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PREFACE 

Since 1974, the Youth Development Bureau (YDB) has funded local 
projects nationwide to provide assistance to runaway youth and their 
families under the provisions of the Runaway Youth Act (PL 93-415). 
In order to obtain a clearer sense of the effectiveness of the National 
Runaway Youth Program, YDB ,contracted with Berkeley Planning Associates 
to conduct a 19-month evaluation to determine the extent to which pro­
jects have operationalized the four legislative goals of the program 
and their impact on the clients they serve in terms of these same four 
goals. A representative group of 20 projects atross the country, re­
flecting the variety of the 127 projects funded by YDB in fiscal year 
1977, was selected for inclusion in this study. These projects provided 
the basic unit of analysis for the organizational goal assessment com­
ponent of the study, while the youth and parents who received services 
from these projects constituted our sample for the client impact com­
ponent. This report summarizes the findings from the total evaluation effort. 

We wish to thank the many people who helped us over the past 19 
months, including the individual project directors, the staff members 
of the projects, representatives from various agencies in the projects' 
communities, and the federal personnel in both the regional and central 
YDB offices. In p'articular, we wish to thank our Proj ect Officers, 
Sheila Morgenstern and Michael Goldfarb, for their support and input. 
We also wish to thank our primary consultant, William Goldsmith, for 
his careful review and comment throughout the study. His personal ex­
perience in runaway youth programming and sensitivity to the concerns 
of youth were invaluable assets to the overall evaluation effort. 
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EXECUTIVE SU~~1ARY 

NATIONAL EVALUATIO~ OF THE RUNAIVAY YOUTH PROGRAM 

October 1977 to May 1979 

INTRODUCTION 

Perhaps the most difficult transition in human development occurs as 
one passes from childhood into adulthood. It is a time when the old rules 
one has lived by seem unacceptable and awkward, yet new rules have not yet 
had time to develop. While it is true that most children successfully 
cross the bridge into adult life, few do so without experiencing some period 
of great uncertainty about their own worth and bewilderment over exactly how 
and where they will assume new roles in society. The awkwardness of youth 
has many sources both with~n the individual as well as within the general 
society. By definition, a 'youth is locked into a life stage in which he 
or she is neither totally dependent nor totally free. Adolescents are 
expected to begin making their own decisions regarding their choice of 
friends, hobbies, interests, and mobility patterns. At the same time, 
they are expected ,to obey their parents, obey school officials; and above 
all "stay out of trouble." They are their own persons, yet are still sub­
ject to a wide range of external controls. They are told to be responsible 
and independent, while they are also being told they cannot work and, in 
fact, see little of the productive side of society. Given all the conf1~ct­
ing signals, it is not surprising that teenagers have problems; it is amazing 
that mo::;t are able to overcome them. . 

Beginning in the 1960s, the problems of youth took on new dimensions. 
Adolescents and young people having difficulty adjusting to the new respon­
sibilities of adult life were no longer simply problems for their parents. 
Society as a whole began wondering how to control the upcoming generation. 
Beyond the political manifestations of the youth movement, youth in general, 
and in greater numbers, were acting in ways requiring larger degrees of 
social control. From 1950 to 1972, the number of actual delinquency cases 
brought into the juvenile courts throughout the country increased from 
280,000 to 1,112,500, and the ratio of cases to the youth popUlation C1l-
18 years of age) rose from 1.6% to 3.4%.1 Truancy and dropout rates in 
high schools climbed qramatically. Although there has been little talk of 
dropouts in the past few years, urban school districts estimate that as much 
as 10% of their enrollment 2 attend school only sporadically. Running away 

lJuvenile Court Statistics, Office of Youth Development, 1972, p. 415. 

2 
Children's Defense Fund, Children Out of School in America, October 

1974, pp. 2-3. 
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became a common response to family and social pressures, reaching what a 
Senate committee in ~C)73 called "epidemic proportions." Based on the 
findings of the National Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth, it is esti­
mated that 733,000 young persons annually leave home at least overnight 
without the permission of their parents or legal guardians. 

Although the problem of youth running away from home was not new to the 
1960s, ~he dimens~ons o~ the problem and the reactions of the general public 
were,unlque t~ thls perlod. Church groups and other community-based private 
s~rvlce ag~ncles, such aS,settlement houses, YMCAs, and existing youth ser­
Vlce agencles, were the flrst to recognize the specific service needs of this 
particular youth subpopulation. Several of these agencies began providing 
~em~o:a:y s~elter and counseling to youth on the run, locating their shelter 
~haclll~les ln

h 
church basements, abandoned store fronts, and, in some cases, 

t e prl vate omes of volunteers. These early runaway shelters made every . 
attempt to put youth in touch with their parents and to help youth return 
home. Their primary objective, however, was to keep youth off the streets 
and thereby reduce the likelihood that they would fall victims to acts of 
violen~e. While counseling and general support services were available if 
the youth requested such assistance, the early shelter facilities were largely 
informal and served as places of refuge for the thousands of youth who found 
themselves a long distance from home with little, or no, money and few, if 
any, friends. 

