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MAP Development



Why?
Continua of Care need a Coordinated Entry assessment that is:
• Evidence based (documented)
• Equitable
• Frequently validated
• Easy to implement
• Free to use



How?
The MAP was developed in a year-long collaboration between:
• Montana Statewide Continuum of Care

• Coordinated Entry leadership from 7 communities
• Case managers and assessors from across the state
• People with lived experience

• Including the MT Youth Action Board

• John P Barile, PhD (author) & Anna S. Pruitt, PhD (University of 
Hawaiʻi at Mānoa)

• Pathways Community Network Institute



Who?
The MAP is available to all Continua of Care, at no cost
• Currently implemented in Montana, Illinois and 

Tennessee
• Available this year to all WellSky Human Services 

(ServicePoint) HMIS users
• Free for any HMIS vendor to incorporate

More information and documentation:  
www.mapassessment.org

http://www.mapassessment.org/


Components of an Effective 
CES Assessment



Uses validated measures
• Allows for comparison to national-level data

• Measurement invariance and can reduce racial bias found in other 
CES tools

• Can be designed to reduce variation in client scores and be 
appropriate for all ages and demographics

• Can be used to predict successful placements and outcomes



Matches people to services
• Matching people to services—as opposed to prioritizing solely based 

on vulnerability—based on a wholistic range of criteria can lead to 
more appropriate housing placement more quickly which can reduce 
recidivism

• Clients with high vulnerability and prioritized for PSH may actually not be able 
to live independently and need a different housing placement

• Consideration of more wholistic factors that impact housing and health needs 
can lead to more appropriate housing that uniquely matches client needs.



Considers client choice
Considering client choice in the CES assessment tool 

• may reduce numbers of failed referrals, particularly client refused referrals 

• may increase housing placement satisfaction and reduce recidivism if clients 
are happy with their placement and feel they had a voice in it

• will lead to increased client autonomy that is in line with Housing First 
philosophy



Introducing the MAP



MAP Core Components
5 Sub-scales comprised of 22 items:

• 6 items: Quality of Life (29%)
• 6 items: Violence & Abuse (29%)
• 4 items: Crisis involvement (19%)
• 3 items: Housing History (14%)
• 2 items: CJ System Involvement (10%)
• 1 item: Crisis Flag 

• Supplemental modules



Quality of Life

• Health, wellness, quality of life, and vulnerability (6 items; 29%)



Violence & Abuse

• Violence exposure, safety and abuse (6 items; 29%)



Crisis Involvement

• Physical and mental health crisis involvement (4 items; 19%)



Criminal Justice Involvement

• Criminal justice and public safety involvement (2 items; 10%)



Housing History

• Housing history and instability (3 items; 14%)



Crisis Flag

• Crisis response flag (1 item)



Scoring



Supplemental Modules
Tailored to CoC Needs



MAP Supplemental Modules

Housing Navigation & 
Placement

Pathways into 
Homelessness

Services Used & Needed

Substance Use

Social Support

Community Integration



Housing Navigation Module



Pathways into Homelessness Module



Services Module



Substance Use Module



Social Support



Community Integration



Evidence for the MAP
Data from Montana



Initial Data Snapshot Range of Total Scores
Score n % Cumulative %

0 15 1.7 1.7
1 27 3.1 4.8
2 16 1.8 6.6
3 35 4.0 10.6
4 37 4.2 14.8
5 62 7.1 21.9
6 59 6.7 28.7
7 77 8.8 37.4
8 69 7.9 45.3
9 61 7.0 52.3
10 65 7.4 59.7
11 75 8.6 68.3
12 74 8.4 76.7
13 59 6.7 83.4
14 48 5.5 88.9
15 32 3.7 92.6
16 22 2.5 95.1
17 22 2.5 97.6
18 21 2.4 100.0

Item 22, flagged as immediate threat: 7%

• Add text



Quality of Life 
Q1-6

Violence & Abuse 
Q7-11, 21

Criminal Justice 
Q12-13

Crisis Involvement 
Q14-17

Housing History
Q18-20

Quality of Life 
Q1-6 1

Violence & Abuse  
Q7-11, 21 .329** 1

Criminal Justice
Q12-13 .094** .232** 1

Crisis Involvement
Q14-17 .296** .258** .158** 1

Housing History 
Q18-20 .147** .146** .132** .104** 1



Subscales

Total Score Quality of Life 
(range 0-6)

CJ Involve. 
(range 0-2)

Crisis Involve.
(range 0-4)

