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FOREWORD

The Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) program is one of the oldest and most widely used of 
the McKinney Act programs. Evaluation of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program 
provides valuable information on the activities and resources of grantees and providers, 
their needs for and uses of Federal assistance, and the effectiveness of ESG in meeting 
those needs.

The evaluation shows that, although ESG provides only 10 percent of the average ESG 
provider’s operating budget, it has been an important resource for shelter providers. By 
meeting the most basic needs for operating funds and appropriate facilities, ESG has 
enabled providers to use other funding sources to offer additional programs and services.
As a formula grant, ESG also targets funding to areas of need. With expansions in the 
range of eligible ESG activities, providers have shifted a growing share of their grants away 
from capital expenditures and toward essential services and homeless prevention initiatives.

ESG is one of HUD’s oldest programs to assist the homeless. However, as we have gained 
experience, our approaches to serving homeless people have evolved to focus more on 
permanent solutions. We now recognize that emergency care alone will not solve 
homelessness and is only the first step toward the long-term goal of enabling homeless 
people to make the transition into permanent housing.

The lessons that emerge from this evaluation have immediate relevance to ongoing efforts 
to reform assistance to the homeless. HUD is working with other Federal agencies, State 
and local governments, shelter and social service providers, and homeless persons to 
reshape and coordinate Federal assistance. This approach will foster the development of 
comprehensive local systems capable of providing the "continuum of care" needed to 
reduce homelessness. Homeless persons will be brought into a system which assesses their 
problems, provides them with the services and housing they need to lead independent lives, 
and helps them make a successful transition from temporary shelter to permanent housing. 
HUD has proposed to reorganize the existing array of HUD McKinney homeless assistance 
grants for the purpose of enabling communities to establish comprehensive systems to meet 
the multidimensional needs of homeless persons. Many of the issues discussed in this 
evaluation—formula funding, the role of grantees, local strategic planning, and others—will 
be central to this dialogue. Evaluation of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program offers 
useful information to anyone interested in the future of Federal homeless assistance efforts.

!

Michael A/ Stegman 
Assistant Secretary for 

Policy Development and Research
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APPENDIX A
SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES

Introductory Note to Appendix A
This appendix contains supplementary tables corresponding to all the research questions 

posed by HUD for this evaluation. The questions are organized according to the list in the 

Contract Scope of Work and numbered for correspondence with the crosswalk in the evaluation’s 

The subject areas are in the following ranges:Research Design.

Analytic Theme Research Questions Item Numbers

Description A.l to A.8.e 1 to 110

Implementation B.l to B.16 111 to 165

166 to 198C.l to C.lO.aImpact

The tables are uniform in format, with the same elements in each. There is one version 

for reporting data about grantees, a second for reporting data about providers. Empty shells of 

each are shown in Exhibits A.l and A.2, so that the common elements can easily be located. 

These elements are listed here.
Item(s) — Indicates the item numbers in the Research Design crosswalk.

Research Question(s) ~ Gives the number(s) and text of the research question(s) posed 
by HUD

Shaded bar

Responses — Shows the answer categories or identifying labels of rows in the table.

Respondent groups —

Grantees are always grouped by grantee type (state/tenitory, metropolitan city, 
urban county).

Recipients (the middle level of the program) are reported all together, sometimes 
in the same table as grantees.

1 Abt Associates, Inc., Evaluation of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program: Research Design, Data 
Collection and Analysis Plan (March 24, 1992), pp. 59-75.
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Appendix A: Supplementary Tables

Providers are always grouped by stratum (homelessness prevention, essential 
services, conversion/rehabilitation, operations). Assignment of providers to strata 
indicates one but not all of the ESG-eligible activities for which funding was 
received in FY 91; many providers were conducting more than one eligible 
activity. The hierarchical assignment of providers to strata is explained in 
Chapter 2 and described in detail in Appendix B.

Measure — Shows the statistical measure being reported (mean, percent, median).

Left column

Questions — Shows wording of survey question when it differs from research question.

Total responses - Shown when response categories are mutually exclusive (no multiple 
responses). Notes indicate when multiple responses are possible.

Source — Indicates data collection instrument and whether data are weighted.

Missing cases -- Shows the unweighted number of missing responses.

Notes - Gives information about multiple responses, definitions of data items, and other 
details. General notes are numbered (1); notes for specific items in table are lettered (a). 
General notes are listed before specific notes.
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APPENDIX B
SUMMARY OF SAMPLING, SURVEY RESPONSE, AND DATA COLLECTION

This Appendix provides a summary of the evaluation’s sample design in Section B1.0, 
ummary of survey response in Section B2.0, and a synopsis of the data collection in Sectiona s

B3.0.

B1.0 Sampling for the Emergency Shelter Grants Program Evaluation
For this study, several separate samples were required. The sample design was based 

upon both the hierarchical structure of the ESG Program and the different data collection 

requirements to answer the research questions posed by HUD. The following samples 

drawn and used:
were

• A sample of grantees, for purposes of a telephone survey and selection of 
intensive-study sites ("the grantee sample");

• A sample of shelters and other homeless services providers receiving ESG funds 
in FY 91 from the sampled grantees, for purposes of a telephone survey, a mailed 
survey, and selection of intensive-study sites ("the provider sample"); and

• A set of intensive-study sites, each consisting of a grantee and selected providers.

Grantees are at the head of the program hierarchy, and shelters and other homeless 

services providers are at the bottom of the hierarchy. From reconnaissance work in the field, 
and through discussions with our consultants, it was realized that use of an intermediate category 

of recipient was quite infrequent. For the study, the definition of recipient was restricted to a 

second-level decision-making entity, such as a county, with authority to reallocate ESG funds. 

Recipients identified by grantees during the course of the data collection were interviewed.
Grantees may be states, metropolitan cities, urban counties, territories, and (beginning 

in fiscal year 1991) Indian tribes. Indian tribes were excluded from the study since they had not 

yet received their first ESG allocations (from FY 91) when the research began. Data reported 

in the tables below also exclude Indian tribes. All states are grantees only and must fully 

distribute ESG funds (except administrative monies) to recipients or directly to service providers. 

Shelters may be day shelters, night shelters, or 24-hour operations. It is clear that shelters are
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not the only kinds of service providers funded by ESG; other types include health and counseling 

service agencies, residential treatment facilities, local government agencies, and a variety of 

other entities serving the homeless and at-risk populations.
The population structure suggested the selection of a cluster sample nested across levels. 

Therefore, a national probability sample of grantees was drawn. A sample of providers was then 

drawn from the sample grantees. This resulted in a two-stage cluster sample of providers. 
However, it was also necessary to identify the recipients directly funded by grantees who in turn 

funded sampled providers.
This approach offered three key advantages. First, it was only necessary to create a 

complete sampling frame (list) of recipients and providers for the sample grantees and not for 

all grantees in the population. Keeping in mind the lack of any complete and up-to-date national 
list of recipients or providers, this approach made the sampling frame construction task much 

easier to implement.
Second, the selection of a nested cluster sample limited the number of grantees that must 

be contacted and asked to provide information. It thus limited respondent burden and allowed 

use of our knowledge of the grantee when dealing with the recipients, shelters, and other service 

providers.

Third, nesting the provider and recipient samples within the grantee sample offered the 

ability to link grantee characteristics to the other organizations in the program. This linking of 

characteristics strengthened the analysis. It was particularly useful for answering research 

questions that cut across the levels. Examples included linking differences in grantee strategies 

with variations in local ESG services and facilities, or comparing shelter services and facilities 

by type of grantee.

Bl.l Sampling of Grantees 

The Grantee Population

Sample design began with a census of all 382 grantees ever funded in the Emergency 

Shelter Grants Program. A data base provided by HUD on the ESG Program was used to 

analyze the size and nature of the organizations in the program over the years. The size of the 

population of grantees is shown in Exhibit B.l for the years 1987 through 1991. The initial
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ear is referred to asFY 87 allocation is referred to as FY 87, the supplemental from the same y 

FY 87S. i

did not change very much after FYThe total number of grantees in the ESG Program 

87S; there was relatively steady participation of grantees in the ESG Program over the years. 

Fully 367 grantees had annual participation from FY 87S through FY 91, and the mean grantee

population for that period was 376. While many new grantees entered the program with the 

supplemental appropriation in 1987, none who received the initial allocation left the program in 

1987. There were only nine grantees that were participants in the ESG Program in at least one 

previous year that were not still participants in FY 91. Of these, six were steady participants 

from FY 87S through FY 90. There were only two grantees that did not participate in FY 90 

but did in FY 91, of these, one was a steady participant in the previous years.

Exhibit B.l

Grantee Population and Funding

YEAR FY 87 FY 87S FY 88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91
Number of grantees

Total funding 
($’000 appropriated)

87 378 374 379 378 373
$10,000 $50,000 $8,000 $46,500 $73,164 $72,432

Stratification of Grantees
The sample of grantees was drawn from the 367 grantees with steady participation from

that historic data on grantees could be 

still included all 382 grantees
FY 87S to FY 91. An advantage of this approach 

collected without any missing years. However, the grantee census

was

ever receiving ESG funds.

and the FY 87 supplemental appropriation as F 
Indian tribes, as explained above.
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Exhibit B.2

Grantee and Funds Distribution by Census Region

FY 89 FY 90FY 87 FY 87S FY 88 FY 91YEAR
Region

116 103115 9811519Northeast
($’000) $2,955 $14,788 $2,367 $13,719 $19,028 $18,767

75 757376 7621Midwest
($’000) $2,468 $12,320 $1,972 $11,395 $17,928 $17,758

108106 12010627 120South
($’000) $2,901 $14,478 $2,317 $13,565 $23,904 $123,706

8080 8081West
($’000)

20 79
$1,676 $8,414 $1,344 $7,821 $12,304 $12,201

Average Percent of National Funds 
(Excluding Territories)

Homeless Population 
Percent 19912Region

Northeast 27.0% 32.7%

Midwest 25.5% 13.4%

South 30.2% 22.1%

West 17.3% 31.8%

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0%

2 U. S. Bureau of the Census, Shelter and Street Night counts (March 20, 1991). The Census Bureau 
states that the results of its Shelter and Street Night (S-night) operation are estimates of the number of 
persons housed in emergency shelters and situated on the streets during the time of the S-night survey 
(evening of March 20, 1991, and early morning of March 21, 1991). The Census Bureau cautions that 
the data are not and were never intended to be a count of the total population of homeless persons at the 
national, state or local level. However, there are no such counts available.
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The grantee sample was stratified by region and type. The HUD data base provided 

information to examine how these stratifiers were distributed. Exhibit B.2 shows the numbers 

of grantees and the dollar allocations by the four Census Regions. The West and Midwest 
regions had fewer grantees compared to the Northeast and South (around 80 versus around 100). 
An examination of the ESG Program allotments over time showed that in FY 87, the Northeast 
received the highest average award per grantee ($155,526 vs. $114,943 on average), presumably 

because of New York City’s grant. When the FY 87S grants were allocated, a ratio of average 

allocation by region was established and has remained relatively stable through FY 91. Each 

region’s allocation as a percentage of the national, excluding territories, averaged over time, is 

shown in the lower panel of Exhibit B.2 along with the regional distribution of homeless persons 

in 1991 counted by the Census Bureau. One region-the Midwest-received roughly twice the 

proportion of funding relative to its homeless count in 1991; by contrast, the West has the 

reverse situation, with about half the proportion of funding compared to the homeless population. 