By the spring of 1972, the issue of runaway youth grew from being a 
collective concern of residents in certain communities to being a collective 
concern of federal policy makers. The swelling number of runaway youth began 
to overwhelm the volunteer staff and linlited operating budgets of the early. 
shel~ers. I~ respo~se to this growing demand for services, Congress began 
holdlng pubhc hearlngs, first in the Senate and then in the House, to defin.e 
the,natu:e of the runaway youth problem in the United States and to develop a 
leglslatlve program that would alleviate these difficulties. The National 
Runaway Youth Program, initiated under the authorization of Title III of the 
Juvenile J~stice,and,Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, was designed to 
address thls "epldemlc" of running away. 

Since ~assage ~f the Act, the organizational form of these projects as 
well as theIr stafflng patterns and service delivery systems have undergone 
s~bstru:tial changes, with the.,:-majority becoming more complex, mu1ti­
dlmenslonal yout~ serv~ce agencies. Despite this pattern of organizational 
growth, the servlce phIlosophy of these projects has remained constant. The 
~arlY,runaway sh~l~e:s developed from a humanistit value base which regarded 
ImmedIate. accesslbllJ.ty, trust, non-judgmental and supportive interaction, 
and the rlgh~s of yo~th as the tene~s of quality service delivery. Although 
much o~ the lnforma1lty of the earlIer system has given way to more formal 
operatlng procedures, the value system inherent in the initial runaway 
shelters has been successful~y retained by the more established projects and 
has been suc~essfully transmltted to many of the newer programs. This value 
system has, In effect, become a system-wide ethic which ensures that regard­
less of the specific project from which youth seek assistance they ~an be 
assured of h~ving their needs met and their rroblems addressed in the manner 
most supportlve and comfortable to them as oppo~od to the manner most con­
venient to the service provider. 

~ I 
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The Youth Development Bureau (YDB)l has administered the Runaway Youth 
Act since its passage. This Act authorizes the provision of grants, techni­
cal assistance, and short-term training to public and private nO':1-profit 
agencies, lC''::ated outside of the la.w enforcement structure atld file juvenile. 
justice sys~~m, for the development and/or strengthening of community-based 
programs of service which provide temporary shelter, counseling, and after­
care services to runaway or othenlise homeless youth a.nd their families. 2 

These services are provided both directly by the projects and through link­
ages established with other service providers in the community. The goals 
of the Runaway Youth Act, as mandated by Section 315 of the legislatUre, 
are as follows: 

(1) to alleviate the needs of youth during the runaway 
episode; 

(2) to reunite youth with their families and to encourage 
the resolution of intrafamily problems; 

(3) to strengthen family relationships and to encourage 
stable living conditions for youth; and 

(4) to help youth decide upon a future course of action. 3 

To date, YDB has supported a number of initiatives -- both programmatic 
and research -- designed to enhance the planning and delivery of services to 
runaway or otherwise homeless youth and their families. Since June 1977, YDB 
has been receiving uniform data through the Intake and Service Summary Form 
on each youth who is provided ongoing services from the Runaway Youth Act­
funded projects. The data compiled through these Forms are used by both 
YDB and the projects to profile the types of clients being served and their 

lThe Youth Development Bureau is located within the Administration for 
Children, Youth and Families, Office of Human Development Services, Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

2During FY 1977, when the contract for the National Evaluation of the 
Runaway Youth Program was awarded, 127 projects nationwide were being sup­
ported under the provisions of the Runaway Youth Act. Currently, 166 pro­
jects are receiving support. In addition to these project grants, support 
is also being provided to the National Toll-Free Communication System, 
designed to serve as a neutral channel of communication between runaway 
youth and their families and to refer them to needed services within theiT 
communities. 

'1 

'~These goals, as well as the target populations to be served by the 
funded projects, have undergone a series of modifications and refinements 
since the passage of the Act in 1974. Most notable have been amendments 
approved by Congress in 1977 that included "otherwise homeless youth" in 
the Act's target population and YDB's modification of the second goal, 
requiring proj ects to reunite youth with their families only !'if this 
[unification] is determined to be in the youth's best interests." 