Housing
(range 0-4)

Violence/Abuse
(range 0-5)

n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean

American Indian, AK 
Native, or Indigenous 152 9.01 152 2.95 152 0.72 152 1.22 152 1.63 152 2.36

Black, African, or 
African American 35 10.14 35 3.34 35 0.63 35 1.23 35 1.91 35 2.6

White 649 9.09 649 3.46 649 0.65 649 0.92 649 1.51 649 2.28

Average Scores by Race



Total Score Quality of Life 
(range 0-6)

CJ Involve. 
(range 0-2)

Crisis Involve.
(range 0-4)

Housing
(range 0-4)

Violence/Abuse
(range 0-5)

n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean

Female 468 9.12 468 3.35 468 0.65 468 0.98 468 1.45 468 2.5

Male 399 9.16 399 3.4 399 0.69 399 0.98 399 1.67 399 2.09

Average Scores by Gender



Average Scores by Ethnicity

Total Score Quality of Life 
(range 0-6)

CJ Involve. 
(range 0-2)

Crisis Involve.
(range 0-4)

Housing
(range 0-4)

Violence/Abuse
(range 0-5)

n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean

Hispanic or 
Latino/a/x 77 8.97 77 3.2 77 0.58 77 0.91 77 1.36 77 2.6

Non-Hispanic/Non-
Latino/a/x 761 9.11 761 3.38 761 0.67 761 0.97 761 1.56 761 2.28



Average Scores by Age Group

Total Score Quality of Life 
(range 0-6)

CJ Involve. 
(range 0-2)

Crisis 
Involve.

(range 0-4)

Housing
(range 0-4)

Violence/Abus
e

(range 0-5)
n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean

18-24 87 7.89 87 2.59 87 0.71 87 0.77 87 1.41 87 2.28
25-34 202 8.16 202 2.69 202 0.75 202 1.02 202 1.43 202 2.20
35-44 197 9.47 197 3.44 197 0.70 197 0.87 197 1.67 197 2.49
45-54 188 10.14 188 3.79 188 0.69 188 1.05 188 1.57 188 2.60
55-64 143 9.59 143 4.06 143 0.50 143 1.00 143 1.66 143 2.07
65-74 38 9.37 38 4.14 38 0.50 38 1.29 38 1.45 38 1.97
75+ 8 8.75 8 3.38 8 0.63 8 1.25 8 1.75 8 1.75



Average Scores by Unsheltered Y/N

Total Score Quality of Life 
(range 0-6)

CJ Involve. 
(range 0-2)

Crisis Involve.
(range 0-4)

Housing
(range 0-4)

Violence/Abuse
(range 0-5)

n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean

No 400 8.10 400 3.20 400 0.57 400 1.00 400 0.82 400 2.18
Yes 475 9.99 475 3.53 475 0.74 475 0.97 475 2.15 475 2.41



Flagged for Threat to Self or Others Y/N

Total Score Quality of Life 
(range 0-6)

CJ Involve. 
(range 0-2)

Crisis Involve.
(range 0-4)

Housing
(range 0-4)

Violence/Abuse
(range 0-5)

n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean n Mean

No (93%) 787 8.91 787 3.32 787 0.66 787 0.96 787 1.54 787 2.24

Yes (7%) 59 11.83 59 4.20 59 0.69 59 1.34 59 1.54 59 3.11



Comparing to National & State 
Data



Health-Related Quality of Life: Comparing 
across MAP, MT, & US (CDC BRFSS, 2020):
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Health-Related Quality of Life: Comparing 
across MAP, MT, & US (CDC BRFSS, 2020):
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Limitations
• Montana data has lower representation of individuals identifying as 

Black, African, or African American and higher rates of individuals 
identifying as American Indian, Alaska Native, or Indigenous groups.

• Not enough data to adequately report on individuals that do not 
identify as male or female

• MAP uses items that are strongly correlated with age, which may be 
inappropriate for younger folks.



Next Steps
• Analysis of longitudinal data to see if MAP scores predict success in 

housing placements.

• Continue to search for appropriate questions appropriate for all ages, 
including youth.



Benefits
• Valid and reliable way to assess needs, preferences, and vulnerability

• Use of items & supplemental modules that can be used beyond 
prioritization

• Flexible and adaptable
• Short core components with supplemental modules
• Can be tailored to specific CoC needs and contexts 

• Already built into some HMIS platforms

• Free & we can provide TA



Mahalo!

For more information:
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