As HUD wrshed to ensure a geographically representative sample, the variations in funding 

relative to homeless population were not taken into account in sampling but formed part of the 

background for the research.

The second stratifier for the grantee sample was grantee type. Based on the HUD 

database information, the grantee population was classified into the following three categories: 
state or territory, urban county, and metro city. (A grantee that is a metro city may be either 
a central city or a suburban area.) Exhibit B.3 summarizes the types of grantees from 1987 

through 1991. It shows that, from FY 87S to FY 91, roughly 14 percent of the grantees have 

been states, 28 percent have been urban counties, and 57 percent have been metropolitan cities. 

Grantees were stratified by type because there are significant differences in program authority 

and administrative structure among the types.
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Exhibit B.3

Types of ESG Program Grantees

FY 90 FY 91FY 89FY 88FY 87SFY 87YEAR
Type

51 (13.7%)5151515151STATE
5 5 (1.3%)55TERRITORY 50

104 105 (28.2%)105101URBAN COUNTY 1035

METRO CITY 
-Central city 
-Suburb

190 187 (50.1%) 
25 (6.7%)

19019019131
282827280

378 373 (100%)TOTAL 37937437887

The Grantee Census

An intensive effort to collect documentation on all the grantees from HUD (including the 

applications, interim, annual performance, and final reports) produced a complete enumeration 

of the jurisdictions receiving funding over the study period. The documentation available at 

HUD provided considerable information on the ESG Program grantees from FY 87 to FY 89, 

but the records were notably incomplete for FY 90 and FY 91. In many cases, the only 

information available for these two years was the total program funding allocated to the grantee. 

The census was conducted by mail using data abstracted from the applications and reports. After 

relevant fields had been abstracted and a data base created, a printout was sent to each grantee 

for checking, with telephone contacts to fill in the information gaps.

Data items verified during the grantee census included:

grantee contacting information (agency name, address, phone, and contact 
person);

ESG funding amounts obligated and spent, for each eligible activity category 
from FY 87 to FY 91;

identification of all recipients and providers receiving ESG funds from the 
grantee;
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for each recipient and provider, the ESG funding amount and the eligible activity 
categories funded, from FY 87 to FY 91;

for each recipient and provider, the type of organization (public or nonprofit, 
shelter or non-shelter) and the organization’s role (recipient or provider).

The Grantee Sample

The grantee census was used to create the sampling frame for grantees. This census was 

used to draw a probability proportional to size (PPS) sample of grantees, from the population 

of 367 steady grantees still active in FY 91. The measure of size was the cumulative annual 
dollar grant amount. Annual figures were converted into constant dollars to adjust for inflation 

over time.

PPS sampling was used for two key reasons. First, it gave the larger grantees a greater 

probability of selection. This is important when the population consists of units that vary greatly 

in terms of size.3 Second, selecting grantees with PPS sampling follows classical cluster 
sampling theory4 regarding the later selection of recipients within grantees and of shelters and 

other service providers within grantees and recipients.

After some concern was expressed that the allocation of ESG dollars (which is based on 

the CDBG formula) might not match up well with the distribution of the homeless population, 
further investigation was made of the relationship between ESG funding and homeless population 

counts at the state level. The correlations between ESG funding (in the years 1987 through 

1991) for all grantees within the state and the Bureau of the Census counts of homeless 

population across states in 1991 were very high.5 The product-moment correlation of 

approximately 4-0.88 showed a very strong relationship between the distribution of homeless 

population across states and ESG funding amounts. These high correlations suggested that, even

3 Kish, L., 1987. Statistical Design for Research, John Wiley & Sons, New York, Section 7.5.

4 Kish, L., 1965. Survey Sampling, John Wiley & Sons, New York, Chapter 6.

5 The Census Bureau states that the results of its Shelter and Street Night (S-night) operation are estimates 
of the number of persons housed in emergency shelters and situated on the streets during the time of the S- 
night survey (evening of March 20, 1991, and early morning of March 21, 1991). The Census Bureau 
cautions that the data are not and were never intended to be a count of the total population of homeless 
persons at the national, state or local level. However, there are no such counts available.
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though unevenly distributed by region, dollars funded was an acceptable measure of size for this 

sample design.
A grantee sample of 310 was drawn from the grantee population of 367 steady ESG 

Program participants. (Nine grantees were excluded from the sample since they had already 

been interviewed by Abt or Aspen staff during the reconnaissance visits for the evaluation, and 

the extensive information gathered from them had already informed the understanding of the 

ESG Program.) Grantees were sampled with probability proportional to size (PPS); the size 

measure was the constant dollar6 cumulative funding of ESG from FY 1987 to FY 1991. The 

sample was stratified based on Census region (Northeast, South, Midwest, and West) and 

grantee type (state or territory, urban county, and metropolitan city). Exhibit B.4 shows a cross
tabulation of type by census region in the grantee sample. Of the sample of 310 grantees, 101 

are in the South, 81 in the Northeast, 64 in the West, and 64 in the Midwest. There are 176 

metropolitan cities in the sample (56.8 percent of the total). The number of urban counties is 

86 (27.7 percent), and the number of State or Territories is 48 (15.5 percent).

HUD requested that Abt Associates examine the grantee sample distribution relative to 

two other characteristics (beyond the stratifiers): HUD region and activity mix. As Exhibit B.5 

indicates, the grantee sample contained a minimum of 10 grantees in each HUD region. There 

were 10 and 12 sampled grantees in Regions 8 and 10, respectively.

The interest in grantee activity mix concerns the allocation of ESG funds among the four 

eligible activity categories: operations; rehabilitation; essential services; and homelessness 

prevention. Until the grantee census, there were no complete or recent data available on 

patterns of funding allocation among the categories. Exhibit B.6 shows the number of eligible 

activity categories grantees funded in FY 91. (The categories exclude administration, to focus 

on the uses of funds for helping the homeless.) About half the sample grantees funded 3 or 4 

types of eligible activities. Only 37 sample grantees funded a single category. Exhibit B.7 

shows that substantial proportions of the sample grantees are funding each type of activity. Even 

homelessness prevention, the newest stand-alone category, is being supported with ESG funds

6 ESG funding amounts from FY 1987 to FY 1991 were converted into 1991 dollars using the implicit 
price deflator for gross domestic product compiled by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, Department of 
Commerce.
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Exhibit B.4

Census Region by Grantee Type 
Grantee Sample

Census
Region

Grantee Type
Total

Count 
Row Pet. 
Col. Pet.

State/Territoiy Urban County Metro City

Northeast 8 27 46 81
9.88 33.33

31.40
56.79
26.14

100.00
26.3116.67

South 15 23 63 101
14.85
31.25

62.38
35.80

22.77
26.74

100.00
32.58

Midwest 12 14 38 64
18.75
25.00

21.87
16.28

59.38
21.59

100.00
20.65

West 13 22 29 64
20.31
27.08

34.38
25.58

45.31
16.48

100.00
20.65

Total 48 86 176 310
56.77

100.00
15.48

100.00
27.74

100.00
100.00

100.00%
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Exhibit B.5

HUD Region by Grantee Type 
Grantee Sample

Grantee TypeHUD
Region Total
Count 

Row Pet. 
Col. Pet.

Metro CityUrban CountyState/Territory

17 210Boston (1) 4
80.95 100.000.0019.05

6.779.660.008.33

19 3716New York (2) 2
51.35
10.80

100.00
11.94

5.41 43.24
18.604.17

17Philadelphia 4 17 38
10.53 44.74

19.77
44.74 100.00

12.26
(3)

9.668.33

Atlanta (4) 9 14 37 60
15.00
18.75

23.33
16.28

61.67
21.02

100.00
19.35

Chicago (5) 6 12 31 49
12.24
12.50

24.49
13.95

63.27 100.00
17.61 15.81

Dallas (6) 5 3 20 28
17.86
10.42

10.71 71.43
11.36

100.00
3.49 9.03

Kansas City 4 2 7 13
(7) 30.77 15.38 53.85 100.00

8.33 2.33 3.98 4.19

Denver (8) 5 2 3 10
50.00
10.42

20.00 30.00 100.00
2.33 1.70 3.23

San Francisco 5 16 21 42
(9) 11.90

10.42
38.10
18.60

50.00
11.93

100.00
13.55

Seattle (10) 4 4 4 12
33.33 33.33 33.33 100.00

8.33 4.65 4.65 3.87

Total 48 86 176 310
15.48

100.00
27.74

100.00
56.77

100.00
100.00
100.00
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Exhibit B.6

Number of Eligible Activity Categories 
Funded by Grantees in 1991

Number of Categories* All Grantees Grantee Sample

1 53 14.1%16.8% 37

2 106 33.7 90 34.2

3 90 28.6 75 28.5

4 66 6121.0 23.2

Total 315 100.0 263 100.0

*Excludes administration (capped at 5%).
Missing cases: 67 grantees from the universe (non-respondents to the grantee census), 

47 grantees from the sample.

Exhibit B.7

Proportion of Sample Grantees 
Funding ESG-Eligible Activity Categories 

in FY91

All Grantees Grantee Sample

74.8%Operations 72.5%

47.7Rehabilitation 44.8

54.7 59.7Essential Services

39.0Homelessness Prevention 37.2
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by almost 40 percent of the sample grantees; operations funding is provided to shelters by about 

three-fourths the sample grantees.

Completion of the Grantee Census
After all relevant data were abstracted from the documents (and after drawing of the 

grantee sample), a printout of the existing data was sent to each grantee for review. There were 

two purposes to this step: obtaining full data on the use of program funds in FY 90 and FY 91, 
and obtaining a full list of recipients and providers to build those sampling frames. If necessary, 
grantees were contacted by telephone to obtain a response or to deal with incomplete or missing 

items. Grantees were asked to:
• Confirm their allocation of funds among the eligible activity categories;

Check for completeness and accuracy in the list of funded organizations;

Check for completeness and accuracy in the annual funding amounts and activity 
categories for each funded organization;

Indicate whether the organization is a governmental agency or a private nonprofit;
and

Indicate which organizations have further funds allocation authority (i.e., are 
recipients) and which organizations provide services to the homeless population.

Exhibit B.8 shows the results of the grantee census as they related to the previously 

drawn grantee sample. Overall, 84.8 percent of the grantees provided usable responses. For 

purposes of recipient and provider sampling, usable responses were those that had sufficient 

data on the entities funded in FY 91 to identify their funded activities. Both the distribution 

of usable responses by grantee type (Exhibit B.8) and the distribution by Census region (Exhibit 
B.9) indicate that the usable responses were representative of the universe and of the sample as 

a whole.