, 
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service requirements, including changes in both over time. 1 Additionally, 
YDB has undertaken seve~~l research initiatives designed to examine the needs, 
problems, and service requirements of specific subpopulations of runaway 
youth and to provide the knowledge base required to further strengthen the 
provision of services to these youth. 

Combined the client and research data provide YDB with an information 
base on runaw~y youth and on programmatic strategies for addressing the~r 
needs. These data, however, are not sufficient to answer the more qua1~ta­
tive questions regarding the effectiveness of the Runaway Youth Act-funded 
projects in meeting the needs of the youth and families served. In order to 
obtain these data YDB contracted with Berkeley P1a.nning Associates to con­
duct a comprehensive evaluation of the National Runaway Y0';lth Program .. This 
study, which was conducted over a 19-month period, ~as d7s~gned to obta~n 
evaluative data along two separate, btlt parallel, d1mens~ons: a determ1na­
tion of the extent to which a representative sample of the projects funded 
under the Runaway Youth Act have operationalized the four legislative goals 
(the organizational goal assessment study phase); and a determination.of the 
impact o.f the services provided on the clients served as measured agamst 
these same goals (the client impact study phase). Additionally, BPA also . 
conducted a cost analysis designed to profile the projects' costs and expend1-
tures, including the allocation of these resources to specific services and 
activities. 

I. SUMMARY OF EVALUATION PROCESS AND COMPONENTS 

Throughout the eva1uati.on effort, several interrelated obj ecti ves werE~ 
pursued simultaneously. \'lhile we were principally concerned with the "out­
come" or effectiveness of the runaway youth projects funded by YDB in terlIlS 
of their legislative mandate, we were also interested in furthering the 
total body of knowledge available in the area of youth services. The study 
was designed not only to look at the aggregate impact of the National Runaway 
Youth Program but also to explore the unique aspects of projects' functioning, 
highlighting the differont approaches to service delivery employed by indi­
vidual projects. More specifically, the study sought to provide evaluative 
information for answering the following key policy questions: 

...... 

IThe data compiled through the Intake and Service Summary Form include 
the demographic characteristics of the youth; their family settings/living 
situations prior to receiving project services; the specific reasons they 
sought/were referred to services; their sources of referral to the projects; 
their previous runaway episodes and involvement with the juvenile justice 
system, as applica.bl~; the services they received both directly from the 
project and through referrals to other se:vic~ provider: in the ~ommunity; 
and their living arrangements at the term1nat10n of proJect serv1ces, 
including, as applicable, the reasonls) they did not return home. 
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• Havi! the projects operationalized .the four goals of the program 
as leg'isla·tively specifieq? 

, 
• What proj ect, client, or c!ommuni ty fact'ors have facilitated or 

hindered goal operationalization? 

• What additiortal, local goals have been developed and operation­
alized by the proj ects to impact positively on their clients? 

• Have the projects had an impact (in terms of the four legislative 
goals) on the clients they serve'l 

• What services, methods of servic.e provlslon, or client factors 
have the greatest irtfluence on a project's capacity to have 
positive impact on the clients served? 

• lfuat are the costs or providing various services to these 
clients? 

• In what way is the degree of operationalization of the legisla­
tive goals related tb client impact? 

• What project, client and community factors account for the 
congruence or lack of it between goal operationalization and 
client impact? 

In order to provide a thorough assessment of the runaway youth projects 
and to provide assistance to the Youth Development Bureau in identifying the 
most useful evaluative data to be collected on an ongoing basis, the study 
was 3ubdivided into three distinct functional areas: 

• the organizational goal assessment; 

• the client impact assessm.ent; and 

• the cost analysis of project functioning. 

Prior to initiating these activities, a series of additional data gathering 
procedures were undertaken. A comprehensive review of the literature and 
other documentation relating to runaway youth programming was initiated, 
~ncluding a detailed review of the proposals submitted by all of the pro­
Jects funded by YDB during 1978. Second, informational site visits were 
conducted to ten proj ects to familiarize BPA staff with the simila'l'ities 
and differences in the actual operations of runaway youth projects and to 
ensure that the evaluation design and instruments subsequently developed were 
relevant to project functioning and were administratively feasible. The 
fi?dings from both of these initial reviews served as the backdrop against 
wh~ch the three essential evaluation components were designed and implemented. 

