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Abstract: This review aimed to describe the extent to which home- and community-based 
service (HCBS) outcome instruments published in the peer-reviewed literature are person-
centered. We sought to identify measures that relate to progress toward or achievement of 
outcomes and service effectiveness. The research questions we evaluated were: (1) What non-
medical, person-centered outcome measures are used in HCBS? (2) What non-medical, 
person-centered effectiveness measures of HCBS supports are used? We worked with a 
research librarian to develop a bibliographic search strategy and identified text words and 
controlled vocabulary terms describing person-centered measures, non-medical context, home 
and community-based services, HCBS instruments, as well as effectiveness and quality. We 
performed the search on Medline (Ovid); The Cochrane Library (Wiley); CINAHL Plus with Full 
Text (Ebsco); Scopus (Elsevier); PsycInfo (Ebsco); and ProQuest dissertations & theses global. 
We searched each database from date of inception to December 7, 2020. We limited the search 
to English-language studies and, when possible, studies conducted in the United States. We 
restricted findings based on date of publication, with a requirement that published studies reflect 
work undertaken after the passing of the Olmstead ruling in 1999. The eligibility criteria were (1) 
mentions a person-centered non-medical measurement tool, (2) setting limited to HCBS (e.g., 
not medical rehabilitation or skilled nursing facilities), (3) includes samples with intellectual or 
developmental disability (I/DD), physical disability, psychiatric disability, age-related disability, 
(4) written in English, (5) peer-reviewed source, and (6) uses a United States sample. The initial 
search yielded 8,066 studies. After title and abstract screening, we moved 178 articles to full-
text review, of which we retained 25 which passed a quasi-sensitivity analysis. A fuller 
understanding of if and how HCBS users are living satisfying and self-determined lives requires 
that outcome measures be augmented to incorporate the desires, needs, and goals of users. 
Outcome measures should incorporate not merely user satisfaction with supports, but questions 
that allow for the connection between outcomes desired by people and the perception of how 
well supports are working to help achieved those outcomes. In other words, measures should 
gather information about how useful services and supports are in helping people make progress 
towards their desired outcomes. There are only a few efforts to do this. The University of 
Minnesota Research and Training Center on HCBS Outcome Measurement is developing and 
piloting such questions, and the Shirley Ryan AbilityLab Research and Training Center on 
HCBS Outcome and Measurement is developing measures of perceived effectiveness of 
supports. These measures will allow HCBS provider organizations to embark on and monitor 
quality improvement initiatives and enhance opportunities for HCBS users to drive the 
implementation of person-centered supports. Beyond the most immediate uses of person-
centered outcomes data, there are potential implications for public reporting of data on HCBS 
quality, use of data for certification and accreditation purposes, as well as reporting to state and 
federal agencies for the purposes of value-based payment. In conclusion, while the potential for 
person-centered outcomes data from HCBS is obvious, better measurement instruments are 
needed to achieve this goal. 
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Introduction  
Home and community-based services (HCBS) describe a wide range of health-related and 
social supports and services intended to support people with disabilities and older adults to live 
in their own home or the community.1 In 2014, the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid created 
the HCBS Final Settings Rule, which highlights the importance of person-centered service 
delivery.2 As the demand for home and community-based services continues to grow, so too 
has the demand for quality measure development to evaluate HCBS. The Final Settings Rule 
adds another level of complexity to measurement, requiring consideration of what person-
centered outcome measures could be. 
 
In July 2022, CMS released its recommendations for HCBS Quality Measures.3 These 
recommendations represent an important step forward for improving the quality of HCBS. 
Nevertheless, many of the measures included in the recommended quality measure set for 
HCBS are not adequate measures of non-medical person-centered outcomes. Person-centered 
outcome measures should focus on how well a person is achieving a full and self-determined 
life, according to what is important to them. In contrast, medical outcomes usually focus on 
outcomes that others have identified as important for them. In contrast to institutional settings 
that often provide primarily medical services, HCBS settings, where people receive a wide 
variety of services and non-medical supports (e.g., personal attendant care, service 
coordination, job coaching, home modifications, and more) present a natural opportunity to 
implement person-centered measures. Policymakers, providers, stakeholders, and beneficiaries 
need reliable, valid, and sensitive measures to assess the quality of HCBS, and to focus on the 
outcomes related to a person’s desired goals. Person-centered, non-medical outcomes, which 
are the focus of this RRTC, can encourage provider organizations to focus on needs expressed 
by the beneficiary, evaluate effectiveness of services, allow participants to make educated 
decisions when multiple plans are available, and promote accountability. Person-centered 
outcomes are fluid and may have different levels of achievement at different times. Progress 
toward a desired outcome or goal may be as valuable as achievement. Further, as the status of 
these outcomes is often a subjective assessment; individuals who receive the same supports 
and services under the same set of circumstances may experience them quite differently, 
posing challenges for measuring HCBS quality. 
 
