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Background- Denominator Inflation

Definition: # of IIS person records > official population estimates

2

Record Fragmentation Moved or Gone Elsewhere
(MOGE)
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Impedes clinical careUnderstates actual 
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Objective

• Evaluate IIS-based methods to identify current Michigan residents
• Compare to MPI-based data and Census estimates
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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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• MCIR
• Michigan address
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• Michigan address
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Results
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Number of people by filter source/type
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Sex (MCIR)
MI residents with no doses in past 10 yrs (n = 2,187,536)
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Years since last dose (MCIR)
MI residents with no doses in past 10 yrs (n = 2,187,536)
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Deceased status (per LexisNexis)
MI residents with no does in past 10 yrs (n = 2,187,536)
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Michigan residency (per LexisNexis)
MI residents with no doses in past 10 yrs (n = 2,187,536)

23

53.2%

35.7%

11.1%

In past 
6 months

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

LN identified as MI resident LN identified as not MI resident LN state field blank

Pe
rc

en
t o

f M
CI

R 
re

co
rd

s



Deceased/MI residency (per LexisNexis)
MI residents with no doses in past 10 yrs (n = 2,187,536)
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Conclusions

• Strategies using IIS-based residency + vaccine administration 
criteria can be effective

• Results were similar to MPI results
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Public Health Implications

• Easier- epidemiologists can do it themselves

• Cheaper- no need for vendor

• On-demand- real time vs a one-time data cleansing

• 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
• Other MCIR fields

• Kids
• Need different threshold of dose administration recency

• Fragmented records
• Identification
• Merging
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