One of the first tasks in the conduct of the evaluation was to select a 
5amp~e of proje~ts for inclusion in the study. It \\las considered important 
that the resulhng sample represent the full range of projects funded by YDB 
and capture the "most common" type of project, as opposed to the most unusual 
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projects. In selecting the sites, we first identified key project factors 
that (1) were policy relevant, (2) could discriminate among the funded pro­
jects, and (3) for wIl':'ch there was an adequa.te number of projects to permit 
a comparative analysis. Based on the findings of the proposal review pro­
cess and discussions with the YDB Project Officer, three variables emerged 
as capturing the key differences among the funded projects. These variables 
-- location, affiliated or free-standing status, and length of time in opera­
tion _ .. were used to identify different clusters of YDB-funded projects. 
In addition to capturing variation on these factors, the sample was also 
designed to include representation from: 

• projects that are located in private as well as public agencies; 

• projects from all ten of the HEW regions; and 

• projects that operate their own temporary shelter and those that 
provide temporary shelter through a system of volunteer foster 
homes. 

The 20 evaluation sites provided the testing ground for the evaluation's 
three major elements. These projects provided the basic unit of analysis for 
the organizational goal assessment component, while the youth and parents who 
received services from these projects constituted our sample for the client 
impact assessment component. Seventeen of the 20 evaluation sites partici­
pated in the cost analysis. 

A. Organizational Goal Assessment 

The organizational goal assessment was designed to determine the extent 
to which the projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act have successfully 
operationalized, or implemented, the program's four legislative goals. Our 
determination of the extent to which projects have operationalized these 
goals proceeded from two different perspectives: first, the project's capa­
city to operationalize the specific services and service procedures considered 
essential for each legislative goal (the goal-specific guidelines); and, 
second, the project's capacity to achieve an overall well-functioning system 
(the generic guidelines). In the first instance, we began with the four 
legislative goals, asking such questions as: 

• Wh\lt services need tcfbe in place for this particular goal 
tu be realized? 

• What procedures should the proj ect be following in order to 
attain this particular goal? 

• \fuat community linkages are necessary to successfully realize 
this goal? 

A list of guidelines and indicators that related to the services, 
procedures, and linkages considered essential for each goal \~as developed. 
Factors used in determining \~hether a proj ect had an adequate capacity to 

. ~ 
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provide a particular service included the hours during which 'th se ' 
was av '1 bl . th I' f' , ,e rVlCE-l , al a e~ e qua 1 lcatlons of the staff providing the service; the 
physlcal requlrements necessary to provide the servl' ce' and t f ' d h ' a se 0 operat-Ing proce ures,t at allow fo; the smooth delivery of the service. These 
elements constltuted the baslc requirements for goal operationalization. 

. I~ the second ph~se, ~e,began with the project itself, listing 12 
guldellnes t~at.were ldentlfled as constituting the essential elements of 
a well-functlonmg runaway youth project. These gene:ric guidelines which 
covered aspects of a project's organizational structure management' system 
staff characteristics, community context, and youth participation program' 
measure~ each.project's capac~ty to operationalize all of its goals. In' 
develo~lng thIS list of 12 gUldelines, we asked such questions as the 
followlng: 

• lfuat types of management practices are necessary for smooth 
and efficient project functioning? 

• Are there,any specific organizational factors that increase 
the capaclty of a runaway youth project to more effectively 
meet the needs of its clients? 

• Are there any specific ways in whicij a project can best utilize 
the resources or overcome the service barriers in its parti-
cular community? . 

These 12 gui~eU.nes ~ while not related tc? a specific goal, constitute the 
~hrust, by whlch proJ ects are able to advance anj' goal of their program, 
lncludmg not only the goals of the Runaway Youth Act but also the wide 
range of local goals that each project has qeveloped,' 

'~i1e individual elements can be rated as being effective or non­
effechye~ the overall,strength of a program is more appropriately captured 
by exa~lnlng t~e relatlonsh~ps among its various functional aspects. In 
assesslng ~he lnternal consIstency of a project

l 
we asked such questions ~s 

the followlng: 

• 

• 

• 

Are all of the elements consistent in terms of the project's 
goals and objectives? 

Do some of the elements appear to work at cross purposes or 
to address divergent needs? 

Does the project claim one operating method, t '1' another? ye operatlona lze 

I~ this s~,ag~ of the an~lysis, we addressed these types of questions by 
flrst rev~ewln~ the rat~ngs given projects on both the goal-specific and 
the ,enerlc,guldel~nes In terms of each project's philosophy and its per­
~ept~on of ~ts mo~t essential goals. We then reviewed this information 
In lIght of a proJect's community context and the specific needs of its 

..--------------------------------~----------------------~----~ 
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, 'n o'nting those service clJ.'ent population. This analysis was usef~l J.n PtJ.h~s! organizational areas 
h limited capacJ.ty or . d' ff' areas in which projects ave, into serious operatJ.onal J. J.-

which, if left unatt:~ded, ~~htt~~~:!Oiey organizational, cli:nt, ~nd h 
culties. The analysJ.s ~lso J. en \ t t to and the manner m whJ.ch t e community factors that J.nfluence ~ e ex en 
projects have operationalized theJ.r goals. 

