nature of homelessness. Data was compiled from agencies in the Balance of 
State Continuum of Care for the time period of January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2012. This report also 
outlines the current performance measures used to evaluate the effectiveness of homeless service 
delivery systems. Reports for each region are available on the HMIS Project website.   
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Of the 2,924 households, 474 were households 
with dependent children and 2,267 were 
households without dependent children (see 
Figure 1). There were also 183 households with 
only children, accounting for roughly 6 percent 
of all households that were housed in 2012. An 
individual is considered a child if he or she is 17 
years of age or younger.3 
 
A majority (38%) of the households served were 
housed in Region 5, likely because of the higher 
bed capacity in that area as well as a higher 
number of programs tracking data in HMIS. The 
program type also impacts which regions see 
more households. Region 5 has more 
emergency shelters, and shelters tend to have a 
higher turnover of clients compared to 
permanent housing programs.   

Of the 4,133 people housed, 56 percent were 
male (see Figure 2). The ten regions in the 
continuum vary in their gender breakdown. Six 
of the regions in the BoS CoC have a relatively 
even split between males and females. Males 
represented the majority in region 5 (65%) and 
region 7 (83%) while more females were 
housed in region 9 (70%) and region 10 (63%). 
This is often because some programs in those 
regions are tailored to males or females.  
 
A majority (73%) of all persons housed in 2012 
reported their race as white (see Figure 
3).There was also a relatively substantial 
amount (20%) who reported their race as black 
or African American. The remaining population 
was pretty evenly divided between American 
Indian/Alaska Native, two or more races and 
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those who refused to answer.    
 
There were also seven individuals who selected 
“don’t know” for the race. This option is 
selected when the client does not know his or 
her race. Since the “don’t know” responses 
come from handful of agencies instead of one 
particular agency, it likely does not point to a 
data quality issue.  
 
A small percentage of those housed (12%) 
reported being a veteran, many of whom were 
male (see Figure 4). Veterans are primarily 
housed in region 5 (54% of all veterans in the 
CoC) and region 7 (32% of all veterans in the 
CoC) where there are programs specifically 
geared toward veterans. The distinction in 
gender among veterans is a particular area of 
interest for the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) due to the nature of 
their collaboration with the Department of 
Veteran Affairs.  
 
Additional subpopulation data for clients served 
by housing programs and shelters pertains to 
health conditions. The most common health 
condition reported in HMIS for the continuum 
was mental illness, which impacts at least 17 
percent of the individuals housed in 2012 (see 
Figure 5). That was the more frequently 
reported health condition for eight of the 
regions.  

 
In regions 7 and 9, drug and alcohol abuse was 
the dominant health condition listed in HMIS, 
which is the second most commonly reported 
health condition at the continuum level. This is 
more consistent with the Winter 2011 
Sheltered and Unsheltered Homeless Count, 
where substance abuse was reported as 
affecting 41.8 percent of those who were 
sheltered and 22 percent of those who were 
not sheltered.1  
 
Substance abuse is broken down by drug abuse 
and alcohol abuse in HMIS. In 2012, drug abuse 
was reported by 13 percent of the clients and 
alcohol abuse was reported by 9 percent. The 
least reported health condition in the 
continuum was HIV/AIDS, which affected 11 
individuals of the 4,133 housed in 2012.  
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Prevention Services 
 
In 2012 there were 26 agencies tracking 
prevention services in HMIS for the Balance of 
State Continuum (see Appendix A). Prevention 
services include rent assistance and deposits, 
utility assistance and deposits and other 
services. Other services take into account food 
pantry items, transportation costs and 
hotel/motel vouchers.  
 
A total of 3,593 households received prevention 
services in 2012. This number may include 
duplicate households, as some may have 
received services multiple times in the 
continuum. That would be the case for 
households who received rental assistance for a 
number of months or a combination of 
prevention services, such as utility assistance 
and food pantry items. The total amount 
tracked in HMIS that was expended for 
prevention services in the BoS Continuum was 
$761,436.01.  
 