Constructing the Recipient and Provider Sampling Frames

After drawing the PPS sample of grantees and completing the grantee census, a list was 

generated from the grantee census data base of all the recipients and service providers associated 

with each sampled grantee. This list reflected all the funded entities the sample grantees had
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Exhibit B.8
Usable Grantee Responses by Grantee Type

All Grantees, FY 91 Useable GranteesGrantee Sample

Grantee Type Number PercentPercent Number NumberPercent

Metropolitan City 56.3%220 57.6% 176 56.8% 148

55 14.1%State or Territory 14.4% 48 15.5% 37

Urban County 107 28.0% 29.7%86 27.7% 78

TOTALS 382 100.0% 310 100.0% 100.0%263

Note: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

Exhibit B.9
Usable Grantee Responses by 

Census Region

All Grantees, FY 91 Grantee Sample Useable Grantees

Number PercentCensus Region Number Percent Number Percent

27.0% 81 26.1% 66 25.1%103Northeast

31.7% 101 32.6% 87 33.1%121South

20.2% 24.5% 21.7%64 5777Midwest

21.2% 64 24.5% 53 20.2%81West

310 263 100.0%100.0% 100.0%TOTALS 382
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previously reported to HUD, as confirmed and updated during the processing of the grantee 

The data indicated whether the funded entity was a direct service provider or an agency 

with further authority to allocate ESG funds (a recipient). In a few instances, second-level 
decision makers were also reported to provide services. These entities were classified as 

providers for sampling purposes, since service provision was of greater interest to the study.

census.

B1.2 Sampling of Recipients
One purpose of the grantee census was to identify grantees that used a middle layer of 

funding decision-makers to further allocate ESG funds. The evaluation’s research design calls 

for sampling of these middle-layer funders - termed recipients — as the second stage cluster, 
with sampling of providers funded by the selected recipients representing the third-stage cluster.

At the time the research design was completed, it was already known from 

reconnaissance efforts that few recipients were likely to be found; the sample size for recipients 

was estimated at 100. During the grantee census data collection, considerable attention was paid 

to clarifying whether grantees used "pass-through" agencies as conduits for funding shelters 

and other homeless-services providers, or whether the agencies actually made further ESG 

allocation decisions.

Results of the grantee census indicated that state grantees used counties and localities to 

pass through ESG monies to providers in the earlier years of the program; indeed, this was 

required in FY 87 and FY 87S. States providing data on pass-through agencies over the 

program period (FY 87 to FY 91) included New York, Delaware, West Virginia, Illinois, Ohio, 
Texas, and Washington. However, it appears that in FY 91 only two states in the grantee 

sample — Missouri and Alabama — used county or local governments to make further funding 

choices. California was a third state that still actively used recipients; however, its recipients 

are on a two-year cycle, and none received FY 91 funding. Therefore, these are the only 

sample grantees for which a middle layer exists.

As a result of this minute number of recipients, the sampling strategy was altered to draw 

a uniform 2-stage (grantee-provider) cluster sample. For the two states where recipients were 

present, recipients were traced back from the sampled providers, and these recipients 

interviewed. In the course of the provider survey, only two other recipients were identified and 

interviewed.

were
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B1.3 Sampling of Providers

The Provider Population
The HUD database contained some information on ESG-funded shelters and other service 

providers for FY 87, FY 87S, and FY 88. Unfortunately, there were no data after FY 88. 
Until the completion of the grantee census, therefore, there was no estimate of the total number 

of providers funded by ESG monies in FY 91. Based on the data abstracted from HUD records 

and completed and verified by the grantees, Exhibit B.10 shows selected characteristics of the 

providers reported to receive ESG funding in FY 91, including number of activities funded and 

geographical distribution (by HUD region and Census region). Exhibit B.ll shows what 
proportion of the providers received funding for each of the eligible activities. Over 70 percent 
received some monies in FY 91 for operations. Over a third received some essential services 

funding. About a fifth were funded for capital work (conversion, renovation, or rehabilitation), 
and roughly the same proportion for homelessness prevention.

S
:

:
I
:

Stratification of Shelters and Other Service Providers
Using the grantee census data for the grantees in the sample, a sampling frame was 

constructed of providers eligible for inclusion in the sample. Criteria for eligibility include 

receipt of funding from FY 91 to provide services to the homeless and availability of data on 

the mix of ESG-funded FY 91 activities. These criteria excluded agencies that received only 

administrative funding and agencies for which no activity data were available from the grantee.

The evaluation’s research design called for the providers to be sampled by type of funded 

activity. There were to be four strata: rehab, operations, essential services, and homelessness 

prevention. It is easy to assign a provider to a stratum if only one activity is being supported 

by FY 91 ESG funding. However, as shown in Exhibit B.10, many of the providers in this 

sampling frame conducted more than one activity.
Providers carrying out multiple activities with ESG funds were to be randomly assigned 

to sampling strata. However, based upon examination of actual activity distributions, as well 
as estimation of the effect of random selection on numbers of completed interviews by activity 

category, it was decided that a hierarchical assignment would be used instead, in order to
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Exhibit B.10

Providers’ Number of Eligible Activity 
Categories Funded in FY 91

Sampled Grantees’ 
Providers

All Grantees’ 
Providers

Number of Categories* 
Funded in FY 91

60.9%120562.2%13751

517 26.125.95732

226 11.410.52313

31 1.61.4314

1979 100.0%100.0%2210Total**

HUD Region

9.7% 175 8.0%2361

208 9.59.62 234

167 6.9 136 6.23

487 20.0 4744 21.7

5 447 18.4 413 18.9

6 212 8.7 205 9.4

7 196 8.1 193 8.9

8 46 1.9 46 2.1

9 267 11.0 195 8.9

10 140 5.8 135 6.2

Total 2432 100.0 2180 100.0%

Census Region

Northeast 553 22.7% 467 21.4%

South 771 31.7 719 33.0

Midwest 667 27.4 630 28.9

West 441 18.1 364 16.7

Total 2432 100.0 2180 100.0%

*ExcIudes administration (usually retained by grantees).
**A1I grantees:

Sample grantees: 201 providers had admin only or no FY 91 activity mix data.
222 providers had admin only or no FY 91 activity mix data.
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Exhibit B.ll
Number and Percentage of Providers Receiving 

Funding for Ebgible Activity Categories 
in FY 91

All Grantees’ 
Providers

Sample Grantees’ 
Providers

Operations 1578 71.4% 1431 72.3%

Rehabilitation 502 22.7 452 22.8

Essential Services 814 36.8 753 38.0

Homelessness Prevention 429 19.4 405 20.5!

Percentages add to more than 100%, due to multiple activity 
funding (see Exhibit B.10).

achieve a more even distribution of sample across the strata, and to assure that providers of 

lower-incidence services would be represented in the sample.

A hierarchical assignment of providers to the four strata was made according to the 

following rules, based on FY 91 activities:

All providers who deliver homelessness prevention services are assigned to that 
stratum (H), regardless of what other activities they conduct.

Providers not funded for homelessness prevention services but delivering essential 
services are assigned to that stratum (E), regardless of what other activities they 
conduct.

Providers funded for neither homelessness prevention nor essential services but 
that are conducting conversion, renovation or rehabilitation are assigned to that 
stratum (C), regardless of whether they also are funded for operations.

The remaining providers are assigned to the operations stratum (O). They consist 
of agencies only funded for operations (not in combination with other activities), 
as reported by the grantees.
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Note that these assignments were made according to activity, not according to budget allocations. 
They were also made on the basis of grantee reports, unverified by the provider.7

Using this approach, about a fifth of all the providers eligible to be sampled fell in the 

homelessness prevention stratum, 28 percent into the essential services stratum, 16 percent into 

con version/renovation/rehabilitation, and the remaining 36 percent into shelter operations. There 

was considerable variation in this distribution for particular grantees.

Sampling Shelters and Other Service Providers
The sampling of service providers assumed that only currently funded (FY 91) shelters 

and non-shelter service providers were to be sampled. Grantees indicated the service providers 

that no longer received funding, but the service provider sample did not include former service 

providers, because there was likely to be substantially greater non-response and overall higher 

survey costs to reach this segment. (However, some former providers were included in the site 

visits.)

A random sample of current FY 91 shelters and other service providers was drawn within 

the strata defined above for each of the 263 usable grantees. (Usable grantees were those who 

responded to the grantee census and provided updated information on funded providers, 
including activity mix and dollar amount of FY 91 grant.). At the bottom level of the ESG 

Program, it was not desirable that only the largest providers fall into the sample; therefore, size 

variations were allowed to occur naturally in the sample. This avoided the problems that could 

have resulted from PPS sampling based on ESG grant size. (The reconnaissance had already 

shown that grant size was not a good indicator of overall provider size.)

Once the providers were assigned to the four strata within a usable grantee, sample 

selection was accomplished. The provider sample selection method had the following main 

characteristics:

A target sample size of 1075 allowed for 40 percent provider nonresponse.

The selection method used in each of the 263 usable grantees was simple random 
sampling by activity stratum.

7 In a small number of cases, it appears that the data provided by grantees in the census were in error or 
out of date.
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• An equal allocation of sample to the four strata would select 269 providers for 
each. This was modified because equal allocation was balanced against taking 
roughly equal numbers of providers per grantee.8

• Sampling of roughly equal numbers of providers per grantee, by taking all 
providers for any grantee with 5 or fewer providers, then sampling at random 
from the providers of the grantees with more than 5.

Thus, the provider sample is a cluster sample within the sampled grantees. Providers were 

sampled within grantees according to the number and stratum mix of providers funded by the 

grantee. For grantees with more than five providers in FY 91, not all providers fell in The 

sample.

Characteristics of the Provider Sample

A provider sample of 1131 members was drawn from the sample grantees. The actual 
sample size differed from the target sample size (1075) due to the stochastic rounding procedure 

used to convert the individual grantee stratum sample sizes to integer stratum sample sizes. 
Note, too, that, because only 263 of the 310 sample grantees had usable responses, the mean 

number of sampled providers per grantee was slightly over 4.
Exhibit B. 12 provides information on the characteristics of the providers selected for the 

sample. Like the sampling frame, the sample is not very evenly spread across strata. Some 22 

percent falls into the H (homelessness prevention) stratum and 18 percent into the C (conver
sion/renovation/ rehabilitation) stratum. There are at least 90 providers in each HUD region, 
except Region 7 (70 providers), Region 8 (29), and Region 10 (62).

Finally, Exhibit B.13 shows the numbers and actual combinations of ESG-funded 

activities being carried out by sampled providers with FY 91 monies. It shows that they 

represent a good range of agencies in terms of number and mix of activities. A full set of 

activity combinations is present.