. o~ed by the organizational goal 
Data used to answer the que~~J.~~s ~ ff during week-long site visits 

assessment were gathered by.BPA J.e s a. n sam Ie During each of these 
to each of the 20 projects ~n ou~ :V~!:i~~ inte~vi~ws with individuals d 
visits, BPA field staff con ucte .J.n director counseling supervisor, an 
carrying out the functio~s o~bpr~~e~!lf_admini~tered questionnaire~ to the 
community liaison, and dJ.strJ. ut ree re resentatives from communJ.

7
Y , 

projects' staff. Also, at ~east t~ t . e~ its most important coordJ.natJ.on. 
agencies with which the pro~ect m~J.n ~J.n In addition interviews were con-
and referral linkages were J.ntervJ.ewe. 'ect's advisory board or board 
ducted with at least one member of the prto~ive of the project's affiliate well as with a represen a 
of directors, a7 , 'f h an organization existed. or par~nt organJ.zatJ.on, J. suc 

B. Client Impact Assessment 

'. 1 ssessment, the client impact In contrast to the or~anJ.zatJ.~~~~ g~~fo~mance in terms of the four 
assessment component exam7n~d pr~Jt imPact these same 20 projects had ~n ., 
legislative goals by examJ.nJ.ng w a p d Thus for most of the varJ.able~ 
a sample of yout an , he unit of observatJ.on was e 

h d families they serve ., , th 
utilized in the client i~pact analY~~S ~n~ families served by the runa\'vay 
individual client; th~t J.s,.the,YO~ r the client impact study phase w~re 
project. The evaluatJ.on crJ.terJ.a 0 't had successfully accomplJ.shed 
designed to measure whether or not a p~o~~~ Act with each individual youth h Of the four goals of the Runaway 0 , eac . 
who received project servJ.ces. 

the client impact study phase addressed the The data collected during 
following key questions: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

th are being served by the runa\'Iay youth Wha~ types of you • h Youth Development Bureau, and 
proJects supported,by~t e b' provided to these youth? what types of servJ.ces are eJ.ng 

f 1 has the Runaway Youth Program been nationally How success u , 1 t' oals? 
in accomplishing the four legJ.s a J.ve g . 

How are the different aspects of project success related to 
each other? 

. ted with observed variation in client What factors are assocJ.a 
impact? 

,J 
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In order to answer the key study questions regarding the impact of the 
runaway youth proj ects on the youth and farniliei~ they serve, Berkeley Planning 
Associa.tes collected data on a sample of clients served at each of the 20 
evaluation sites. Within each project, the client sample selected for inclu­
sion in the study consisted of all youth who re,::eived temporary shelter and 
left the shelter system during a five-week period from June 26 through July .30, 1978. 

To generate data about the impact of project services on these clients, 
interviews were condUcted by local interviewers hIred by BPA with three 
respondents for each case: the youth, the parent figure with whom the youth 
had had most contact during the three months prior to arrival at the run­
away project, and the counselor OJ;' other stAff 'Plember at the project who had 
the most contact with the youth. An attempt Was made to interview each of 
these respondents at two different: times: f'irst, within 24 hours of the time 
the youth left temporary shelter; and, again, five weeks after the youth left the project. 1 

The foundation of the client impact findings was a strUctured Set of 
client impact standards, criteria and i,ndicators. The standards constitute 
the general principles against which judgments were made to determine whether 
each of the four legislative goals had been aChieved. The criteria repre~ 
sented specific dimenSions or aspects of each standard and were deSigned 
to more precisely define the outcomes sought by the standards. Each criterion 
Was sufficiently discrete so as to be empirically verifiable. The indicators 
represented the specific data that documented the extent to which specific 

' aspects of each standard or each cri t(,l'ion had been met. A total of 26 
separate criteria and 98 indicators relevant to assessing client impact on 
the four legislative goals were developed. In addition, it was found that 
there were several important measures of overall program performance that 
did not relate clearly to any individual goal. Therefore, a fifth category 
was developed which we called "overall program performance." The goal or 
evaluation standard addressed ,by this category can be thought of as: "to 
assist youth in addressing their major problems." Thus, if a youth's most 
pressing problem was family-related, the indicators under this goal tested 
whether that problem had been adequately resolved, whereas if the youth's 
major problem was a legal one, the rating on this goal Would be based on 
whether the legal problem was successfully dealt with. 