The majority of services provided are for food 
and grocery, which is primarily due to the 
number of food pantries entering data into 
HMIS (see Figure 6). This is slightly unique, 
however, in that only five regions in the 
continuum tracked food and grocery assistance 
in HMIS, and one of those regions served one 
household. A majority of the food and grocery 

services are provided in region 2, which served 
374 households for a total of $77,900.00.  
 
Assistance with utilities and assistance with rent 
were the next two most commonly provided 
assistance items for households. Most of the 
utility assistance was offered in region 1, where 
427 households were served for a total of 
$109.204.07. Region 1 also provided the most 
rental assistance, serving 169 households for a 
total of $54,435.  

 
Moving forward, the HMIS Project will identify 
other agencies in the continuum that also 
provide prevention services that may want to 
track data in HMIS, which would help the region 
and CoC get a more complete picture of those 
efforts.  

 
Reasons for Emergency 
 
Currently there are 31 options in HMIS to 
indicate a household’s primary reason for 
emergency (see Appendix B). There are also a 
handful of subsequent reasons that a household 
can select as secondary and tertiary reasons for 
experiencing emergency. In HMIS, the “Reasons 
for Emergency” report pulls on all three of 
those reasons. As a result, the numbers 
reported in this section are not unduplicated. 
Data is also unduplicated in that a household 
may have sought services multiple times. 
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Examining why people seek housing and 
prevention services allow agencies, 
communities and the continuum to look at the 
needs of the clients. It is also helpful in 
understanding the causes for emergency – 
whether it is due to financial reasons, health 
issues or other factors. This may provide some 
insight to unmet needs as well, pointing to 
potential gaps in services. 
 
In 2012, the most common reason for 
emergency in the continuum was insufficient 
income, accounting for roughly 53 percent of 
the respondents. This could likely be because 
the reasons for emergency are also captured for 
those seeking prevention services as well as 
those who were housed during the year.  
 
Loss of income is not quite as common as 
insufficient income, though it does account for 
2,364 households. As mentioned, however, 
some of those households may be duplicates 
based on how the report captures the 
information. Also in the top five reasons for 
emergency is being stranded or transient. While 
this isn’t the case for four of the regions, it does 
account for 26 percent of the population in 
region 7.  
 
The reasons for emergency may vary by 
program type. In region 7, there were two 
emergency shelters and two permanent 

housing programs with no agencies tracking 
prevention services in HMIS. This could explain 
the high volume of clients who are 
stranded/transient, as they may be more likely 
to seek shelter than prevention services. In the 
future the HMIS project will have the 
information broken down so the reasons for 
emergency can be divided between prevention 
services, emergency shelter, transitional 
housing and permanent housing programs to 
gain a better understanding of who is seeking 
what services and why.  
 

Program Utilization 
 
Utilization rates represent the number of units 
or beds occupied on a given night. In addition to 
providing useful information to the region and 
continuum about bed availability or 
unavailability, utilization rates are the single 
strongest indicator of HMIS data quality. It 
allows agencies and the HMIS Project to spot if 
an agency is potentially missing program entries 
or exits in the system or not entering all the 
clients being served by the program. 
 
The rates are calculated on the last Wednesday 
of each month from July 2012 to December 
2012 for the programs enrolled in HMIS. Data 
from January through June 2012 was presented 
during September Regional Housing Team 
Meetings and the report is available on the 
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HMIS Project website. Utilization rates for 2011 
are also available on the website. 
 
Utilization rates are examine in two ways – unit 
utilization rates and bed utilization rates – 
based on program type. The overall average 
utilization rate for the continuum is broken 
down by program type with the following 
capacities:  

 
The unit utilization looks at the number of units 
occupied at permanent housing programs (see 
Appendix A). While the number of units 
available may fluctuate month to month, the 
capacity for each month remains the number of 
units indicated by grants and the Housing 
Inventory Chart. Using that number allows the 
program to show how they are able to utilize 
funds to best serve the region.  
 