HCBS quality measures are essential to assuring that the services provided are used in a 
meaningful, cost-effective manner, and that they are helping to achieve the desired outcomes. 
The integration of HCBS into a broader system of support for person-centered outcomes 
creates unique challenges for measure development. HCBS quality measures have been 
challenging to develop for multiple reasons. For example, the process to have quality measures 
approved by the National Quality Forum is complex and takes time for multiple rounds of public 
comment and expert review. In addition, HCBS themselves are complex, with significant 
variation in state requirements for who is eligible to receive HCBS, what services and settings 
are covered in HCBS, which providers deliver services, and service coordination processes 
related to planning and implementing formal and informal supports. Further, the federal 
requirements and guidance for person-centeredness are still evolving as compliance to the 
2014 CMS HCBS Final Settings rule approaches. The Final Settings Rule will have a significant 
influence on final quality measure guidelines. Given the different sources of support that an 
individual may receive at various times, including informal supports from family, it can be difficult 
to determine accountability for outcomes.  
 
Despite these challenges, several measure sets are in various stages of development and 
adoption. Many of those measures have addressed the achievement of outcomes, as a binary 
option (achieved or not). Our focus is on measuring progress toward outcomes and full 
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achievement of those outcomes as well as measuring the effectiveness of the services received 
in supporting the desired outcomes.  
 
Background 
This review was part of a larger project aimed to accelerate the development and 
implementation of non-medical, person-centered metrics that support quality assurance and 
quality improvement of Federal and State home and community-based service programs, 
policies, and interventions.4 
 
Objective  
This review aimed to describe the extent to which HCBS outcome instruments published in the 
peer-reviewed literature are person-centered. We sought to identify measures that relate to 
progress toward or achievement of outcomes and service effectiveness. The research questions 
we evaluated were: 
 

• What non-medical, person-centered outcome measures are used in HCBS? 
• What non-medical, person-centered effectiveness measures of HCBS supports are 

used? 
 
Search Strategy 
We worked with a research librarian to develop a bibliographic search strategy. We identified 
text words and controlled vocabulary terms describing person-centered measures, non-medical 
context, home and community-based services, HCBS instruments, as well as effectiveness and 
quality. We applied Boolean and proximity operators for a comprehensive, yet specific search. 
We modified and performed the search on Medline (Ovid); The Cochrane Library (Wiley); 
CINAHL Plus with Full Text (Ebsco); Scopus (Elsevier); PsycInfo (Ebsco); and ProQuest 
dissertations & theses global. We searched each database from date of inception to December 
7, 2020. We limited the search to English-language studies and, when possible, studies 
conducted in the United States. We restricted findings based on date of publication, with a 
requirement that published studies reflect work undertaken after the passing of the Olmstead 
ruling in 1999. We selected this criterion to ensure that instruments were being used to evaluate 
services that emphasized community living, as opposed to institutional settings. We did not 
restrict our findings based on document type. We reviewed the reference lists of included 
studies for additional articles. The eligibility criteria are listed below. 
 
Eligibility Criteria 
Inclusion  

• Must mention a person-centered non-medical measurement tool 
• Setting – Home and Community-Based Services (e.g., not medical rehabilitation or 

skilled nursing facilities) 
• Must include a population of interest: Intellectual or Developmental Disability (I/DD), 

Physical Disability, Psychiatric Disability, Age-Related Disability.  
• Only articles written in English were considered. 
• Peer-reviewed literature 
• United States sample 

  
Exclusion 

• Non-English 
• Measures intended for use only in institutional settings 
• Measures that include only medical outcomes 
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• Abstract collections 
• Dissertations 
• Non-adult (younger than age 21) 
• Elderly only 
• Nursing homes, Skilled nursing facilities, in-patient care settings 
• Palliative care 
• Hospice population 
• Clinical Trials 
• Publication prior to Olmstead ruling (1999) 

