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Background Information 

  Planning Committee commissioned by the City of Spokane in 2011 with 

the task of leading the region to a full coordinated entry program 

  Full coordinated entry system discovered to be complex 

  Pilot Project to evaluate assessment tool moved forward instead 



Background Information 

  Pilot Project Statistics: 
  4 month project 
  5 participating agencies 
  236 Assessments completed 
  Mostly unfunded (SLIHC had a small Campion Grant to fund 
evaluation) 



Motivation/Goals 

Mission: 
  Ensure that all clients are served 

  Stop client “Run Around” 

  Connect clients to appropriate services 

Money: 
  HUD & Department of Commerce 
Requirement  
  Maximize existing funding 
  Divert citizens out of shelter 
system 



Community Partnerships 

  Essential to a Coordinated Entry system 
  Formed through: 

  open communication 
  strategic planning 
  honesty about challenges 



Staff perception improves over time 

“Does the tool ask the right questions?” 

First Survey Pilot Project Totals 
1/20/2012 5/4/2012 



Define Your Terms 

Common Assessment Tool = CAT 

Triage Tool?  

Front Door Assessment? 

Coordinated Intake? Centralized Entry? 

Diversion? 

City of Spokane has used the term “Coordinated 
Assessment and Entry Initiative” for their funding 

announcement 



Selecting an Assessment Tool 

  Think of it as a starting point. The tool will change. 

  Best as a group decision. 

  In Spokane Region: 
  Used HPRP Assessment Tool 

  Answers correspond with a score for each question 

  Total score used to determine level of service needs and housing barriers 

  Updates influenced by Arizona Self-Assessment Matrix and diversion best practices 



Bring in Front-Line Staff 

  Two types of feedback from front-line staff 
  Complicated cases 

  From current clients or memorable past clients 
  Local examples: Families involved in CPS system and young adult heads of 

household 

  Staff perception 

  Local examples: Poor readability, difficult to add up scores, and confusing structure 



Changes from Complicated Cases 

Initial Wording led to a score of “5” for young families 

Revisions to wording more accurately captured client barriers 



Changes from Staff Perception 
Initial Assessment Revised Assessment 



Compare with HMIS Assessment 

Where HMIS and the assessment tool overlap, consider dropping 
the question from the CAT. 



Electronic Assessment Tool 

  Start planning early for this to be a reality. 

   Possible outcomes: 
  Integrate with HMIS 

  Spreadsheet Assessment 

  Benefits from electronic assessment tool: 
  Increased data integrity 

  Increased completion speeds 

  Ease of data sharing 



Connect with Local Resources 

  During our pilot project we improved connections with: 
  McKinney-Vento HEART School Liaisons  

  Domestic Violence service providers 

  Room for improvement: 
  DSHS/WashingtonConnection.org 

  WorkSource 

  Low Income Health Care 



Embrace Creativity 

  Look for unanticipated uses of the assessment tool 

  Local Example: 
  SNAP use of Assessment Tool Scoring to inform families’ Housing 

Stability Plans 
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