On average during the six-month period, the 
utilization rate was above full capacity (see 
Figure 8). This indicates that the programs are 

consistently full and even utilized their funding 
in a way that allowed them to serve more than 
the grant estimated.  
 
Similarly, bed utilization rates look at the 
number of beds that were utilized. This type of 
utilization rate is used for emergency shelters, 
transitional housing programs and the Safe 
Haven. There is, however, one emergency 
shelter that falls under a unit utilization rates as 
they have six units and the number of beds 
fluctuates. 
 
Average utilization rates show that there are a 
large number of beds that remain empty within 
the BoS Continuum (see Figure 8). The average 
for the six-month period show of the 297 
emergency shelter beds available, about 35 
percent of them (104 beds) remain empty. The 
same holds true for transitional housing 
programs. Of the 209 beds available and 
tracked in HMIS, roughly 31 percent (65 beds) 
remain empty. This is something that HUD takes 
into consideration in allocating funds, 
particularly for new programs.  
 
It is important to keep in mind, however, that 
the utilization rates are only calculated for 

 Programs Capacity 

Emergency shelter 13 297 beds 

Transitional housing 13 209 beds 

Permanent housing 32 478 units 

Safe Haven 1 8 beds 
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programs that track information in HMIS. 
Roughly 51 percent of the emergency shelter 
beds in the CoC are not tracked in HMIS and 65 
percent of the transitional housing beds are not 
entered into HMIS. Without that information it 
is hard to determine if there is a need for more 
of those programs and beds throughout the 
continuum.  
 
Appendix C shows a monthly breakdown of the 
utilization rates for all four program types. The 
regional reports available on the HMIS Project 
website also provide an analysis about the 
utilization rates in each region.  
 

Average Length of Stay for Individuals 
& Families at Emergency Shelters 
 
While the Homeless Emergency Assistance and 
Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act will 
provide guidance on how to measure for overall 
length of homelessness, currently the Balance 
of State CoC looks at the average length of stay 
at emergency shelters to obtain a baseline 
measure of how the continuum is performing.  
Currently HUD identifies high performing 
communities as ones where the average length 
of stay at emergency shelters is 20 days or less.4 
Communities are also considered high 
performing if they decrease the average length 
of stay by 10 percent each year. 4 
 

Baseline measures from 2011 and 2012 indicate 
that in the Balance of State Continuum 
individuals generally have a higher average 
length of stay at shelters, though they are 
seeing the largest decreases (see Figure 8). With 
individuals and families having an average 
length of stay higher than 20 days, the 
continuum has a goal of decreasing the average 
length of stay by 10 percent each year.  
 
At the continuum level, the goal for individuals’ 
length of stay in 2012 was met, surpassing 46 
day goal with an average length of stay for 39 
days. For families, however, the goal for 2012 
was not met. To meet the 10 percent reduction, 
the average length of stay would need to be 33 
days, and in 2012 it decreased to 36 days. This 
could be because there are fewer emergency 
shelters serving families in the continuum that 
track data in HMIS to help lower the average 
length of stay.  

 
Moving forward with the goal of reducing the 
average length of stay by 10 percent each year, 
the goal for 2013 is 37 days for individuals and 
34.1 days for families.  
 

Reasons for Leaving 
 
Currently there are 11 options in HMIS listed as 
reasons for leaving a housing program or 
shelter. Those reasons are divided into positive, 
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negative, other and unknown reasons for 
leaving. Positive reasons for leaving include left 
for housing opportunity or completed program. 
Negative reasons for leaving include such things 
as non-compliance with project, needs could 
not be met and disagreement with the rules. 
Both positive and negative reasons are 
classified based on what other continuums have 
previously done, which aided in categorizing the 
reasons for leaving (Appendix D).  
 