 
Selection Process 
We used Covidence software for the review process.7 Independent reviewers divided into pairs 
to screen the titles and abstracts for the first round. Full articles were reviewed to gather enough 
information if the title and abstract did not suffice when considering inclusion. The second round 
for eligibility included review of full text articles to assure the studies met the inclusion criteria. 
Covidence was used to determine agreement between the pairs. If there was not agreement, 
the research team met to reconcile and make final decisions about inclusion. Documentation of 
rationale for inclusion and exclusion of specific titles, abstracts, and full texts was performed.5-6, 

8-9 Due to changing perceptions and understandings of person-centered outcome measures 
during the review process, the lead author performed a quasi-sensitivity analysis with several 
co-authors. This process involved: 1) reviewing articles excluded during the full-text review to 
confirm appropriate application of inclusion and exclusion criteria, and 2) reviewing included 
articles to confirm they answered the study question. Based upon this additional review, several 
articles that had been excluded were subsequently deemed to be appropriate for extraction, and 
several articles that had been included were deemed ineligible based on population of interest 
or year of data collection/publication. 
 
Findings 
The initial search yielded 8,066 studies. After title and abstract screening, 178 articles moved to 
full-text review as the majority were irrelevant to the research question. After full-text review and 
the quasi-sensitivity analysis, a final sample of 25 articles was retained.  

Table 1 shows the instruments that were used in the 25 articles. Some articles used a number 
of instruments to measure outcomes of HCBS users. The National Core Indicators (in-person 
survey) and the Personal Outcome Measures were used in more than one article (4 and 7 
respectively). The majority of these instruments appear to have been validated for use with 
either the general population or with specific disability populations. The majority of instruments 
are administered via interview, with a few using survey questionnaires. 
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Table 1. List of HCBS Measures 

HCBS Measure 

California Quality of Life (CA-QOL) 

Client Assessment of Treatment Scale 

Community Integration Measure 

Exploratory Client Satisfaction Survey 

Geriatric Depression Scale-Short Form (older adults)  

Glasgow Depression Scale (younger adults) 

Hendrich II Fall Risk Assessment 

Indicators of Principles Scale 

Katz Index of Independence in Activities of Daily Living 

Lawton Instrumental Activities of Daily Living 

Lehman's Quality of Life Index 

Mental Health Statistics Improvement Program Consumer Survey (MHSIP) 

Money Follows the Person Quality of Life 

Montreal Cognitive Assessment 

National Core Indicators (NCI) 

One-Item NRS Pain Scale 

One-Item Self-Perceived Physical Health Scale 

Parkinson's Disease Quality of Life Questionnaire 

Participation of People with Mobility Impairments and Limitations Survey (PARTS/M) 

Preference for Everyday Living Inventory for Nursing Homes (PELI-NH) and for Home and Community-

Based Services (PELI-HC) 

Personal Futures Planning Indicators 

Person-Centered Planning Quality of Life Scale 

Personal Outcome Measures (POM) 

Psychological Wellbeing Scale  

Schalock Quality of Life 

Services, Systems, and Policies Indicators 

Social Wellbeing Scale 

 
Table 2 shows the populations included by the 25 articles. In some cases, the instruments 
capture data on people from multiple different populations, which is why the number of articles 
covering each population sums to more than 25. The articles most often covered people with  

Table 2. Populations included in HCBS instruments 
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intellectual/developmental disability, 
followed by people with psychiatric 
disability, physical disability, and 
age-related disability. There were 
two articles that did not specify the 
population they focused on beyond 
stating that it was people served on 
HCBS waivers. 
 
Table 3 shows the count of 
instruments that included outcomes of HCBS users in the areas of community inclusion, choice 
and control, and holistic health and function. While some of the instruments include questions 
looking at different areas, we focused on identifying whether instruments addressed the 
outcome-oriented domains of HCBS 
quality from the National Quality Forum 
2016 report on gaps in performance 
measurement.9 The report includes a 
number of domains for understanding 
quality of HCBS, but the domains of 
community inclusion, choice and control, 
and holistic health and functioning are 
the most outcome-oriented of the 
domains. For instruments that were included in the University of Minnesota’s RTCOM HCBS 
Instrument Database,10 we used their outcome domain classifications. For instruments not 
included in the database, we reviewed questions and identified which outcome most closely 
aligned with the question. 
 
