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Continuum of Care Overview 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
The Jasper/Newton Continuum of Care (CoC) 
covers two counties in southwest Missouri. 
According to the 2013 Summer Point-in-Time 
Count, 408 people were reported as being 
homeless, with 52 of them not having shelter. 
That was the first count that did not include 
data from the FEMA Temporary Housing units 
following the tornado in 2011 and H.O.U.S.E.  
Incorporated. The H.O.U.S.E. Inc., was removed 
based on guidance received by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), as the program does not 
meet the definition of a homeless service 
provider.  
 
Currently there are 13 housing programs as well 
as agencies providing prevention services within 
the CoC. Of the 13 housing programs, nine are 
enrolled in HMIS and contributed data to this 
report. These include: 

 Three emergency shelters (Children’s 
Haven, Neosho Crosslines and Souls 
Harbor). 

 Two transitional housing programs 
(Economic Security Corporation and 
Salvation Army – Joplin).   

 Two permanent housing programs 
(Economic Security Corporation 
Chronically Homeless and RAP).  

 Two Shelter Plus Care programs 
(Economic Security Corporation and 
Missouri Department of Mental 
Health).  

 
The programs currently not enrolled in HMIS 
include two emergency shelters (Carthage Crisis 
Center and Watered Gardens), a domestic 
violence transitional housing program 
(Lafayette House) and a permanent housing 
program (Department of Veterans Affairs 
Supportive Housing program). The two shelters 
account for 75 of the 171 emergency shelter 
beds available in the CoC, meaning the beds 
tracked in HMIS reflect roughly 56 percent of all 
clients staying in a shelter. Permanent housing 
programs have a slightly more accurate 
reflection of clients served through that 
program, as 75 percent of the permanent 
housing units are tracked in HMIS.  
    

Demographics 
 
A total of 624 households were housed in the 
CoC in 2013, with a majority of them being 
households without children (see Figure 1). Of 
the 624 households, 78 were households with 
dependent children and 515 were households 
without dependent children. There were also 31 

This report uses data from the Homeless Missourians Information System (HMIS) to provide an annual 
snapshot of the extent and nature of homelessness in the Jasper/Newton Continuum of Care. Data was 
compiled from agencies for the time period of January 1, 2013 to December 17, 2013. This report also 
features performance measures outlined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  
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households with only children who were 
housed in 2013. A majority of the households 
without children were served at Neosho 
Crosslines and Souls Harbor, although neither 
program is restricted to single males and 
females. This is somewhat interesting, as 
previously H.O.U.S.E. Inc. was a listed as a 
primary reason there were substantially more 
households without children in the CoC, as the 
program only serves single males and females.  
 
Within the 624 households there were a total of 
821 people, of which 195 were under the age of 
18. In future reports, demographic information 
will include data from agencies that record 
prevention services to show a more complete 
picture of what homelessness looks like in the 
continuum.  
 
Of the 821 people housed, 58 percent were 
male (see Figure 2). This ratio is consistent with 
the 2013 Sheltered Summer Point-in-Time, 
which also includes data from the two shelters 
that are not enrolled in HMIS. It does not 
include data for the permanent housing 
programs as per the guidance provided by HUD.  

 
A majority (87%) of all persons served in 2013 
reported their race as white (see Figure 3).The 
next most commonly reported race was 

black/African American (6%). The remaining 
population was pretty evenly divided between 
American Indian/Alaskan Native, two or more 
races and those who refused to answer.   
 
Only a small percentage (3.5%) reported being a 
veteran, all of whom were male.  The distinction 
in gender among veterans is a particular area of 
interest for 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 focuses on 
health conditions. The most common health 
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condition reported in HMIS was mental illness, 
which impacts at least 14 percent of all persons 
served by housing programs during the year 
(see Figure 4). The next most commonly 
reported health condition was a physical 
disability, which reflects about 8 percent of the 
clients served in 2013.  
 
The least reported health condition was for a 
chronic health condition. That data element, 
however, is not pulled on a report for the three 
emergency shelters. As a result, the 17 people 
reported in this category may be a lower 
reflection of how many people are actually 
experiencing a chronic health condition.  

Prevention Services 
 
Currently there are two agencies that track 
prevention/financial assistance services in 
HMIS: Catholic Charities of Southern Missouri 
and Economic Security Corporation.  Prevention 
services include rent assistance and deposits as 
well as utility assistance and deposits. While 
other services could also be included, such as 
transportation or food, no agency tracked that 
in the database.  
  
A total of 212 households, which likely includes 
households who have received services multiple 
times or different types of services, were 
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assisted in the region for a total of roughly 
$91,000. The vast majority of prevention 
services provided are for rental assistance, 
although there were also counts of utility 
assistance and other deposits (see Figure 5).  