For all three program types, slightly more than 
half (54%) of households exit for positive 
reasons, meaning they have completed the 
program or have another housing opportunity. 
This percentage is slightly lower for permanent 
housing programs, which includes Shelter Plus 
Care programs. About 43 percent of those 
clients leave for positive reasons.  
 
Roughly one in four households left a housing 
program in 2012 for negative reasons. The bulk 
of the negative reasons are due to 
disagreement with rules. Tracking this program 
output allows programs and the continuum to 
identify issues or barriers clients may face in 
completing specific programs or remaining in a 
particular facility.5 

Unknown reasons for leaving are 
tracked primarily for data quality purposes, and 
that accounts for about 14 percent of the 
households who left a program in 2012. Most of 
those exits are from emergency shelter, though 
10 percent of the exits from permanent housing 
programs are for unknown reasons.  

 

Exit Destinations 
 
Currently in HMIS there are 18 exit destination 
options for clients leaving a housing program or 
emergency shelter. Those destinations are 
categorized as being permanent, temporary, 
institutional or other and are listed as such 
based on the Annual Performance Report (APR) 
(see Appendix D). 

 
Exit destinations are examined for two reasons. 
The first is that it provides an opportunity to 
look at how many clients leave for stable 
housing situations, which is one of three 
primary performance measures for permanent 
housing programs. Within the BoS CoC, most 
permanent and transitional housing programs 
set an annual goal of exiting 60 to 90 percent of 
clients to permanent housing.  
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A majority of the households (55%) exiting from 
a permanent or transitional housing program in 
2012 went to a permanent destination (see 
Figure 11). Of all the households who did exit to 
a permanent situation (403 households), 46 
percent of them were in a rental apartment or 
house with no subsidy. The second most 
common permanent housing exit destination 
was living with family permanent, which 
accounted for 20 percent of the households 
who exit to a permanent location.  
 

 

The second reason for monitoring exit 
destinations is for data quality purposes, 
particularly for unknown exit destinations. The 
Continuum of Care funding application also 
requires continuums to report on the percent of 
clients who exit to “Unknown” destinations. For 
the Balance of State continuum, this was an 
area of concern primarily for transitional 
housing programs. While there is not a 
threshold that a continuum needs to meet to 
ensure funding, having a lower percentage of 
clients with “Unknown” housing destinations 
improves data quality and provides a more 
complete picture of the state of homelessness 
within the continuum. 
 
“Unknown” destinations are captured under 
the “Other” category. Within the “Other” 
category, most of the exit destinations are 
attributed to the “Don’t know/Refused” 
response option, which is what the CoC would 
like to reduce for future funding applications. 

This accounts for roughly 11 percent of all exits 
from transitional and permanent housing 
programs. 
 
The number of “Other” destinations does vary 
slightly by program type. Of those leaving 
transitional housing programs, 13 percent of 
the households had an “other” exit destination, 
and none of those households had missing 
information or were deceased. For permanent 
housing programs, 20 percent of the 
households left to an “other” destination. For 
the 71 households with an “other” destination, 
roughly 45 percent had missing information. 
Another 51 percent of them were “Don’t 
know/Refused” destinations.  
 
Given the focus on exit destinations at the 
programmatic and continuum level, the HMIS 
Project partnered with the Supportive Housing 
Program (SHP) funders to address program 
performance. The collaboration should allow 
agencies to determine how to better capture 
exit destiantions and ensure their program is a 
high performing one.  
 

Moving Forward 
 
Although this report provides a snapshot of the 
extent and nature of homelessness in the 
Balance of State Continuum, there are some 
limitations of the report.  
 
First and foremost, not all programs within the 
continuum track their services in HMIS. This 
report only includes data for agencies enrolled 
in HMIS, which was discussed throughout the 
report. Currently HMIS data only captures 
information on half of the emergency shelter 
beds and 35 percent of the transitional housing 
beds in the continuum. Increasing bed coverage 
allows for a more comprehensive and accurate 
look at the extent and nature of homelessness, 
so it will remain a priority of the HMIS Project.  
 