Perceptions of services and supports measured by HCBS instruments 
Eight instruments contained questions about the services and supports that people received. 
Often, these questions focused on unmet needs, desires for change, or perceptions about the 
quality of their providers (e.g., “Do you feel respected and regarded well?” and “Does your 
therapist/case manager/key-worker understand you and is he/she engaged in your treatment?”), 
and satisfaction with services. Of the instruments that were selected in the review, only the 
Personal Outcome Measures (POMs) assessed the presence of supports as they relate to key 
outcomes. For example, the POMs includes questions about what types of supports people 
have in place to achieve their desired outcomes (e.g., “What supports do you need to participate 
as often as you’d like in community activities?” and “What supports does the person need to 
develop or maintain social roles?”). The POMs also includes questions about the presence of 
supports as they relate to individuals’ goals, such as: 

1) Does the organization know the goals the person has identified for him or herself or are 
efforts being made to learn about the person’s goals? 

2) Does the organization provide supports and services to assist the person in pursuing 
personal goals? 

3) Has the organization identified accomplishments the person sees as significant? 
4) Does the organization assist the person to celebrate the achievement of personal 

milestones? 

While important, these questions are limited as they reflect the determination of the interviewer 
and are not asked of the person who uses the services. It would be a valuable addition for 
HCBS outcome measurements to ask users directly of their perceptions of supports and how 
well those supports help them make progress toward their desired outcomes. Doing so will help 

HCBS population 

Count of Articles that 

cover population 

Age-related 9 

HCBS waiver populations 2 

Intellectual/Developmental Disability 14 

Physical Disability 11 

Psychiatric Disability 13 

Table 3. Outcomes measured by HCBS instruments 

HCBS Domain 

Count of Instruments 

that cover domain 

Community Inclusion 14 

Choice and Control 12 

Holistic Health and Functioning 19 
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create a more complete understanding of whether the outcomes that people are achieving can 
be attributed, at least in part, to the supports provided by the HCBS provider. 
 
Person-centeredness of HCBS outcome instruments 
There are several instruments used in HCBS settings that assess specific, non-medical 
outcomes and perceptions about the supports delivered. While many questions included in 
these HCBS instruments could be considered person-centered, they are not necessarily person 
driven. The person-centered questions reviewed ask HCBS users about their outcomes, but 
they do not identify if these outcomes were important to the user or if it was an outcome they 
wanted. Therefore, the outcomes measured are not person-driven. For example, asking a 
person “Do you like where you live?” or “Are you satisfied with the amount of time you get to 
spend with family and friends?” does not tell us if the person is living the life they want. They 
may like where they live but have a goal to live alone instead of with a roommate. They may feel 
good about the amount of time they spend with family and friends but still not be participating 
and engaging in their community in the ways that they want.  
 
Conclusion 
A fuller understanding of if and how HCBS users are living satisfying and self-determined lives 
requires that outcome measures be augmented to incorporate users’ desires, needs, and goals. 
Outcome measures should incorporate not merely user satisfaction with supports, but questions 
that allow for the connection between outcomes desired by people and the perception of how 
well supports are working to help achieved those outcomes. In other words, measures should 
gather information about how useful services and supports are in helping people make progress 
towards their desired outcomes. There are only a few efforts to do this. The University of 
Minnesota Research and Training Center on HCBS Outcome Measurement is developing and 
piloting such questions, and the Shirley Ryan AbilityLab Research and Training Center on 
HCBS Outcome and Measurement is developing measures of perceived effectiveness of 
supports. These measures will allow HCBS provider organizations to embark on and monitor 
quality improvement initiatives and enhance opportunities for HCBS users to drive the 
implementation of person-centered supports. Beyond the most immediate uses of person-
centered outcomes data, there are potential implications for public reporting of data on HCBS 
quality, use of data for certification and accreditation purposes, as well as reporting to state and 
federal agencies for the purposes of value-based payment. In conclusion, while the potential for 
person-centered outcomes data from HCBS is obvious, better measurement instruments are 
needed to achieve this goal. 
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Table 4. Articles Reviewed, Measurement Instruments Used, Populations Covered, Outcome Domains, and Measures of 
Perceived Effectiveness of Supports Included. 

Citation HCBS Instrument Target 
Populations 

Outcome 
Domains 

Perceived 
Effectiveness 
of Supports 

Carlson, J. A.; Sarkin, A. J.; Levack, A. E.; 
Sklar, M.; Tally, S. R.; Gilmer, T. P.; 
Groessl, E. J. (2011). Evaluating a measure 
of social health derived from two mental 
health recovery measures: the California 
Quality of Life (CA-QOL) and Mental Health 
Statistics Improvement Program Consumer 
Survey (MHSIP). Community Mental Health 
Journal; 47(4):454-62 

California Quality of Life (CA-
QOL) and Mental Health 
Statistics Improvement 
Program Consumer Survey 
(MHSIP) 