8 An initial sample draw used strict equal allocation and produced an extremely "lumpy" sample — i.e. 
there were large numbers of providers included for some grantees and few or none for others. This reflected 
the fact that a few grantees make very large numbers of small grants, while others make fewer and larger 
grants and, thus, have fewer providers. It also reflected some differences in the activities funded by the 
grantees.
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Exhibit B.12

Characteristics of Sampled Providers

Sampled Providers for 
All Sampled Grantees

PercentNumber

22.4%253H

26.5E 300

17.8STRATUM C 201

33.3O 377

100.0%Total 1131

90 8.0%1

2 131 11.6

3 111 9.8

4 188 16.6

5 198 17.5

HUD REGION 6 118 10.4

7 70 6.2

8 29 2.6

9 134 11.8

10 62 5.5

Total 1131 100.0%

Northeast 278 24.6%

South 348 30.8
CENSUS
REGION Midwest 281 24.8

West 224 19.8

Total 1131 100.0%

Note: Percent columns may not add to 100, due to rounding.

Key: H = Homelessness Prevention 
E = Essential Services

C = Conversion/Renovation/Rehabilitation 
O = Operations
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Exhibit B.13
Activities of Sampled Providers

Sampled Providers for 
All Sampled Grantees

Number Percent

Activity Mix

C 127 11.2%

CE 10 .9

CEH 2 .2

CH 6 .5

CO 74 6.5

COE 40 3.5

COEH 14 1.2

COH 11 1.0

E 81 7.2

EH 33 2.9

H 110 9.7

O 377 33.3

OE 169 14.9

OEH 52 4.6

OH 25 2.2

1131 100.0%

Number of Activities

One 695 61.5%

Two 317 28.0

Three 105 9.3

Four 14 1.2

100.0%1131

Note: Percent columns may not add to 100, due to rounding.

C = Conversion/Renovation/Rehabilitation 
E = Essential Services

H = Homelessness Prevention 
O = Operations

Key:
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B1.4 Recommended Sample Sizes of Completed Interviews
Recommended sample sizes play a major role in determining the level of precision that 

will result for the sample estimates. The total sample sizes also needed to be allocated to the 

domains of interest so that reliable subgroup estimates could be provided. Target sample sizes 

of completed interviews were:

Grantees—216;

Recipients---- 100 (as population allows)

Providers—648.

For the grantee sample, the sample size had be large enough to yield reliable estimates 

for the 3 grantee type categories or the 4 Census regions. A sample size of 54 completed 

interviews per Census region would yield 95 percent confidence limits for survey estimates of 

about plus or minus 7 percentage points, comparing proportions between groups for P = 50 

percent. (The calculation incoiporated a finite population correction and a design effect due to 

weighting.) This yielded 216 completed grantee interviews in total. The grantee type stratifier 

has 3 categories, so that an average of 72 completed interviews could be allocated to each type. 

This would yield estimates with the same or better precision as the grantee type estimates. The 

target response rate for the grantee telephone survey was 70 percent. This meant that 310 

grantees should be sampled in order to achieve about 216 completed interviews.
As noted above, little was initially known about the recipient level. However, it became 

evident that many grantees do not use recipients. Had the number of completed recipient 
interviews been about 100, with no stratifiers, then the 95 percent confidence limits would have 

been around plus or minus 10 percentage points, taking into account the effects of using a cluster 

sample. (The calculation also takes into account the finite population correction and a design 

effect due to weighting.) However, the actual confidence interval was open to the final number 

of recipients identified.

The total recommended service provider sample size was 648 interviews. With stratified 

sampling to achieve an even division among the 4 activity categories, the yield would be 162 

interviews for each activity type. Service provider activity type estimates would then have 95 

confidence limits of roughly plus or minus 7.5 percentage points.
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Non-response of 30 to 40 percent was anticipated from the service provider sample. 
Experience during reconnaissance and instrument pre-testing had already shown that it was more 

difficult to obtain the cooperation of the providers compared to the grantees; both the nature of 

their business and their greater distance from HUD were factors reducing their ability and 

incentive to respond. Therefore, an initial sample of 1075 providers was planned to allow for 

a 60 percent response rate. (As noted, the actual draw was 1131 providers.)

B1.5 Sample Weighting and Variance Calculations
It was necessary to weight the grantee and provider samples so that inferences could be 

drawn about each of the target populations. The weights adjusted for the oversampling and were 

also constructed to incorporate adjustments for nonresponse. Final weights are described in 

Section B2.0 below. No weights were calculated for the recipient sample, due to its very small 
size.

The grantee sample had a stratified unequal selection probability design. The variance 

calculations for key grantee estimates took the design structure into account. The recipient 
sample was of such a small size as to be descriptive only; no statistics were calculated from it. 

The provider sample was a stratified cluster sample involving provider stratification within 

grantee, but equal selection probabilities within the provider strata. For this type of design, 
variance approximation methods (such as Taylor Series linearization) as implemented by the 

SUDAAN standard error computer software, were used.

B1.6 Selection of Intensive-Study Sites

In contrast to the formal sampling for the grantee and provider phone surveys, the 

selection of sites for visits by senior project staff was purposive. In consultation with the HUD 

GTR and GTM, sites were selected for visits based on their specific characteristics, using 

information gathered in the grantee census and in the process of constructing the recipient and 

provider sampling frames.
Fifteen sites were visited, a number which provided ample additional data to support and 

supplement the phone survey results. Each visit included contact with the grantee, one recipient 
(if present), and 2 to 4 shelters or other service providers. The visitors often spoke to one or 

more other organizations involved in the local provision of homeless services (whether or not
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as homeless coalitions or inter-agency councils. The purpose
they received ESG funds), such 

of the site visits was to enhance the analysis by.
of the environment in which the ESG-fundedimproving the understanding , ,

organizations operate, including linkages to other local programs,

gathering further data on the characteristics of the client population, on strategies 
for meeting homeless needs, and on planning and implementation of service ele- 
ments; and

• gathering further data on program costs, matching funds, outputs, and impacts.

A number of criteria were used in selecting the 15 intensive-study sites. They included 

grantee type (state or territory, metro city, urban county), region, grantee size (1 or 2 of the 

largest grantees and 1 very small one), grantee use of recipients (1 site out of the 15), and 

grantee receipt of a waiver on the essential services cap (1 site of the 15). In addition, these 

criteria were considered in making the selections:
• mix of activities funded by the grantee; and
• clustering sites (1 or 2 instances where providers receive ESG funds from 

multiple grantees).

Exhibit B.14 shows the final sample of intensive-study sites. Among the 15 sites 

five states, seven metropolitan cities, and three urban counties. They were well-distributed 

across the HUD regions. Included were one grantee with a waiver of the cap on essential 
services spending, one grantee that uses recipients, and two sets of grantees that are clustered. 
Four grantees received over $1 million in FY 91 ESG Program funds; seven received under 

$250,000.

were

For selection of providers to include in the site visits, the criteria of interest included type 

of activity, length of time in the ESG Program, type of provider (shelter or other), and quality 

of record-keeping (client demographics, cost data, service outputs, client impacts). For type of 

provider, we have used four mutually exclusive categories: shelters; government agencies (such 

as welfare departments); food service stations; and other non-shelter providers (e.g., substance 

abuse treatment centers, housing counseling and advocacy organizations, community action 

agencies). In the case of record keeping, it was necessary to select sites with sufficient data to 

support the analysis. For the other criteria, care was taken to balance the choices to avoid
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selecting sites with a greater likelihood of positive program impacts, because the evaluation’s 

purpose was to give a picture of the full range of ESG Program experience.
For each intensive-study site, a subsample was selected of the providers receiving ESG 

monies from the grantee in FY 91. Selection was made using the grantee census data, responses 

to inquiries about record keeping, and discussions with the grantees. Exhibit B.15 summarizes 

the characteristics of the providers across the 15 sites, against the selection criteria enumerated 

above.

B1.7 Summary of Sampling Strategy
Exhibit B.16 provides a summary of the sampling and related data collection for the 

evaluation. (The data collection will be described in Section B3.0 below.)

B2.0 Survey Response for the Emergency Shelter Grants Program Evaluation
The evaluation involved four survey efforts: a telephone survey of grantees, a telephone 

survey of recipients, a telephone survey of providers, and a mailed survey of providers. The 

sample design for these surveys was detailed in Section B1.0 above; there, the provider sample 

for the entire grantee sample was described. In practice, these surveys were nested as follows:

providers became eligible for the telephone survey only when the grantee 
providing their ESG funding completed the grantee telephone survey;

recipients were surveyed only when a recipient was identified between a 
respondent grantee and a respondent provider; and

providers became eligible for the mailed survey only when they completed the 
telephone survey. In fact, these instruments were labelled as Part I (telephone) 
and Part n (mailed).

Exhibit B. 17 shows the anticipated and actual response rates for the four surveys, as well 
as for the collection of cost assessment forms from the providers in the 15 intensive-study sites. 
Target response rates were achieved for all efforts except the mailed provider survey, which 

suffered from timing that coincided with the December holidays.

B-27



8
.ts c
cc 1

s>■o
o«3
CO
COC/5 S
CO

jj
'3£

S Hj24>

5 a
.5 8

.2V) 2 t♦H. V« s «> cjM o <uw

2 & COa>

i*i 
.2 8

■a
r:

8
'3 2 -g I'CZ5 I 8 §

O Uo! i 
i« «
It 8 

II §

o
2̂
5.a ^0)

U

s
2« jo

aj
£ .2
u I > 3

§ 8» *s
2 2'a 6 a§,2 V3UiJ
•fli 
"lit 
»ot!
B cl's
j 11 c
£ <» £ U

£

n

« N n ’t

B-28



J Is I 8 8 8 Os
co

ft •n. >•w o . 1 to co U,
v* V* 8

r'iC co
XX•S

T
£

§ •£ ila

l<2 '■0 §I3 oo-’S a aa2 >«2 <5c 8U a.g 00s••a
S

pH b O U !• fl g>h © © u <n ■» a n

"o
<SSO sn2 ejs

A4i*o>'*«’9a>hiH J*» o* ® o «*- O CO CO CO

XT3
a>
3 •< w — ► — ■** ►> a w wH >S B* ® © «*- U 83 .-&B «o H P Q OS © cd — © a ts 3a

ce* 8. 4)cn

ft & u x a arH U o s a ■*■* >> S s2 i
I 8

i.tJ S « ■** «- o u — •*-> ►»'
5 o
■a i*s &V5 ■** © ■*•* ©w M §u•o

§6,8
ci

£
fg

•2 ►8
.3 & 6116 U~
8 c i; « 1o

.H II jo
«&

CO <i i *oS S 8•H 2a 'a 6l2 c 2
O CO^2 .2c to

SIP•S •v

£* z1s 
o c Is 8•£ §o cT3 =

CO o
ts ‘3
m S 3 * 11 

6 “ = -a „ s if
fol

3 co o *6! *

H 
& 2

•S £sw .»1 sri ilH’E1 i£ 5x s o o
3 2s 2 2o 5

il!S
u.