Due to HMIS data standards, domestic violence 
providers do not enter their data into HMIS. 
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However, information from those agencies may 
contribute substantial information to this type 
of report. During March 2013 Regional Housing 
Team Meetings, many domestic violence 
agencies expressed interested in providing 
aggregate data to be included in future reports, 
which is what the HMIS Project will work on 
implementing this year so their data is included 
in the 2013 regional and continuum report.  
 
There may also be minor data quality issues 
with the agencies that do participate in HMIS. 
This primarily pertains to unknown exit 
destinations and exiting clients in a timely 
manner. There are also prevention agencies 
that may not be capturing all of the assistance 
they provide in a timely manner, which also 
impacts reports. The HMIS Project will continue 
to work with agencies on an individual basis to 
address any data quality concerns. While the 
data in this report shows aggregate level 
information for the continuum, agencies can 
request their specific data at any point for 
further review and analysis. 
 
Additionally, there are system limitations in 
what data can be pulled from HMIS. The HMIS 
Project will continue working with the system 
administer, Municipal Information Systems 
Incorporated (MISI), to enhance the system to 
allow more detailed data reporting. In the 
future, the following changes will be addressed:  

 Demographic information will include 
data from programs providing 
prevention services. 

 Reasons for emergency currently pull 
for primary, secondary and tertiary 
reasons, which will be reduced to just 
the primary reasons.  

 Reasons for leaving will be pulled at 
program-level to account for agencies 
who serve multiple regions.  

 
As regulations are released with guidance on 
how to measure performance at the agency and 
continuum level, such as recidivism and average 
length of homelessness, this report will be 

changed to address those measurements. The 
HMIS Project will also continue working with 
funders to ensure that data is shared and used 
to improve service delivery within the 
continuum.  
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Appendix A 
 
Balance of State (BoS) Agencies & Programs Enrolled in HMIS in 2012 
 

Region Agency Program Type 

1 Community Caring Council Permanent housing, prevention 

1 COMTREA Shelter Plus Care Permanent housing 

1 Disability Resource Association Prevention 

1 East Missouri Action Agency Permanent housing 

1 Family Counseling Center Permanent housing  

1 Lutheran Family & Children Services Prevention  

1 Salvation Army Arnold Prevention  

1 Salvation Army Cape Girardeau Prevention 

2 Douglass Community Services Prevention 

2 Hope House Emergency shelter 

2 NECAC Permanent housing 

2 Preferred Family Healthcare Permanent housing 

2 Salvation Army – Hannibal Prevention 

3 High Hope Employment Services Transitional housing, permanent housing 

3 Kirksville Housing Authority Permanent housing 

4 Catholic Charities Transitional housing, permanent housing 

4 Department of Mental Health S+C Permanent housing 

4 Good Samaritan Center Prevention 

4 Salvation Army – Chillicothe Prevention 

4 Simply Achieving Life’s Triumphs (SALT) Emergency shelter 

4 Synergy Services Emergency shelter 

4 United Services Community Action Agency Prevention 

5 Columbia Housing Authority Permanent housing 

5 Department of Mental Health S+C Permanent housing 

5 Harvest House Emergency shelter, transitional housing 

5 Haven House Transitional housing 

5 Lake Area Helping Hands Emergency shelter 

5 Missouri Ozarks Community Action Agency Permanent housing 

5 Phoenix Programs Emergency shelter, transitional housing, 
permanent housing, prevention 

5 Salvation Army – Columbia Emergency shelter, transitional housing, 
prevention 

5 Salvation Army – Jefferson City Emergency shelter, permanent housing, 
prevention 

5 SERVE Prevention 

5 Voluntary Action Center Prevention 

5 Welcome Home Emergency shelter, prevention 

5 Wiley House Emergency shelter 

6 DAEOC Emergency shelter, transitional housing, 
permanent housing, prevention 

6 Department of Mental Health S+C Permanent housing 
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6 Family Counseling Center Permanent housing 