C. 'Cost Analysi~ 

A cost analysis provided a profile of each project's costs and expendi­
tures in terms of its payrc;>ll expenses; non-payroll (or "fixed") expenses 
such as the costs of rent, mortgage, utilities, and durable equipment; and 

'the imputed expenses of donated resources such as volunteer labor and other 
items or serv~ces which'were provided to the project at no cost by the 

. lOur client impact sample consisted of 278 youth. On these youth, we 
collected 275 counselor at termination interviews, 185 youth at termination 
interviews, 105 parent at termination interViews, 271 counselor at follow-up 
intervie"s, 101 youth at follow-up intervie"s, and 88 parent at follow-up interviews . 

.. , 
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community. Within these large groupings, the cost analysis examined th~ 
allocation of resou~Cp.s to specific project activities, such as counsel1ng, 
shelter coverage, various support services, case managemen~,.and gen~ral 
administrative activities. By exploring the costs of prov1d1ng serV1ces 
at several projects within an overall service program, the cost analysis 
was able to identify the major activities of the National Runaway Youth 
Proaram and then to determine the relative costs of providing these ser­
vic~s within each individual project. The analysis also determined com­
parable costs across all projects for those activities that wer~ provided 
in common, by adjusting for regional differences in wage a~d pr1~e.levels. 
The "costs" of providing services to runaway youth and the1r fam111es were 
examined from essentially three different perspectives: 

• 
• 
• 

actual payroll costs; 
the "dollar value" of all labor resources, including donated 
labor; and 
total costs~ including fixed, or non-payroll, expenditures 

. and donations. 

TI1e implementation of the cost analysis consisted of the following elements: 

• 
• 

• 
• 

the identification of the project's distinct activities; 

the identification of the project's resources; 

the identification of the project's donated resources; 

the allocation of paid human resources (payroll) by individual 
project activities; 
the distribution of indirect labor costs across all services; 
and 

• the valuation of the project's donated.human resources 
(volunteers). 

II. S~~RY OF KEY FINDINGS 

The present evaluation h~s reviewed the National Runaway Youth Pr~gram 
from a number of perspectives. We explored the performance of the proJec~s 
studied from the various viewpoints of organizational structure and funchon­
ing, costs

l 
and client impact. Each of these individual perspectives sug­

gested a number of findings that have implications for.the f~tur~ d~v~lopment 
not only of the National Runaway Youth Program but also of the 1l'ld1v1dual 
proj ects. These findings are summarized belm'l. 

• The National Runaway Youth Program has successfully operationalized 
the goals of the Runaway Youth Act. 

Overall, the YDB-funded projects have successfully operational~zcd the 
four goals of the Runaway Youth Act and have implemented tho~e serv1~es . 
and service procedures identified as being essential to meet1ng the 1mmed1ate 

.-

xvii 

needs of youth, resolving family problems, secul"ing stable li~,ring: arrange­
ments for youth, and helping youth decide upon a future course of' action. 
Wit~ the e~ception of outreach, aftercare, and follow-up services, the 
proJects d1d not demonstrate allY significant limitations in providing the 
full range of services most commonly required by the youth and families 
served. These services include individual counseling, family counseling, 
group counseling, legal assistance, medical assistance, placement services, 
and general advocac:y and support services. In addition to providing ser­
vices directly' to their clients, the projects also demonstrated solid work­
ing relationships with a number of key service providers in their local 
communities, inc~uding welfare departments, juvenile justice agencies, 
schools, and pollce. 

To operationalize the goals of the Runaway Youth Act involved not 
only the provision of the services cited above, but also the establishment 
of a host of other or2anizational and management policies. The majority 
of the projects in the evaluation sample were found to have developed a set 
of written policy procedures; to have conducted formal staff performance reviews; 
to have implemented careful and thorough case mal1agement practices; to 
have established an open communication system among all staff members; and 
to have provided opportuni~ies for youth to be involved in the development 
of their own service plans. In addition, staff at the sample projects 
generally demonstrated a high level of morale, with the projects experi-
encing limited degrees of unplanned staff turnover. 

• In additidn to addressing the legislative goals, the projects funded 
under the Runaway Youth Act have developed a number of additional goals. 

