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Objective

* Evaluate [IS-based methods to identify current Michigan residents
* Compare to MPI-based data and Census estimates



Methods

* Study population:

* Had sufficient information for MPI processing
* Name
* Date of birth
* Full address or social security number

* Adults 18+ years old
* Not flagged as deleted
* Not flagged as deceased
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Results
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Sex (MCIR)
Ml residents with no doses in past 10 yrs (n =2,187,536)
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Years since last dose (MCIR)
Ml residents with no doses in past 10 yrs (n =2,187,536)
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Deceased status (per LexisNexis)
Ml residents with no does in past 10 yrs (n=2,187,536)
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Michigan residency (per LexisNexis)
Ml residents with no doses in past 10 yrs (n =2,187,536)
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Deceased/Ml residency (per LexisNexis)
Ml residents with no doses in past 10 yrs (n =2,187,536)
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Conclusions

* Strategies using lIS-based residency + vaccine administration
criteria can be effective

e Results were similar to MPI results
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Public Health Implications

’

!
* Easier- epidemiologists can do it themselves ﬁ

* Cheaper- no need for vendor g

* On-demand- real time vs a one-time data cleansing &

%
: L. o
* Higher, more accurate vaccination rates /\
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Limitations

* Using criteria of getting vaccination biases toward those who are
vaccinated

* Does not account for fragmented records
* Subject to MCIR data quality
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Future Directions

* Refinement of method

 Additional review
e Other MCIR fields

00,

* Kids
* Need different threshold of dose administration recency
B
* Fragmented records
* |dentification .

* Merging
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