6 Mission Missouri Transitional housing 

7 Family Counseling Center Permanent housing 

7 Ozark Family Resource Agency Permanent housing 

7 SEMO Christian Restoration Center Emergency shelter, permanent housing 

7 United Gospel Rescue Mission Emergency shelter, transitional housing 

8 Department of Mental Health S+C Permanent housing 

8 Samaritan Outreach Center Emergency shelter, prevention 

8 Texas County Food Pantry Prevention 

9 Christian Associates of Table Rock Lake Transitional housing (closed in 2012), 
permanent housing, prevention 

9 Church Army Branson Transitional housing 

9 Department of Mental Health S+C Permanent housing 

9 Salvation Army – Branson Prevention  

10 Catholic Charities Permanent housing, prevention 

10 Department of Mental Health S+C Permanent housing 

10 FAITH, Inc. Transitional housing 

10 Missouri Valley Community Action Agency Prevention 

10 Pettis County Community Partnership Permanent housing, prevention 

10 West Central Community Action Agency Prevention 
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Appendix B 
 
Reasons for Emergency HMIS Response Options 
 

1. Stranded/transient 
2. Relocating 
3. Physical abuse 
4. Loss of income 
5. Insufficient income 
6. Fire 
7. Kicked out of housing/fighting 
8. Condemnation 
9. Substandard housing 
10. No power 
11. No water 
12. Eviction 
13. Building sold/redeveloped 
14. Spousal desertion 
15. Mental health problem 
16. Section 8 violation  
17. Lack of income 
18. Drug/alcohol problem 
19. Never independent 
20. High risk neighborhood 
21. 2005 disaster victims 
22. Mental/emotional abuse 
23. Marriage/separation 
24. Victim of crime 
25. Displaced 
26. Institutional discharge 
27. Shelter termination 
28. Employment situation 
29. Jail/Prison release 
30. Domestic Violence 
31. Disaster 
32. Other_____________________________  
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Appendix C 
 
Bed & Unit Utilization Rates for HMIS Enrolled Agencies, July – December 2012 
 

 

Capacity: 297 beds 

Capacity: 209 beds 
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Capacity: 8 beds 

Capacity: 478 units 
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Appendix D 
 
Reasons for Leaving and Exit Destination HMIS Response Options & Categorization 
 
 

Reasons for Leaving  

Positive Reasons  
1. Left for housing opportunity   
2. Completed program 

 
Other Reasons 

1. Other 
2. Death  

 
Unknown Reasons 

1. Unknown/disappeared  

Negative Reasons 
1. Non-payment of rent/charges 
2. Non-compliance with project 
3. Criminal activity 
4. Disagreement with rules 
5. Needs could not be met 
6. Reached maximum time allow 

 

 
 

Exit Destinations 

Permanent Exit Destinations 
1. Client owned, no subsidy 
2. Client owned with subsidy 
3. Rental, no subsidy 
4. Rental with VASH subsidy 
5. Rental with other subsidy 
6. Permanent Supportive Housing for 

homeless 
7. Living with family, permanent 
8. Living with friends, permanent 

 
Temporary Exit Destinations 

1. Emergency shelter 
2. Transitional housing for homeless 
3. Staying with family, temporary 
4. Staying with friends, temporary 
5. Places not meant for human habitation 
6. Safe Haven 
7. Hotel/motel voucher paid by client 

 

Institutional Setting Exit Destinations 
1. Foster care 
2. Psychiatric facility 
3. Substance abuse/detox center 
4. Hospital (non-Psych) 
5. Jail/Prison 

 
Other Exit Destinations  

1. Deceased 
2. Other 
3. Don’t Know/Refused 
4. Information missing 

 

 
 