Psychiatric 
disability 

Community 
inclusion 

Not measured 

Sandhu, S.; Killaspy, H.; Krotofil, J.; 
McPherson, P.; Harrison, I.; Dowling, S.; 
Arbuthnott, M.; Curtis, S.; King, M.; Leavey, 
G.; Shepherd, G.; Priebe, S. (2016). 
Development and psychometric properties 
of the Client’s Assessment of Treatment 
Scale for Supported Accommodation (CAT-
SA). BMC Psychiatry; 16 
DOI: 10.1186/s12888-016-0755-3 

Client Assessment of 
Treatment Scale 

Psychiatric 
disability 

Choice & 
control 

Measured 

McColl, M. A.; Davies, D.; Carlson, P.; 
Johnston, J.; Minnes, P. (2001). The 
community integration measure: 
development and preliminary validation. 
Archives of Physical Medicine & 
Rehabilitation; 82(4):429-34 

Community Integration 
Measure 

Physical disability Community 
inclusion 

Not measured 

Glass, A. P.; Teaster, P. B.; Roberto, K. A.; 
Brossoie, N. (2006). Elderly and disabled 
waiver services: Important dimensions of 
personal care from the client's perspective. 
Home Health Care Services Quarterly; 
24(3):59-77 

Exploratory Client Satisfaction 
Survey 

HCBS waiver 
population 

Choice & 
control 

Measured 
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Citation HCBS Instrument Target 
Populations 

Outcome 
Domains 

Perceived 
Effectiveness 
of Supports 

DOI: 10.1300/J027 v24n03_04 
Holburn, S.; Jacobson, J. W.; Vietze, P. M.; 
Schwartz, A. A.; Sersen, E. (2000). 
Quantifying the process and outcomes of 
person-centered planning. American Journal 
of Mental Retardation; 105(5):402-16 

Indicators of Principles Scale; 
Person-Centered Planning 
Quality of Life Scale; Personal 
Futures Planning Indicators 

Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability, 
Psychiatric 
disability 

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Measured 
(Indicators of 
Principles) 

Anderson, K. A.; Geboy, L.; Jarrott, S. E.; 
Missaelides, L.; Ogletree, A. M.; Peters-
Beumer, L.; Zarit, S. H. (2020). Developing 
a Set of Uniform Outcome Measures for 
Adult Day Services. Journal of Applied 
Gerontology; 39(6):670-676 
DOI: 10.1177/0733464818782130 

Katz Index of Independence in 
Activities of Daily Living, 
Lawton Instrumental Activities 
of Daily Living, Hendrich II Fall 
Risk Assessment, and 
Montreal Cognitive 
Assessment. One-Item Self-
Perceived Physical Health 
Scale, One-Item NRS Pain 
Scale. Geriatric Depression 
Scale-Short Form (older 
adults), Glasgow Depression 
Scale (younger adults) 

HCBS waiver 
populations 

Holistic health 
& functioning 

Not measured 

Lustig, D.C.; Crowder, M. (2000). The 
quality of life of persons with severe and 
persistent mental illness: A typology based 
on cluster analysis. Journal of Applied 
Rehabilitation Counseling; 31(3):22-29 

Lehman's Quality of Life Index Psychiatric 
disability 

Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Not measured t 

Robison, J.; Porter, M.; Shugrue, N.; 
Kleppinger, A.; Lambert, D. (2015). 
Connecticut's 'Money Follows The Person' 
Yields Positive Results For Transitioning 
People Out Of Institutions. Health Affairs; 
34(10):1628-1636 
DOI: 10.1377/hlthaff. 2015.0244 

Money Follows the Person 
Quality of Life 
 

Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability, 
Psychiatric 
disability, Physical 
disability 

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Measured 

Stancliffe, R. J.; Lakin, K. C.; Taub, S.; Chiri, National Core Indicators (NCI) Intellectual/ Choice & Measured 
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Citation HCBS Instrument Target 
Populations 

Outcome 
Domains 

Perceived 
Effectiveness 
of Supports 

G.; Byun, S. Y. (2009). Satisfaction and 
sense of well being among Medicaid 
ICF/MR and HCBS recipients in six states. 
Intellectual & Developmental 
Disabilities;47(2):63-83 

developmental 
disability  

control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Bradley, V. J.; Moseley, C. 
(2007). National core indicators: ten years of 
collaborative performance measurement. 
Intellectual & Developmental Disabilities; 
45(5):354-8 

National Core Indicators (NCI) Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability  