A1l b';lt one' o~ thei 20 ev~ luation sites have developed local goals to 
better deflne the 1ntent and purpose of their programs. Generally, these 
goals are perceived as being complementary to the goals mandated in the 
Runaway Youth Act and have been developed by the projects in order to more 
adequately mold their service thrusts to the needs of their particular 
communities. While the local goals identified by the project directors 
and staff varied across the 20 projects, the most frequently cited local 
goals include youth advocacy, prevention an4 outreach, and community 
resource building and network participation. In addition to these three 
categories, the projects also cited as local goals such issues as education 
(in terms ?f sex and health issues and youth rights); youth employment; 
youth partlcipation; aftercare; drug prevention; diverting status offenders 
from the juvenile justice system; helping youth develop a positive role 
model; and directing seriously disturbed families into longer-term 
counseling. 

• The projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act are extremely 
diverse both in terms of their structures and their client populations. 

Despite their common funding source and the implementation of a common 
set of legislative goals, the projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act 
demonstrated considerable diversity and range from being solely runaway 
youth shelter projects to pei~g multi-purpose youth service agencies. 
Although all projects shared some common understanding of the intention 
of the Runaway Youth Act, they were not in agreement either as to the 

, 



xviii 

relative impoctance placed upon the four ?oals 0: as ~o the specific acti-
vities necessary to achieve these goals wlth thelr cllents. Rather than . 
serving as a firm fTamework within which the individual projects develop thelr 
own service programs ~he four legislative goals seem only to loosely 
influence a project'~ development. For example, when the projects were asked 
to list the most essential goals of their service program, 60%.of th;se goals 
were local goals developed at the individual project level, whIle 40~ . 
related to one of the legislative goals. The projects,.t~rough the ~J.~X1ble 
application of the legislative goals as well as the. addItIon of spe~lfIc 
local project goals, have developed an overall serVlce effo:t that IS . 
designed to respond to the needs of the local youth populatl0n and to thelr 
communities. 

In addition to the diversity noted among the projects th:ough the ~rgan~­
zational goal assessment, the projects also demonstrated conslderable ~Iverslty 
in terms of the age range of their client populations, the length of tIme 
youth were provided shelter, the extent to which follow-up and aftercare ser­
~ices were being provided, and the extent to which additional se:vic~s.other 
than individual counseling were being provided. The cost analysls slmllarly 
found that project staff were spending the majority of their ti~e on very. 
different forms of activities and on very different types of c17e~ts. Wh~le 
most of the projects spent well over half their staff time provldlng serv:ces 
to housed clients, five of the projects spent at least one-quarter of thelr 
staff resources serving non-housed youth. 

• A growing "professionalism" was found among the projects funded 
under the Runaway Youth Act. 

In contrast to the initial runaway youth shelters, which operated largely 
as informal volunteer "counter-culture" service programs, the current YDB-. 
funded projects are professional, well-functioning,.alterna~ive youth serVIce 
centers which are becoming increasingly integrated Into thelr local youth 
service networks. The organizational goal assessment found the staff at the 
majority of projects studied to be well-educated, with most having a BA and 
a substantial minority having ~1SWs or other gradua~e-lev~l degrees. ~ore­
over, the majority of the staff had previous experIence In.y~uth serVIces. 
both within and outside the public service system. In addltl0n to operatlng 
with a more formally trained and educated staff, the current runaway youth 
projects have also adopted a number of case manag~ment practices which h~ve 
formalized their service delivery system. These Include formal case reVlews, 
ongoing counseling supervisionf and regular "staffings" with other service 
providers working with ·the youtl~ lind the parents. 

• The most serious service limitations \~ithin the National Runaway Youth 
Program are the provision of follow-up and aftercare services. 

\fuile the majority of projects were found to have implemente~ all or 
most of the generic and goal-specific guidelines, all but one proJect demon­
strated problems in achieving at least one of these elements. ~Iany of the 
problems identified during the organizational,goal assessment were s~b:tan­
tiated by the descriptions of services provided to the.youth and famliles 
in the client impact sample. \fuen \~e look at the serVlce ~ata collec~ed 
during the client impact study phase, .. .;e find that only 50~ of the cl1ents 
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had any contact with the project between the termination of temporary shelter 
and the follow-up i.nterview five weeks later. In addition, only 17% of the 
clie~ts rece~ved any in~ividual counseling on an aftercare basis, and only 6% 
re~elved famlly counsellng following the termination of temporary shelter. 
~l~e in a few in~tances the projects indicated that their service philosophy 
l1mlts the emphasls they place on'the proviSion of aftercare services most 
of the projects do not provide th1S service Simply because they do not have 
the re~ources to establish and maJ.ntain an active aftercare service component. 
The cutren~ staff. resources a: well as the general service struc/;urE!! at many 
of.th~ proJects (l.e., the maIntenance of a/temporary shelter facility) are 
prIncI~ally geared toward addressing the immediate needs of youth and to 
resolvlng those problems that can be addressed within one or two weeks of 
service. 