m

- r; m ^

B-29



c
'gsfia.
tn

8
53

*4J
Ej2

W-Oa*
3 3.sa Ec 8s «

cin 8
«

« §*■*
•a

£i a a-c ■s 8 . 81 f
o S °
oj °
a & £•S 2
if §

X
W

c
g

2 «
■g a ■c; u §

5
ea.2

II 5
1« si
III!
lif

Sol 
~ i ■s
1 1 1 o
l**s

s

N m ’T

B-30



B

L

§ i3!? i i 'O
VO" oC oT oacn jn aa

y
P

I
o § 8u

i£ •a
§V* I

£ <3
•a 8 "c

4)3■22

I
Q.

ug to

s•a
a c

tt- o OD u « S>< tl O V. KI —* al <sol cs 3
■«

Sj2
H >» B- • o <*- Pk k e ► *M 13 V k o CO CO CO

XT3a>
41 u « W » « W >, ^P H >> O. a> o X u) u o o 3a .2*-P £a n p a Qtf « m.« o aO

U 3
ca*o u

p V* J5 S fl U o s a ■« >> S g
22

« §§
t-PS S ® - W o •aO — +* >» a a.•S o

•2 8■a 2 > I*§■§ §C/3 « C« « 41w o
■9 W6 | Is

•» • • fl)

SB. 5c
•2 jo

If 1
li 1GO

&o
U 2 2 3

i S, «g
_u
•3 £€ S~s 6 c 2 

O CO£e .26-
•o IlliM !!•i c£ *5 

- ? 
3 a<2 I

*P S 2 
i *

li
Q CQ

£ U 3% >>
K ■& § £> 

•5 5 
•I S
co S

S
“Sit
f 6 £

* 822 G 3 
•2 |4 2

§
u io a

nil 1«S£ a p2 5

u<

.*

—. CS c^l

«

B-31



d

1
a.
CO

3c
8u
E

a-oa>
3 8s
c «ou •3

'c•»
IT) 4>

3
M

«g•a
.-2 a 2j= •a 8 xg g t 

o s 8 
6 1 g

B
g fc £

•I £ 6 38 §

W

2 « 
fi C~a S i

.2«o

g 5 3I a *se 2^ 6I ~ 1*
IIP
8i§i

611} 

lsl!
Ills
£«*3

-1 n m '>}■

B-32



§
I
i
a*
ajs
gw

15
E

ffi-aa>
3 3s .8ca spa 3

c«
s
*§

±5 '*3

a 2a
% 8 Sf
o S
..3 o ^
s“ &

&w §u
c
e
£

•2
MS o31 u
2 » ll 1li 5

93

> > 3
I M 'o
| o c a 
.2 O V3

1 HUe 8 11 i
Slitto I a

j3

a
c Jom
u. ot oi u

u.
w

.T

N w

B-33



I

g
a
2a,'
COss
I 's

sTJ
0)
3 8.s .2

s8 «
■£
4)
cos

«
“ §S §1JO

■s •8 8 x
£ £ *
8-* 0•o U

W e
o

oi a
If I

If s
ll I"a 5

II ? 

ri i 

iip
“ill

ill! 
£ » * 8

«-* cs fn '■J-

B-34



=

c
1
>
2cu
03ss
8
Ecj

X3 X
0>
d 8s .2♦3 &d so 3

c
V) o

00
CO

P3 w §
.d ■s

ISa
•S 8 *2 •> t
§* 8 ?
f.3 «
O <2 o

S'S iS

■§
w o

£

■B

if 1 is i
2 > <8 a *ss 2'a 6 3•i ° <«

Mil
iHI slo

£ «j OS U

u
«

»

-< N (n 't

*

B-35



1a §§I§
m

P © . ■p
o? 2&8;uc

■S
>
8

cw a p 8u
I£ ■v n G

t'.•s Ona ’S8 >«<£ ,3c £u a,
§ S

G008 ft, u e mi b a g>. 4) «S U WJ 8
3

VI*n— a3
Ej2g u<H ►> ft. ® C/2 COO «•- CO

XT3
Q>
3 Oo w o w■<; o ■*■* — ► •«•*< >, uH ►> O. « o *•« 8a

Ec £O in'H P ft OS o «•» e aU «
c•vv> & «
GO£ p u p « a U e s a ^ 8

tt £ «§§u 2 a/ ** u o ■S3u — ** ►» s£ Sio
J3 •2 S .n |»5 i

C“ U, &•2 S
d

X C<3 ■*- « -m a>w
S'
0

1
8
a 318 8 y
.2 » „

11 - 1 i i 
I > ^ 8 a *s

* -
| „ -2 « 
Ills!

5
g «

£ E£ Hfe £s
00

J=

8* 3o3 o
£ *3 6e *G« 31 so>■a *2 Eto•> b■§ o«

2 d £d
p

*S H ri '§ e«*h »
O O

s 9I |
•c .2

2 o'- — oo
« <Df Jm u

o 6 IP
\*Az
11! f
I» a 8

9 £ 00I 1.3I 8 § i6 p J5 6o 9 S3 Uu co

« N n ’t

B-36



g
■g
o

E
Q.

sg
8

~3
Sj2

aa>
S 8a .2

6a Ss a
«
§

PQ
« §
--Ic ®

-S 8 >,2 z £

*8.-2
■sw Is s

T3 U•• o eo a |
g'£ I
It o 3 g O« 3 |—»

o

11 i
5oa•B

5 § 31 a *8E o
~a 6I '' I «
sit!
Ill
C | o 
|1«

u-
.S
■8
-o

ffl£ in oi U

—' CS <<l Tj-

B-37



I

.1
I>
8a.
a>

s
g
8
Uejs

X-a
0)
3 8G

.2

sow 3
cV) «
COtH s

«
* §

■a-o § 1
JC •is x 

S'? f|S §
*

■o

6 ! § e
g til £•i 1 
— .|r 6 if «
■g C-r <u 1'a

SI%
I £ 3
1 « O
■go a a.2 o co

Mi!
inf
t2 co a 8

8

is

*-* c< m ^

B-38



1

o

8c
(V

•1o
£

aua •-a a•a -2
S p. a

<2C >
£U
a,a
S■a

S>< P 03 U </>3 — a «
Ej3

H O. P O *- Pm

K■a<ua ◄H ►» a. p © «M 3a .Si
£a ®p ffl p ftu .a
c8.IT) £ S3 u ^ S3 a sI «§-ti S • - •as' s£ o

■§ l : * S e tw §■* g
O I | 
§ & |

■a

•I £ 6
s s Oj5 ®
fi a
■T 4> 111 I1 s <§ « 's
2®gl
Ips! -I I

?.«ltSell
B - I'S

l11!
u. tn oi U

PU iT

-> N n rf

B-39



Jl? 2 8 I n $n
VO 58 8JQ

8*e OvS a £v» v»
e

•a

2&.
§ •£ 8i oo

oou
£ I••a g
•8 s aI ><2 uc 8u

Q.H s
c
COa

>« « es w wi ft, u o on »- <s 0 C*••* fl3 »n

1
sH ►> o. a> o «*> ft,h0>'*M*0«h CO CO CO COCO

*u a
3 H ►» o. « O W O W O W O W U O Wo •*« 8C

.2&g© a a q Ctf « oo — o a OV
© ■3

’8«/> 8. g£ S3 U J3 « B O © a o ** ►> 8« $
« §AS 8 S © — t o W — ■** to •apD S 8o

J3
■3 8 ^g -g g*CO ** « -W 03 Sw IS o

o! 8 

g* «

If §
8

E
S J3

g 60
2'5 a.< « _e w

1 fi 2*a § I•a I 1
& ua

co gg 9

*u § g > 3
§ & *g

o •2 gO:> o •a£* <
§° 
O u

23 43U < "S 6E I £ 3§«Q

8 .2& cogr° u a
IIPa<> a & < 

g U

3 I
1 = a a 
CO CO

£ < o U
o

*•5 I
i“ 

<s !
5 £

3uI I <If
Q S

O **Zi 
611.1 
?6 I
i I!

u a a% u a
ii

<g * gu
H ft-

! 2 : &I fl2 a
«

I oft.

ill*■g-s.su
£ « * U«

,H N to 't

B-40



e

1ia-
•n
5a
1
ej2

■a aat
P

Sa .2••s £fl
8Ou 3
cIT) «
s

PQ

i
1.8

.p.-a-a t2 £w IS 3u■o

6| C
2
&f-if
o

6u
« O

t =■j; u 1■a .2as■2

i I <
'o

£ 2*3 6 c 3
O W5.2

lip
8 III
PI!so'i13£c ~ I °

l11!
lb P u

w

— cs m

B-41



§
1

2>
Q<
os

8c
8

■«

Ej2

X•o
Q)
3 wT.9 •Sitc £Ou a

in £tH 8
«

“ §
• ac «>
| 8
** 8 
dl

."ti •a
jfi
xs* I t tW

c
i

g« €

If 8
s g 1i § l« D "31 8 5 

i6 §! 

Ill 3
8<li
“Ilfi6 80\ a£
C M ! O

iilra

—■ <N <«-> '<1—

B-42



Exhibit B.X6

Emergency Shelter Grants Program Evaluation 
Sampling and Data Collection Summary

Grantees Recipients Providers

Population All 367 ESG grantees 
with steady 
participation from FY 
1987S to FY 1991

All organizations 
receiving ESG 
funding from grantees 
and with further 
allocation authority, 
FY 1991

All shelters and other 
service providers 
receiving ESG funds 
in FY 1991 to assist 
the homeless.

Universe is 382 
grantees ever funded

Sample Size and Nesting Grantee data base: 
no selection 
(universe: N=382)

N < 216, with 
sampling of 1 
recipient only where 
grantee uses 
recipients

N = 648, with 
sampling of about 4 
providers per grantee

Grantee sample for 
phone surveys:
N = 234

For mailed survey, 
N = 389 (60% 
response)N = 12

Site visits: N = 15 Site visits: N = 2 Site visits: N > 15

Sample Stratifiers Grantee type: state or 
territory/urban 
country/metro city

None Type of activity:
rehab/operations/ 
essential services/ 
homeless prevention.