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Measured 

Neely-Barnes, S. L.; Marcenko, M. O.; 
Weber, L. (2008). Community-based, 
consumer-directed services: differential 
experiences of people with mild and severe 
intellectual disabilities. 
Social Work Research; 32(1):55-64 
DOI: 10.1093/swr/32.1.55 

National Core Indicators (NCI) Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability  

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Measured 

Dinora, P.; Bogenschutz, M.; Broda, M. 
(2020). Identifying Predictors for Enhanced 
Outcomes for People With Intellectual and 
Developmental Disabilities. Intellectual & 
Developmental Disabilities; 58(2):139-157 

National Core Indicators (NCI) Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability  

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Measured 

McComb, M. N.; Tickle-Degnen, L. (2005). 
Developing the construct of social support in 
Parkinson's disease. 
Physical & Occupational Therapy in 
Geriatrics; 24(1):45-60 
DOI: 10.1300/J148v24n01_03 

Parkinson's Disease Quality of 
Life Questionnaire 

Age-related Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Not measured 

Gray, D. B.; Dashner, J. L.; Morgan, K. A.; 
Lyles, M.; Scheller, M. D.; Morris, C. L.; 
Hollingsworth, H. H. (2009). Influence of a 

Participation of People with 
Mobility Impairments and 
Limitations Survey (PARTS/M) 

Physical disability Choice & 
control, 
Community 

Measured 
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Citation HCBS Instrument Target 
Populations 

Outcome 
Domains 

Perceived 
Effectiveness 
of Supports 

Consumer-Directed Personal Assistance 
Services Program on the lives of persons 
with mobility impairments. Disability and 
Health Journal; 2(4):188-195 
DOI: 10.1016/j.dhjo.2009.05.002 

inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Abbott, K. M.; Klumpp, R.; Leser, K. A.; 
Straker, J. K.; Gannod, G. C.; Van Haitsma, 
K. (2018). Delivering Person-Centered 
Care: Important Preferences for Recipients 
of Long-term Services and Supports. 
Journal of the American Medical Directors 
Association;19(2):169-173 
DOI: 10.1016/j.jamda.2017. 10.005 1525-
8610 

Preference for Everyday 
Living Inventory for Nursing 
Homes (PELI-NH) and for 
Home and Community-Based 
Services (PELI-HC) 

Age-related Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Not measured 

Friedman, C. (2020). The Social 
Determinants of Health Index. 
Rehabilitation Psychology; 65(1):11-21 
DOI: 10.1037 /rep0000298 

Personal Outcome Measures 
(POM) 

Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability, 
Psychiatric 
disability, Physical 
disability, Age 
related 

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Measured 

Friedman, C.; VanPuymbrouck, L. (2019). 
The impact of people with disabilities 
choosing their services on quality of life 
outcomes. Disability & Health Journal; 
12(2):187-194 
DOI: 10.1016/j.dhjo. 2018.11.011  

Personal Outcome Measures 
(POM) 

Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability, 
Psychiatric 
disability, Physical 
disability, Age 
related 

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Measured 

Gardner, J.; Carran, D. T.; Nudler, S. 
(2001). Measuring quality of life and quality 
of services through personal outcome 
measures: Implications for public policy. 
International Review of Research in Mental 

Personal Outcome Measures 
(POM) 

Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability, 
Psychiatric 
disability, Physical 

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 

Measured 
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Citation HCBS Instrument Target 
Populations 

Outcome 
Domains 

Perceived 
Effectiveness 
of Supports 

Retardation; 24:75-100 
DOI: 10.1016/s0074-7750(01)80006-9 

disability, Age 
related 

& functioning 

Gardner, J. F.; Carran, D. T. 
(2005). Attainment of personal outcomes by 
people with developmental disabilities. 
Mental Retardation ;43(3):157-74 

Personal Outcome Measures 
(POM) 

Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability, 
Psychiatric 
disability, Physical 
disability, Age 
related 

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Measured 

Friedman, C. (2019). 
Person-centered excellence: progress and 
priorities of disability service organizations. 
International Journal on Disability and 
Human Development;18(1):71-80 
DOI: 10.119/J.2191-0367 

Personal Outcome Measures 
(POM) 

Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability, 
Psychiatric 
disability, Physical 
disability, Age 
related 

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Measured 

Friedman, C. (2018). 
The personal outcome measures. Disability 
and Health Journal;11(3):351-358 
DOI: 10.1016/j.dhjo.2017.12.003 

Personal Outcome Measures 
(POM) 

Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability, 
Psychiatric 
disability, Physical 
disability, Age 
related 

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Measured 

Friedman, C.; Rizzolo, M. C.; Spassiani, N. 
A. (2020). The Impact of Organizational 
Supports on the Person-Centered Health of 
People With Intellectual and Developmental 
Disabilities. Journal of Policy and Practice in 
Intellectual Disabilities;17(1):70-78 
DOI: 10.1111/jppi.12320 

Personal Outcome Measures 
(POM) 

Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability, 
Psychiatric 
disability, Physical 
disability, Age 
related 

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Measured 

Negrini, A.; Corbière, M.; Fortin, G.; 
Lecomte, T. (2014). Psychosocial well-being 
construct in people with severe mental 

Psychological Wellbeing 
Scale; Social Wellbeing Scale 

Psychiatric 
disability 

Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 

Not measured 
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Citation HCBS Instrument Target 
Populations 

Outcome 
Domains 

Perceived 
Effectiveness 
of Supports 

disorders enrolled in supported employment 
programs. Community Mental Health 
Journal; 50(8):932-942 
DOI: 10.1007/s10597-014-9717-8 

& functioning 

Kober, R.; Eggleton, I. R. (2002). Factor 
stability of the Schalock and Keith (1993) 
Quality of Life Questionnaire. 
Mental Retardation; 40(2):157-65 

Schalock Quality of Life Intellectual/ 
developmental 
disability 

Choice & 
control, 
Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning 

Not measured 

Lai, J.; Hammel, J.; Jerousek, S.; 
Goldsmith, A.; Miskovic, A.; Baum, C.; 
Wong, A.W.; Dashner, J.; Heinemann, A.W. 
(2016). An Item Bank to Measure Systems, 
Services, and Policies: Environmental 
Factors Affecting People With Disabilities. 
Archives of Physical Medicine & 
Rehabilitation; 97(12):2102-2112 
DOI: 10.1016/j.apmr. 2016.06.010 

Services, Systems, and 
Policies Indicators 

Physical disability Community 
inclusion, 
Holistic health 
& functioning  

Not measured 
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Appendix 1: Medline Search 
1. exp *Patient-Centered Care/  

2. ((person-centered or person-directed or consumer-directed or self-directed or patient-centered) adj5 

(care or measure* or support* or service* or practice* or approach* or climate* or program* or policy 

or policies or intervention* or planning or coordination)).ti,ab.  

3. 1 or 2  

4. *Residential Facilities/  

5. exp Assisted Living Facilities/  

6. exp Group Homes/  

7. exp Halfway Houses/  

8. ("assisted living" or "community based" or "community engagement" or "community inclusion" or 

"group home*" or "halfway house*" or "home based" or "home health" or "human services system*" or 

legal or "long term care" or "long term services and supports" or ltss or "personal care" or "residential 

care" or "special care home*" or "support services" or "transportation").ti,ab.  

9. ((system or systems) adj2 "human services").ti,ab.  

10. 4 or 5 or 6 or 7 or 8 or 9  

11. 3 and 10  

12. exp Program Evaluation/  

13. exp Quality Indicators, Health Care/  

14. ("quality measure*" or "quality indicator*").ti,ab.  

15. ((program* or service* or system* or support* or workforce) adj2 (effective* or evaluat* or assess* 

or appropriateness or sustainability or benchmark* or quality or outcome* or metric* or accountability 

or performance*)).ti,ab.  

16. 12 or 13 or 14 or 15  

17. ("Rose-Recovery Oriented Services Evaluation" or "Agreement with Recovery Attitudes Scale" or 

"American Institutes for Research Self-Determination Assessment" or "Assessment of Quality of Life" or 

"Assistance with Caregiving" or "Attitudes Towards Treatment" or "Australian Community Participation 

Questionnaire" or "Burden Scale for Family Caregivers" or "CAHPS Home and Community Based 

Services" or "Camberwell Assessment of Need" or "Canadian Survey on Disability" or "Caregiver Strain 

Index" or "Caregiving Appraisal Scale" or "Cash and Counselling Demonstration Baseline Instrument" or 

"Caregiving in the U.S. 2015" or "Client Assessment Inventory" or "Client-Level Measures for 

Discretionary Programs Providing" or "Community Integration Measure" or ("Community Integration 

Questionnaire" and Revised) or "Community Participation Indicators" or "Community Service Attitudes 

Inventory" or "Consumer Recovery Outcomes System" or "Coordinated Assessment System" or "Basic 