 
Moving forward, the HMIS Project will work 
with the CoC to identify other agencies in the 
region that also provide prevention services to 
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 A). Examining why 
people seek services allow agencies and the 
continuum to look at the needs of clients. It is 
also helpful in understanding the causes for 
emergency – whether it is due to financial 
reasons, health issues or other factors. This can 
also assist in planning a coordinated assessment 
process, as pinpointing the reasons for 
emergency often assists an agency in directing 
or referring clients to the resources necessary 
to prevent or end their homelessness.1  
 

                                                 
1
 Berg, M., Spergel, M. K. and Knight, K. (2004). Retrieved 

from the One CPD Website: 
https://www.onecpd.info/resources/documents/Operatio
nalUseOfHMISInCentralizedIntake.pdf. 

In 2013, the most common reason for 
emergency in the continuum was loss of 
income, accounting for approximately 15 
percent of the respondents (see Figure 6). The 
next most common reason for experiencing 
emergency is lack of income. 
 
What is unique about these primary reasons is 
that it does not include prevention agencies. 
Oftentimes data reflects insufficient income, 
loss of income and lack of income as primary 
reasons for emergency for clients obtaining 
prevention services. Housing programs are 
more likely to see reasons such as eviction, 
stranded/transient or health conditions. That 
may indicate that employment and other 
financial burdens or barriers is an area of 
concern within the Jasper/Newton CoC to 
explore to prevent and end homelessness.  
 

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 HMIS 
Project assesses baseline measures through the 
average length of stay at emergency shelters.  

 
Currently HUD identifies high performing 
communities as ones where the average length 

https://www.onecpd.info/resources/documents/OperationalUseOfHMISInCentralizedIntake.pdf
https://www.onecpd.info/resources/documents/OperationalUseOfHMISInCentralizedIntake.pdf
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of stay at emergency shelters is 20 days or less.2 
Communities are also considered high 
performing if they decrease the average length 
of stay by 10 percent each year.  
 
Within the Jasper/Newton CoC, the average 
length of stay for the three shelters tracking 
information in HMIS is rather close to the 20-
day benchmark set forth by HUD. The average  
length of stay is slightly higher for individuals 
than it is for families, but the difference is quite 
negligible (see Table 1 and Table 2). Although 
the average length of stay at Children’s Haven is 
slightly higher, it is likely due to the population 
they serve.  

 

Table 2: Average Length of Stay  
for Individuals 

Children’s Haven 35 days 

Neosho Crosslines 19 days 

Souls Harbor 15.7 days 

Average 23.2 days 

 
The HMIS Project will continue to assess the 
average length of stay and will also look at the 
longitudinal data for the average length of stay 
once the data transfer is complete.  
 

Reasons for Leaving 
 
Currently there are 11 options in HMIS listed as 
reasons for leaving a housing program or 
shelter (see Appendix B). Tracking this program 
output allows programs and the continuum to 
identify issues or barriers clients may face in 

                                                 
2
 Albanese, T. Performance measurement of homeless 

systems [PDF document]. Retrieved from Housing and 
Urban Development Web site: 
http://www.hudhre.info/documents/PerfMeasurementHo
melessSystems_Presentation.pdf. 

completing specific programs or remaining in a 
particular facility.3 
 
Reasons for leaving are categorized into 
positive, negative and other/unknown reasons. 
Positive reasons for leaving include left for 
housing opportunity or completed program. 
Negative reasons for leaving primarily pertain to 
non-compliance with the project and 
disagreement with rules.4 Both positive and 
negative reasons are classified based on what 
other continuums have previously utilized. 
Unknown/other reasons for leaving are tracked 
primarily for data quality purposes.  

 
Between the nine programs, more than half 
(61%) of all persons are exiting to unknown 
destinations (see Figure 7). All but two of those 
clients, however, were exiting from an 
emergency shelter. Although it is a data quality 
element that should be addressed, it is more 

                                                 
3
 Canavan Associates. (2006). Using HMIS to inform 

performance measurement outcomes. Retrieved from 
Housing and Urban Development Web site: 
http://www.hudhre.info/index.cfm?do=viewDisclaimer&p
tpid=4&resourceurl=/documents/UsingHMISToInformPerf
ormanceOutcomes.ppt.  
4
 Community Shelter Board. (2009). Program evaluation. 

Retrieved from Community Shelter Board Web site: 
http://www.csb.org/files/docs/Publications/2009/FY2009
%20Program%20Evaluation%20Final.pdf.  