Census region:
Northeast/Midwest/
South/West

Providers with mixed 
activies randomly 
assigned to one 
category

HUD region and 
activity mix to be
examined

Equal probability 
within provider strata 
2-stage cluster

PPS (Size is 
cumulative ESG $)

All recipients between 
sampled grantee and 
sampled provider

Method of Selection

for N = 100, ± 10% ± 4%± 7%Approximate Confidence 
Intervals (Phone Surveys)

Provider Phone Survey 
Provider Mailed 

Survey 
Site Visits 
Cost Assessment 

Forms

Recipient Phone 
Survey 

Site Visits

Grantee Phone Survey 
Site Visits

Primary Data Sources

Funding DataFunding DataAnnual Reports 
Application Forms 
Funding Data

Secondary Data Sources

Reconnaissance visits 
Phone survey 
Mail survey 
Site visits

Mail and phone fill-in 
to complete provider 
lists

Reconnaissance visits 
Phone survey 
Site visits

Secondary data 
abstracting

Mail and phone fill-in 
to assemble 
recipient and 
provider lists 

Reconnaissance visits 
Phone survey 
Site visits

Data Collection Steps
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Exhibit B.17

Potential Respondent Universe and 
Expected and Actual Numbers of Completed Interviews

Actual 
Number of 
Completed 
Interviews

ActualExpected 
Number of 
Completed 
Interviews

Expected
Completion

Rate

InitialPopulation
Group

Approximate 
Universe Size CompletionSample

RateSize

75.4%* 23470% 216382 310Grantees

100% 1280% 10Recipients Unknown 12

57.6%** 651Providers/
Telephone
Survey

60% 6483000-
3500

1131

46.2% 301Providers/
Mailed
Survey

3000-
3500

651 60% 389

Providers/
Cost
Assessment

3000- 88.9%45 100% 45 40
3500

* Among the 263 usable grantees, the response rate was 89 percent.
**Not all of the 1131 cases were released for interviewing. Due to higher response than 
anticipated, the sample was reduced in a random fashion across all the strata except B. The 
final sample released and worked was 975, with a response rate of 66.8 percent.

B2.1 Comparison of Grantee Respondents with Grantee Universe
The 234 respondents to the grantee survey were well representative of the universe of 

entitlement jurisdictions. Exhibit B. 18 shows how the distribution of cases on grantee type and 

Census region compares to the program as a whole. They are quite similar.
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Exhibit B.18

Comparison of Grantee Respondents With Universe

Grantee Universe 
# %

Grantee RespondentsGrantee Type
# %

State/Tenitory 55 14.4% 37 15.8%
Metropolitan 220 57.6 129 55.1
City

Urban County 107 28.0 68 29.1

Total 382 100.0% 234 100.0%
Census Region

Northeast 103 27.0% 63 26.9%
South 121 31.7 77 32.9

Midwest 77 20.2 54 23.1

81West 21.2 40 17.1

Total 382 100.0% 100.0%234

B2.2 Comparison of Provider Respondents with Provider Universe

The 651 providers that responded to the telephone survey were sampled from a universe 

of 2210 providers funded for FY 91, using information from the grantee census. However, 

providers only became eligible for the survey when their grantees completed the grantee 

telephone survey. Therefore, the distribution of provider characteristics could be affected both 

by grantee non-response and provider non-response. Exhibit B.19 compares the distribution of 

phone survey respondents to that of the universe, the full sample of providers, and the providers 

of respondent grantees. It shows that the homelessness prevention and rehab strata were slightly 

over-represented in the phone respondent group, while the essential services and operations strata 

were slightly under-represented. In the mailed survey response, the homelessness prevention 

and essential services strata were slightly over-represented, with rehab and operations under

represented. Sample weights by stratum adjusted for these differences, as described in Section 

B2.3 below.
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Exhibit B.19

Provider Response by Stratum

ProviderSampled Providers 
of Grantee 
Respondents

Sampled Providers, 
AH Sampled 

Grantees
Respondents
(Phone/Mail)

Universe of 
Providers

%# %# %# %Stratum

19.4/ 22.3126/ 6723.1240253 22.420.1H 444

24.9/ 29.6162/ 8926.327426.5300E 598 27.1

22.0/ 18.6143/ 5618.018717.8C 345 15.6 201

33.8/29.6220/ 8932.734033.337.2 377O 823

100/ 100651/3011001041Total 1002210 100 1131

C = Conversion/Renovation/Rehabilitation 
O = Shelter Operations

H = Homelessness Prevention 
E = Essential Services

Key:

B2.3 Construction of Final Grantee and Provider Weights 

Grantee Sample Weights
Section Bl.l above described the sampling of grantees. The size of the sample, 

combined with selection probabilities proportional to size, meant that a significant number of 

grantees were selected with certainty (probability of selection equals 1). Smaller grantees were 

selected with probabilities less than one — i.e. they were selected from among grantees of the 

same type and region, with the likelihood of inclusion in the sample proportional to their 
cumulative ESG funding.

The weighting methodology for the grantees involved assigning to each sample grantee 

a basic sampling weight equal to the reciprocal of its probability of selection. The basic 

sampling weight was then adjusted for nonresponse, on a Census region by grantee-type stratum 

basis. This adjustment brought the weighted count of grantees in each stratum into exact 
agreement with the number in the program universe (382). Exhibit B.20 shows the distribution 

of unweighted and weighted grantees on the two stratifying variables. Weighting has brought 
the distributions into closer alignment with the grantee universe (cf. Exhibit B.18).
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Exhibit B.20

Comparison of Unweighted and Weighted 
Distributions of Grantee Survey Responses

Unweighted
: • %

WeightedGrantee Type # # %

State/Territory 37 15.8% 14.4%55

Metropolitan 129 55.1 220 57.6
City

Urban County 68 29.1 107 28.0

Total 234 100.0% 382 100.0%

Census Region

63 26.9% 26.5%Northeast 101.3

32.132.9 122.5South 77

79.0 20.754 23.1Midwest

79.1 20.740 17.1West

100.0%382234 100.0%Total

Provider Sample Weights
Telephone survey respondents. As described in Section B1.3 above, the provider 

sample is a cluster sample within the grantees. Providers were assigned to a stratum based on 

the activities for which they received ESG funding in FY 91; the assignment was hierarchical, 
in this order: H (Homelessness Prevention); E (Essential Services); C (Conversion, Renovation, 
or Rehabilitation); and O (Shelter Operations). Providers were sampled within grantees, 

according to the number and stratum mix of providers funded by the grantee. A selection ratio 

for each stratum for each grantee governed the number of providers chosen; for grantees with 

5 or fewer providers, the selection ratios for all strata were 1:1 (all providers included).
Derivation of provider weights began with the grantee weights. These were multiplied 

by the selection ratio for the particular stratum and grantee. Weights were then summed by
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stratum across the sample and adjusted for non-response based on a comparison to the 

distributions in the grantee census for the 234 respondent grantees.
Final adjustment of the weights involved comparison of the weighted dollar totals across 

the whole program for the four eligible activity categories. Adjustment by stratum brought the 

totals into line with best estimates (from the grantee census) of program-wide funding allocation 

for FY 91. Specifically, the comparison of funds allocations between the grantee census and the 

provider phone survey data is as follows:

Provider Phone Survey
(+3.12%) 

(-0.31%) 
(-4.54%) 

(+1.36%)

Grantee Census 

$14,185,143 

$34,405,186 

$15,113,125 

$ 6,698,752 

$2,029,794 

$72,432,000 

$70,402,206

$14,628,351 

$34,297,887 

$14,427,017 

$ 6,789,756

Conversion/ renovation/ rehabilitation

Operations 

Essential Services 

Homelessness Prevention
Administration
PROGRAM TOTAL

$70,143,012 (- .36%)EXCLUDING ADMINISTRATION

Exhibit B.21 shows the distribution of unweighted and weighted provider telephone 

survey respondents on the provider stratifying variable. The weighted total N is 3,028 

providers.
Mailed survey respondents. The response was much lower to the mailed portion of the 

provider survey. Weights for the analysis of items from the mailed survey therefore required 

further adjustment for non-response, followed by adjustment against the best estimates of 

program-wide funding from the grantee census. Exhibit B.21 showed the unweighted and 

weighted mailed survey response against the provider stratifying variable. Respondents in the
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Exhibit B.21

Comparison of Unweighted and Weighted 
Distributions of Provider Survey Responses

Provider Unweighted
%

Weighted
#Stratum %#

Telephone Survey:

143H 22.0% 14.5%438.36

162 24.9 32.8E 994.51

126C 19.4 410.79 13.6

39.1O 220 33.8 1184.28

651 100.0%Total 100.0% 3027.95

Mailed Survey:

773.50 21.7%67 22.3%H

33.629.6 1195.9089E

11.318.6 404.3156C

1187.04 33.389 29.6O

3560.75 100.0%100.0%301Total

homelessness prevention and essential services strata were over-represented, in the rehab stratum 

slightly over-represented, and in the operations stratum quite under-represented. In addition, 
there appears to have been some non-response bias relative to the size of the providers, with 

small agencies more likely to respond. The results of the final weighting, also shown in Exhibit 
B.21, show larger weighted Ns overall and for the H (Homelessness Prevention) and E 

(Essential Services) strata, compared to the provider phone survey sample. Relative to program 

funding, the results are as follows:
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Provider Mailed Survey
(+11.27%) 

(+11.93%) 

(-4.56%) 

(+0.06%)

Grantee Census 

$14,185,143 

$34,405,186 

$15,113,125 

$ 6,698,752 

$2,029,794 

$72,432,000 

$70,402,206

$15,784,027 

$38,508,214 

$14,424,559 

$ 6,703,017

Conversion/renovation/rehabilitation

Operations 

Essential Services
Homelessness Prevention
Administration
PROGRAM TOTAL

(+6.36%)$75,419,817EXCLUDING ADMINISTRATION

B2.4 Level of Accuracy
Statistical tests on the data collected from the grantee and provider samples must take into 

account the sample designs (grantee stratified sampling and provider cluster sampling within 

grantees), as well as the sizes of each of the samples relative to the respective universes. 
Specialized statistical software9 was used to make these adjustments: to calculate standard errors 

incorporating the finite population correction; and to measure design effects resulting from the 

sample designs. These computations were carried out for selected key variables, as there were 

far too many variables in the entire study data base to do them for each one.
Exhibit B.22 is a matrix of confidence intervals on observed proportions ranging from 

5/95 percent to 50/50 percent in each of the three samples (grantee, provider phone, and 

provider mail samples). The matrix was developed by calculating average design effects over 
a number of different variables for a range of observed proportions, then applying them to the 

standard error of the proportion (computed in the usual manner) and multiplying by 1.96 (for 

the 95 percent level of confidence). The sample sizes shown are for the full number of 

responses in each sample and stratum. The confidence intervals are largest, of course, at 50 

percent. For grantees, a proportion close to 50 percent in the full sample of 234 has a 95 

percent confidence interval of ± 4 percent. For Western grantees, a proportion close to 50

9 See Babubhai V. Shah, Beth G. Barnwell, Nileen P. Hunt, and Lisa M. LaVange, SUDAAN User's 
Manual, Release 5.50 (Research Triangle Institute, 1991).
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percent in the sample of 40 has a 95 percent confidence interval of ± 12.2 percent. However, 
an observed proportion of 10 percent in this group has a confidence interval of ± 7.3 percent.