Assurances" or "Personal Outcome Measures" or "Craig Handicap Assessment and Reporting Technique" 

or "Craig Hospital Inventory of Environmental Factors" or "Decision Making Involvement Scale" or 

"Disability Rating Scale" or "Empowering Arizona's Individuals with Developmental Disabilities Consumer 

to Consumer Survey" or "Empowerment Affirmation Scale" or "Evaluating Social Inclusion 

Questionnaire" or "Experience of Care and Health Outcomes Survey" or "Family and Individual Needs for 

Disability Supports" or "Glasgow Outcome Scale-Extended" or "Hopkins Symptom Checklist" or "Illness 

Management and Recovery" or "Quality of Life Interview" or "Maryland Assessment of Recovery in 

People with Serious Mental Illness" or "Mayo-Portland Adaptability Inventory-4" or "Mental Health 

Statistics Improvement Program" or "Minnesota Department of Human Services Resident Quality of Life 

Interview" or "Minnesota Elderly Waiver Consumer Experience Survey" or "Minnesota Self-

Determination Scales Decision-Making Preference Scale" or "Minnesota Self-Determination Scales 

Exercise of Control Scale" or "Minnesota Self-Determination Scales Self-Determination Environment 

Scale" or "MN LTSS Improvement Tool Form" or "MN Service Provider" or "MNSP-CMEvalCSSP" or 

"MNSP-CMEvalProviders" or "MNSP-PersonEvalCM" or "MNSP-PersonEvalCSSP" or "MNSP-

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 24, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.22.22283875doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.12.22.22283875
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


25 October 2022 

16 

PersonEvalProviders" or "Money Follows the Person" or "MOS Social Support Survey" or "National Core 

Indicators" or "National Health and Aging Trends Study" or "National Long Term Care Survey Community 

Questionnaire" or "National Study of Caregiving" or "National Survey of Older Americans Act 

Participants" or "New York Traumatic Brain Injury Waiver Program Participant Satisfaction Survey" or 

"Ohio Department of Aging Resident Satisfaction Survey" or "Older People's Quality of Life 

Questionnaire" or "Oregon HCBS Individual Experience Survey" or "Participant Experience Survey 

Home*" or "Participant Experience Survey Mental Retardation*" or "Participant Experience Surveys 

Elderly and Disabled" or "Participation Assessment with Recombined Tools-Enfranchisement" or 

"Participation Assessment with Recombined Tools-Objective" or "Pearlin Coping Mastery Scale" or "Peer 

Outcomes Protocol" or "Perceived Autonomy Support" or "Perceived Competence for Recovery Scale" 

or "Perceived Quality of Life Scale" or "Personal Empowerment" or "Personal Experience Outcomes 

Integrated Interview and Evaluation System" or "PEONIES" or "Personal Family Caregiver Survey" or 

"Personal Life Quality Protocol" or "Personal Wellbeing Index-Intellectual Disability" or "Person-

Centered Practices in Assisted Living" or "PROMIS" or ("Quality of Life" and Kane) or "Quality of Life in 

Alzheimer's Disease Scale" or "Quality of Life Questionnaire" or "Quality of Life Scale" or "Recovery 

Assessment Scale" or "Recovery Oriented Practices Index" or "Recovery Oriented System Indicators" or 

"Recovery Promotion Fidelity Scale" or "Recovery Self-Assessment Scale" or "Ridgway Recovery-

Enhancing Environment Measure" or "Rochester Recovery Inventory" or "Sense of Community Index 2" 

or "Social Acceptance Scale" or "Social and Community Opportunities Profile" or "Social Relations Scale" 

or "Staff Relationship Scale" or "Staff Survey of Social Inclusion" or "Stages of Recovery Instrument" or 

"Survey for Caregivers Supporting a Person with a Disability Outside of the Disability Support Service 

System" or "Tailored Caregiver Assessment" or "Temple University Community Participation Measure" 

or "Arc's Self-Determination Scale" or "Empowerment Scale" or "Family Quality of Life Scale" or "Mental 

Health Climate Questionnaire" or "Performance Outcome Measurement Project" or "TRAIL Leisure 

Assessment Battery" or "UCLA Loneliness Scale" or "Well-Being Scale" or "World Health Organization 

Quality of Life" or "Youth Quality of Life Instrument" or "Youth Services Survey" or "Zarit Burden 

Interview").ti,ab.  

18. 16 and 17  

19. ("Home and Community-Based Services" or HCBS).ti.  

20. 11 or 18 or 19  

21. limit 20 to English language 
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