Table 1: Average Length of Stay 
for Families 

Children’s Haven 35.9 days 

Neosho Crosslines 17.8 days 

Souls Harbor 11.3 days 

Average 21.6 days 

http://www.hudhre.info/documents/PerfMeasurementHomelessSystems_Presentation.pdf
http://www.hudhre.info/documents/PerfMeasurementHomelessSystems_Presentation.pdf
http://www.hudhre.info/index.cfm?do=viewDisclaimer&ptpid=4&resourceurl=/documents/UsingHMISToInformPerformanceOutcomes.ppt
http://www.hudhre.info/index.cfm?do=viewDisclaimer&ptpid=4&resourceurl=/documents/UsingHMISToInformPerformanceOutcomes.ppt
http://www.hudhre.info/index.cfm?do=viewDisclaimer&ptpid=4&resourceurl=/documents/UsingHMISToInformPerformanceOutcomes.ppt
http://www.csb.org/files/docs/Publications/2009/FY2009%20Program%20Evaluation%20Final.pdf
http://www.csb.org/files/docs/Publications/2009/FY2009%20Program%20Evaluation%20Final.pdf
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expected that emergency shelters would have a 
higher number of unknown exit destinations 
compared to transitional and permanent 
housing programs.  
 
Roughly 10 percent of all persons who exited 
from a housing program left for negative 
reasons. A majority of those clients (84%) did so 
due to non-compliance with the project, 
primarily at the Neosho Crosslines emergency 
shelter.  
 
Nearly one in four persons, however, do exit for 
positive reasons. Of those exiting for positive 
reasons, more than 76% of those clients 
completed the program while the remaining 
clients left a program for another housing 
opportunity.  
 

Exit Destinations 
 
Currently in HMIS there are 24 exit destination 
options for clients leaving a housing program or 
emergency shelter (see Appendix C). Those 
destinations are categorized as being 
permanent, temporary, institutional or other 
and are listed as such based on the Annual 
Performance Report (APR). 

 
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. The second is for data 
quality purposes, particularly for unknown exit 
destinations.  

 
There were a total of 578 exits during 2013 
between the nine housing programs in the 
Jasper/Newton CoC.  A majority of those exits 
(72%) were to other destinations (see Figure 8). 
As with the reasons for leaving, a large number 
of the unknown exit destinations are 
attributable to the emergency shelters. There 
were also a number of people moving into a 
temporary situation (staying with family or 
friends temporarily and transitional housing 
programs), though that is primarily attributable 
to those exiting from emergency shelters.  
 
For permanent housing programs, clients were 
either exiting to permanent (60%) or other 
destinations (40%). Eight of the 12 exits to 
permanent housing went on to a rental with no 
subsidy.  

 
Moving Forward 
 
Although this report provides a snapshot of the 
extent and nature of homelessness in the 
Jasper/Newton Continuum, there are some 



7 

 

report limitations. The data will also be pulled 
to include the last two weeks of December so 
data from 2013 is comprehensive.  
 
First and foremost, not all programs within the 
region track their services in HMIS. This report 
only includes data for agencies enrolled in HMIS 
and may have data quality issues. This primarily 
pertains to timely data entry and “unknown” 
values for reasons for leaving and exit 
destinations. 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 region, 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 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. 

 Exit destinations and health conditions 
for emergency shelters do not match 
perfectly with the exit destination 
options listed in the Annual 
Performance Report.  

 
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.  
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Appendix A 
 
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 B 
 
Reasons for Leaving HMIS Response Options 
 

1. Left for a housing opportunity  
2. Completed program  
3. Non-payment of rent/charges  
4. Non-compliance with project  
5. Criminal activity  
6. Reach maximum time allowed  
7. Needs could not be met  
8. Disagreement with rules  
9. Death  
10. Other  
11. Unknown/disappeared 
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Appendix C 
 
Exit Destination HMIS Response Options 
 
Permanent Destinations  

1. Client own, no subsidy  
2. Client own, subsidy  
3. Rental, no subsidy  
4. Rental, VASH subsidy  
5. Rental, other subsidy  
6. PSH for homeless  
7. Living w/ family, perm  
8. Living w/ friend, perm  

 
Temporary Destinations  

9. Emergency shelter  
10. TH for homeless  
11. Stay w/ family, temp  
12. Stay w/ friends, temp  
13. Place not meant for human habitation 
14. Safe Haven  
15. Hotel/Motel by client  

 
Institutional Settings 

16. Foster care  
17. Psychiatric facility  
18. Substance abuse / detox  
19. Hospital (non-Psych)  
20. Jail / Prison  

 
Other Destinations 

21. Deceased  
22. Other  
23. Don't Know / Refused  
24. Info missing 