The confidence intervals for the provider phone survey sample range for ± 2.2 percent 
to ± 5.1 percent for the full sample of 651. They are larger for the essential services stratum 

than for the other groups, all else equal; for observed proportions around 50 percent in this 

stratum, the true proportion would have a 95 percent probability of falling between 38.9 and 

61.1 percent. However, most intervals are in the ± 5 to 7 percent range for the other strata and 

for proportions farther from 50 percent. The 95 percent confidence intervals for the mailed 

survey data are larger, due to much lower response; however, they fall below ±12 percent in 

most instances.
Exhibit B.23 shows equivalent information for selected continuous variables collected 

from the grantee and provider phone surveys. For some of these variables, the means are of 

interest (e.g. average grantee agency budget, average share of grantee budget coming from ESG, 
average provider agency budget). For others, such as counts of individuals served or beds added 

to shelters, we are interested in estimating totals across the program (or parts thereof). The 

exhibit shows standard errors (with finite population correction), design effects, and resulting 

95 percent confidence intervals for three grantee-level variables and three provider-level 
variables, with actual sample sizes and data points. The same specialized SUDAAN software 

was used for these computations. In the text of the report, statistical tests were applied in 

selected, key places using output and computations like those shown for Exhibits B.22 and B.23.

B3.0 Data Collection Summary
This portion of Appendix B provides a synopsis of the data collection and data processing 

undertaken for the evaluation of the Emergency Shelter Grants Program. Section B3.1 provides 

an overview of the various data collection steps undertaken. Section B3.2 describes each of the 

data collection steps. Section B3.3 supplies the details of the data processing undertaken to 

produce this evaluation report.
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EXHIBIT B.23

EMERGENCY SHELTER GRANTS PROGRAM EVALUATION 
STANDARD ERRORS FOR MEANS AND TOTALS OF SELECTED CONTINUOUS VARIABLES

GRANTEES Total Grantee Agency Budget
Sample

Size
Standard Error 

of Mean
95% Confidence 

Interval
DEFF*
MeanMean

$1,202,827

$3,943,386
$849,073
$599,144

$1,050,629
$937,948
$821,544

$2,215,096

$150,750

$715,894 
$1,883,877 

$136,491

$362,166
$168,931
$116,647
$508,387

TOTAL

STATES/TERRITORIES 
METRO CITIES 
URBAN COUNTIES

NORTHEAST
SOUTH
MIDWEST
WEST

225 $295,470

$1,403,152
$3,692,399

$267,522

$709,845
$331,105
$228,628
$996,439

0.35 +/-

0.33 +/- 
0.44 +/- 
0.33 +/-

0.4 +/- 
0.15 +/- 
0.15 +/- 

0.6 +/-

34
125
66

57
77
54
37

GRANTEES ESGP as % of Grantee Budget
Sample

Size
Standard Error 

of Mean
DEFF*
Mean

95% Confidence 
IntervalMean

TOTAL 225 0.40 +/-

0.28 +/- 
0.42 +/- 
0.41 +/-

0.42 +/- 
0.40 +/- 
0.28 +/- 
0.69 +/-

55.98 1.50 2.94

STATES/TERRITORIES 
METRO CITIES 
URBAN COUNTIES

34 46.13
58.52
55.65

2.86 5.61
125 2.05 4.02
66 2.93 5.74

NORTHEAST
SOUTH
MIDWEST
WEST

58 66.92
57.06
62.54
33.87

3.20 6.27
77 2.41 4.72
53 2.42 4.74
37 3.83 7.51

Number of Individuals Retaining Housing as a Result of HPGRANTEES
95% Confidence 

Interval
Standard Error 

of Total
DEFF*
Total

Sample
Size Total

0.27 +/-

0.27 +/- 
0.34 +/- 
0.71 +/-

0.80 +/- 
0.27 +/- 
0.29 +/- 
0.98 +/-

4,36916,790

8,722
7,008
1,060

2,229TOTAL 43

2,830
3,299

STATES/TERRITORIES 
METRO CITIES 
URBAN COUNTIES

1,444
1,683

12
20

43522211

549280931NORTHEAST
SOUTH
MIDWEST
WEST

9
2,403
3,308
1,435

1,226
1,688

5.639
7.640 
2,580

13
12

7329

* Design effects, although shown separately for purposes of information, are already incorporated in the 
standard errors.

j
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EXHIBIT B.23 continued

Number of Individuals ServedPROVIDERS
95% Confidence 

Interval
DEFF*
Total

Standard Error 
of Total

Sample
Size Total

0.94 +/-
0.92 +/- 
3.42 +/- 
2.91 +/- 
1.37 +/-

1,012,626

860,191
336,783
253,475
224,798

516,646

438,873
171,828
129,324
114,693

2,799,673

1,218,133
551,694
302,552
727,294

TOTAL 486

STRATUM = H 
STRATUM=E 
STRATUM = C 
STRATUM=0

114
91

102
179

Number of Beds Added to Shelter as a Result of ESGPPROVIDERS
95% Confidence 

Interval
DEFF*
Total

Standard Error 
of Total

Sample
Size Total

0.82 +/- 2,1891,117TOTAL 98 7,714

STRATUM=H** 
STRATUM=E 
STRATUM=C 
STRATUM = 0

2.99 +/- 
1.30 +/- 
0.40 +/-

1,360
1,270
1,227

69425 2,585
2,672
2,457

64840
62633

PROVIDERS Provider Total Operating Budget for 1991

Standard Error 
of Mean

DEFF*
Mean

95% Confidence 
Interval

Sample
Size Mean

$691,691

$1,303,481
$689,160
$613,549
$508,678

$72,295

$273,704
$141,324
$88,656
$80,882

TOTAL 1.64 +/-

1.34 +/- 
1.97 +/- 
0.77 +/- 
1.40 +/-

605 141,698

536,460
276,995
173,766
158,529

STRATUM = H 
STRATUM=E 
STRATUM=C 
STRATUM = 0

128
157
120
200

* Design effects, although shown separately for purposes of information, are already incorporated in the 
standard errors.

** Question not asked of providers in this stratum.

Stratum key: H=homelessness prevention; E=essential services; C=conversion/renovation/rehab; 0=operations
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B3.1 Overview of the Data Collection for the Emergency Shelter Grants Program
Evaluation
The data collection for the ESG evaluation was conducted in three increasingly intensive 

levels requiring seven steps, as shown in Exhibit B.24. The data sources and methods for 

collecting the data at each level of the evaluation are summarized in Exhibit B.25.
The first level of the data collection focused on acquiring the background information on 

the ESG necessary to develop a final data collection plan. It included discussions with HUD 

personnel to determine the content and location of information and reports from the ESG, 
assessment of grantee reports in HUD Central Office files, and visits to selected reconnaissance 

sites. Reconnaissance visits were made to eight communities that administer ESG and interviews 

were conducted with grantees, shelters, and other service providers, to improve program 

understanding and assess the feasibility of data collection plans.

The discussions with HUD provided the location of the ESG files that had been 

forwarded by the HUD field offices to Headquarters. After abstracting all of the available 

information, it was computerized and used to generate reports for mailing to each grantee. Then 

each of the 382 ESG grantees was requested to review, correct, and complete the information 

needed. This information, compiled as the grantee census, was next used as a sampling frame 

for the telephone interview samples of grantees, recipients, and homeless-services providers.
The second level of the evaluation data collection consisted of telephone surveys of 

samples of grantees and recipients, and a combination of telephone and mail surveys of service 

providers. Altogether, four surveys were conducted.
The final and most intensive level of data collection consisted of in-depth site visits to 

a sample of 15 grantees, their recipients (if present), shelters and other service providers, and 

selected collateral respondents (e.g., the local Homeless Taskforce). These visits supported our 
collection of additional information, such as Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategies 

(CHASs) and cost data from the providers at each site.

B3.2 Data Collection Steps
The evaluation consisted of seven data collection steps, implemented sequentially. Each 

step is described below.
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Exhibit B.24
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Exhibit B.25

Data Sources for the Evaluation of the 
Emergency Shelter Grants Program

Primary/Secondary MethodsData Sources

Discussion of program with CO staffHUD Central Office (CO) P

SESG Applications Abstract applications

S Abstract performance reportsPerformance Reports

Collect CHAPs or CHASs for intensive- 
study sites

CHAPs/CHASs S

Mailing with telephone follow-up to fill in 
data missing from application abstracts; 
completion of lists of recipients, shelters, 
and other service providers 
Reconnaissance visits 
(Sample) Phone survey 
(Sub-sample) Site visits with in-person inter
views

PGrantees

Reconnaissance visits
(Sample) Request for list of shelters and 
other service providers 
(Sample) Phone survey 
(Sub-sample) Site visits with in-person inter
views

PRecipients

Reconnaissance visits 
(Sample) Phone survey 
(Sample) Mail survey
(Sub-sample) Site visits with in-person inter
views
(Sub-sample) Cost assessment forms

PShelters & Homeless 
Services Providers
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Discussions with the HUD Central Office Personnel
The first data collection effort drew upon information from HUD Central Office staff 

concerning available documentation on the ESG grantees. The objective of these discussions was 

to develop a strategy for conducting the census of grantees. During the initial discussions with 

the HUD Central Office staff, we were informed of several HUD automated data files, as well 
as the location of the existing collection of ESG documents. Further examination of the ESG 

files at the HUD Central Office revealed that most of the information available pertained to FY 

89 or earlier. FY 90 and FY 91 materials were very incomplete. As a consequence, the next 
step, the census of grantees, was begun with full knowledge that there would be many "holes" 

to fill before the data could be considered complete.

The Census of Grantees
The census of grantees was conducted using three types of data sources: the HUD 

automated data on the ESG Program; documents submitted to HUD by the grantees; and mail 
and telephone follow-ups with grantees to fill in missing data. Using an abstracting form 

designed for this project, data items were drawn from the following secondary sources:

HUD Data Base: Provided the full list of grantees and their ESG funding totals from 
FY 87 to FY 91.

Application Forms: Usually only contained the required representations and 
certifications. Some information was abstracted from these forms for FY 87 to FY 89; 
forms for FY 90 and FY 91 were seldom available.

Performance Reports: Annual performance reports (FY 87 to FY 89; FY 90 and FY 
91 were rarely present) were reviewed to determine the amount of funds obligated and 
spent for each of the four categories of eligible activities, and to assemble initial lists of 
recipients and providers. Matching funds data were particularly incomplete.

After all relevant data were abstracted from these three sources and entered into a data 

base, each grantee organization was contacted by letter to introduce the evaluation and solicit 
cooperation. Enclosed with the letter were printouts of existing data for the specific grantee. 
The grantees were asked to check the information carefully, correcting grantee allocations by 

activity category for each fiscal year, completing names of recipients and homeless-services 

providers together with total dollar allocations by fiscal year, adding contacting information for 

recipients and service providers, and identifying funded activities for recipients and service
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providers. Telephone follow-up was used to increase response. Additional telephone contacts 

filled in information gaps so the grantee census information could be used as the sampling frame 

for drawing samples of grantees, recipients, and homeless-services providers.

Reconnaissance Visits

For this evaluation, the reconnaissance visits had three purposes. The first was to test 
the evaluation team’s ability to identify appropriate respondents at the grantee, recipient, and 

shelter/service provider levels—that is, to ascertain whether the current understanding of ESG 

structure was correct. The second was to determine the availability of needed data and the 

opportunities for collecting (cost-effectively) proxies for those data.
The third purpose of the reconnaissance site selection was to duplicate the sampling 

design proposed for the full study, that is, selection of sets of grantees and their associated 

recipients and shelters/service providers. Within the geographic areas of the evaluation team’s 

offices were seven states that offered variation on several variables of interest: size (measured 

by the amount of ESG funding), grantee type (state/territory, urban county, metropolitan city), 
and relationship to recipients (whether funds went to recipients for further allocation of ESG 

funds or went directly to service providers). Variation in HUD region was also sought. The 

selected states included two in New England (Massachusetts and New Hampshire), three mid- 

Atlantic states (Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia), and two western states 

(Colorado and California). The seven states were located in four HUD regions and provided 

a mix of grantee types:

Four state grantees (Massachusetts, New Hampshire, the District of Columbia, 
and Colorado)

Two urban county grantees (Anne Arundel County, Maryland; Los Angeles 
County, California)

• Four city grantees (Manchester, New Hampshire; Cambridge, Massachusetts; 
Richmond, Virginia; Los Angeles, California).

As part of the planning process for the reconnaissance visits, each grantee was asked to 

supply the following information for all organizations awarded ESG funds:

• Type of organization: unit of local government or nonprofit agency;
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Second-level decision-maker? (yes/no);

Shelter operator? (yes/no);

Number of shelters operated; and

ESG-funded activities (shelter operations, shelter renovation/rehabilitation, 
homelessness prevention, essential services).

From this information, the selections of recipients and homeless services providers were made, 

as shown in Exhibit B.26.
Eight visits were made, with contacts at the grantee, recipient, and shelter and other 

The reconnaissance visits occurred in the early months of theservice provider levels. 
evaluation.10 From these visits, the evaluation design was refined and the options that could
be applied across a wide range of entities receiving ESG funds were clarified, with resulting 

improvement in the face validity of the research design and the data collection instruments.11

10 For a detailed discussion on the findings from the reconnaissance, see the Research Design, Data 
Collection and Analysis Plan for the Emergency Shelter Grant Program Evaluation, March 24, 1992, pp. 80-
96.

n It was during the course of setting up and making reconnaissance visits that information on the lack of 
a widespread recipient level in the ESG emerged. Although a few recipients were later found, this level in 
the ESG system was rare.
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Exhibit B.26

Reconnaissance Visit Sites

R
Pe

S rSG c
i h e or

Agency Name a P e r v 
v ii 1n
i dt te

e e c en
te r e r

Commonwealth of Massachusetts Executive Office of Human 
Services, Department of Public Welfare, Shelter Resources 
Unit

✓

Catholic Charities Bureau ✓

✓Boston Trustees of Health and Hospitals or Greater Boston 
Adult Shelter Alliance

City of Cambridge /

✓Casper-Abany Street Shelter

✓Hildebrand Self-Help Center

State of New Hampshire, Division of Mental Health and 
Development Services

✓

✓New Horizons

✓City of Manchester

/Manchester Welfare Department

✓Town of Dover

✓District of Columbia Department of Human Services

✓Emory House

✓City of Richmond

✓Daily Planet

✓Richmond Department of the Mental Health

✓Anne Arundel County

✓Associated Catholic Charities

/Sarah’s House

B-61



Appendix B

Exhibit B.26

Reconnaissance Visit Sites

R
P

S ,r; 
e o 
r y 
v I 
i d 
c e 
e r

e
SG c

i hr
Agency Name ePa

1in
tt e
ene

t re

State of Colorado, Division of Housing

/Weld County Department of Social Services

/Catholic Community Services, Greeley

/Gateway Battered Women’s Shelter. Aurora

/City of Los Angeles, Department of Human Services

/County of Los Angeles, Community Development 
Commission

/St. Vincent DePaul Society

/El Centro

Telephone and Mail Surveys

This level of the data collection was composed of three telephone surveys of the nested 

samples of grantees, recipients, and homeless-services providers, plus a follow-up mail survey 

of the providers. At each stage in the telephone survey, the data collection was used to build 

hierarchically on prior information gleaned (for example, from the census of grantees). The 

following three stages of surveys were conducted:

Survey of Grantees: This phone survey of 234 grantees contained questions designed to 
address relevant research topics. This survey was the first source of data on grantee 
strategies, decision-making, and implementation; such topics could not be covered in the 
grantee census.

Survey of Recipients: This phone survey was conducted with each recipient that met the 
definition of intermediate decision-maker, as these entities were identified between
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sampled grantees and sampled providers. It gathered the necessary data on organizational 
characteristics, strategies, and decision-making about further allocation of ESG funds.

Surveys of Shelters: A phone survey of 651 shelters and other service providers 
gathered data to answer many of the research questions about shelter operations, clients, 
service providers, and the like. A follow-up mail survey to phone respondents gathered 
further information on funding, shelter characteristics and rules, and population served.

The complete instrument package for this portion of the data collection was included in the 

Research Design, Data Collection and Analysis Plan for the Emergency Shelter Grant Program 

Evaluation. 12

Intensive-Study Site Visits

Fifteen site visits were made to a sub-set of the grantees, recipients, shelters, and other 
service providers interviewed in the phone surveys. The purpose of these visits was to provide 

the five senior members of the evaluation team with the opportunity to gather in-depth 

information on how the ESG operates, its contexts, its successes and limitations, and its potential 
for further impact. Through site visits to clustered grantees, recipients (where present), and 

shelters/service providers, the evaluation team explored the dynamics of program planning, 
linkages across levels of organization, strategic choices and decisions, plans and hopes for the 

future.
One or two staff members visited each site for approximately three to three and one-half 

days. Interview guides for grantees, recipients, shelters, other service providers, and collateral/ 
related respondents were used to ensure that the site visits addressed all the relevant research 

questions in a consistent way. Separate cost assessment forms were used to collect cost and 

funding data from the shelters/service providers at each site. The volume of material collected 

in each of these visits to ESG sites was substantial. One product of the visits was the site 

profiles contained in Volume 2. Materials from the site visits are also used throughout the 

report.

12 Abt Associates, March 24, 1992.
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B.3.3 Data Processing Plan
The database for the ESG evaluation consists of each of the data sets from the various 

data collection instruments. Specifically, these are:

• The grantee census data set created from the abstracting forms used to collect 
comparable information on the universe of ESG grantees from documentation 
available at the HUD Central or Field offices (including the grantee applications, 
and interim and annual reports). The HUD data base also contributed to this data 
set, as did the corrections and additions made by the grantees;

The grantee phone survey data set containing the responses of the grantee 
sample to questions about program administration, costs, activities, and 
populations served;

The recipient phone survey data set containing recipient responses about 
program administration and role;

The shelter/services provider phone survey data set containing shelter/service 
administrator responses to questions about agency characteristics, budgets, 
services offered, facilities, and populations served;

The shelter/services provider mail survey data set containing administrator 
responses to additional detailed questions about funding and clients; and

The intensive site profiles containing data on costs, staffing, funding, program, 
and site characteristics for the 15 sites visited by senior staff.

Data Entry and Validation

Data collection for this evaluation was conducted by Abt Associates and Aspen Systems. 
Abt’s Survey Research Group (SRG) was responsible for two of the three telephone surveys, and 

Aspen Systems did the abstracting and follow-up of the data for the grantee census. All data 

entry was performed in-house at Abt or Aspen using experienced data entry personnel and was 

100 percent key verified. Items from one of the three telephone surveys (grantee sample) and 

the mail survey was entered into ASCII files by the SRG data entry personnel. The provider 

phone survey was administered using a Computer Aided Telephone Interviewing System (CATI); 
data entry was direct. The recipient telephone survey (N=12) was performed by an evaluation 

team member and entered into a small data set.
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Data Base Design
A unique Case ID was assigned for each case, with a separate ID for the grantees, 

recipients, shelters, and service providers. However, due to the hierarchical nature of our 
sample, the grantee Case ID was embedded in the appropriate recipient and shelter records; 
likewise the recipient Case ED was embedded in the appropriate shelter or service provider 

record. This allowed linkage of the data from each of the sources, to enrich the analyses 

possibilities.
The grantee ID is comprised of:
• A 2-digit HUD region in the range 1 through 10.
• A 6-digit unique identifier that is found in the DIRWITH file from the HUD ESG 

database. This ED consists of a 2-digit state code and a 4-digit sequence number 
unique to that grantee. Embedding this unique identifier from the DIRWITH file 
makes it possible for the DIRWITH data and grantee census to be used in 
conjunction with the survey data.

The recipient ID is comprised of:

The first 8 digits from the grantee ID (the 2-digit Federal region and the 6-digit 
DIRWITH identifier);

3-digit sequence numbers.

The shelter/services provider ID is comprised of:

The first 8 digits from the grantee ED;

A 3-digit sequence number.

Data Base Structure
Exhibit B.27 provides a picture of the overall evaluation data base. It shows the primary 

and secondary data sources that feed into the grantee, recipient, and shelter/service provider 

files. It also indicates the hierarchical linkages among these files.
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B.3.4 Data Processing

All data processing and analysis were performed on IBM AT-compatible microcomputers 

running under MS-DOS version 3.0 or higher. Once the data were entered and cleaned, SAS 

system files were created for the grantee census and each of the surveys. All final analysis files 

were converted to SPSS before they are transmitted to HUD, in keeping with PD&R 

specifications. The secondary data were also transformed from PARADOX files into SAS files 

for analysis and then to DBase and Lotus files for transmittal to HUD.
While the database was being built, file descriptions of each data file identifying the 

contents of the file in terms of the name, position, source, and characteristics of each data item 

in the file were created. All variables, including the constructed analysis variables, were 

labelled and all categorical values formatted (defining the range of values and the associated 

definition for each valid code for the categorical data item) as part of the building of the 

database. This created a data dictionary which was available to all analysis staff members and 

ultimately to HUD. Hardcopy versions (and machine-readable versions) of the file descriptions 

and the data dictionary was also produced.
Typically, during the course of analysis, several analysts worked on different research 

questions simultaneously and defmed and computed their own variables for use in particular 
analyses. However, all variable construction was centralized under the control of the project 

programmer, thus ensuring only one version of the complete database, consistency in the 

definitions of all derived variables, and complete and thorough documentation.

Database Submission to HUD
At the conclusion of the ESG Program evaluation, the database was submitted to HUD 

following PD&R specifications as requested in the Scope of Work. All files and related 

documentation were provided on 5.25-inch double-sided, high-density write-protected floppy 

diskettes for IBM-compatible micro-computers. Documentation was provided in hara-copy.
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