While the projects are making a serious attempt to address the longer­
t~rm needs of their client populations, current realities suggest that this 
.wll~ ?e a far more d~fficu1t service objective to achieve than might be 
antICIpated. AccordIng to our cost analysis, those projects that operate 
a temporary shelter facility have committed over 25% of their staff resources 
~o simply mainta~n~ng ~nd. o~erating the :helter .. \fuen one adds the time pro­
Jects spend prOVIdIng IndIVIdual counselIng, famIly counseling and group 
actiVities, a full 42% of all paid staff hours have been cover~d. Consider­
ing that the projects spend, on average, 40% of their staff time on administra­
tive and non-client-specific functions, such as cowmlnity education programs 
and general youth advocacy, roughly 18% of the staff's working hours remain 
to.provide the additional services that the projects want to offer to their 
clIents. The cost analysis found that projects currently spend very little 
time p:oviding 7u~h services as follow-up (1%), placement (1%), and support 
and clIent-speCIfIC advocacy (2%). 

• The National Runaway Youth Program is serving a widely diversified 
client popUlation. 

The client impact sample for this evaluation inCluded a sizable number 
of "pushouts," homele~s youth, and youth seeking assistance for non-family­
rela~ed problems. WhIle theomost ;ommon type of client served by the projects 
contlnues to be runaways (44",), l6'li of the client sample reported that they 
had been "pushed out" of their' homes, 20% were away from home with the ' 
mutu~l agreement o~ their parents, and another 19% were either contemplating 
runnIng away or ,were at the project awaiting other long-term residential 
p~acements: The clientpoBulation also differed on a number of other dimen­
Slons. I"lu~e 60% of the client sample: had been living with either one or 
both of theIr parents or step-parents prior to seeking assistance from the 
projects, 12% had been living in foster homes or with other relatives 15% 
h~d bee~ living i~ ~roup homes, and 13% had either been living on their 0\'/11, 

WIth frIend~, or In some other type of independent living situation. Although 
the co~nsel~ng staff reported th~t the major problem experienced by 53% of 
the cllent Impact sample was famIly-related, the remaining 47% of the clients 
sought.se:vice~ fo: major problems that were non-family related, ranging 
f:om dlfflcultles 1TI school to behavioral or psychological problems. 
FInally, the projects are accepting a large percentage of their caseloads 
as referrals from other local public and private service providers. The 
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national sample showed only 30% of the youth rece1v1ng shelter come to the 
projects on their own. lfuile several of the projects continue to receive a 
substantial percentage of their clients through self-referrals, 'that per­
centage seems to be m.::ndling in favor of formal public or private agency 
referrals. As the projects continue to increase their service linkages with 
public and private agencies, this agency referral rate can be expected to 
increase'. 

• The National Runaway Youth Program is achieving substantial 
positive client impact levels. 

In general, the proj ects funded unuer the Runaway Youth Act are success­
fully addressing the immediate needs of the youth they serve. The projects 
we studied were successful in providing virtually all youth (over 90%) 
requiri.ng food, shelter, and counselin.g with these services within the first 
few hours of th:~ youth' s arrival at the proj ect. lfuile the proj ects showed 
a slightly less uniform rate of success in immediately addressing a youth's 
needs for medical and legal assistance, these needs were usually met by the 
project during the youth's stay in temporary shelter. In contrast to this 
almost uniformly high performance level in terms of Goal 1, the projects had 
a far more varied performance rating in terms of the remaining three legis­
lative goals. For example, the projects are perceived by almost two-thirds 
of the youth and almost half of the parents they serve as being helpful in 
resolving family problems. This performance level may well be a substantial 
accomplishment in light of the fact that the projects often face family 
conflicts that have developed over years of miscommunication which cannot 
be thoroughly resolved through the limited number of family counseling 
sessions that most projects are able to provide their clients. The projects 
were also fairly successful in placing youth in a context that the majority 
of counselors, youth and parents (72%-79%) perceived as being the "best 
place" for the youth, an indication that the projects attempt to locate those 
placements which are most acceptable to all parties involved. Almost half 
of the youth, however, indicated that they would still consider running away 
again if the problems they faced got "too bad" for them in the future. While 
continued runaway behavior may be viewed as a "positive" action and as an 
indication that the youth recognizes he or she needs assistance, such action 
within the context of Goal 3 questions the stability of the youth's place­
ment following termination. 

In terms of Goal 4, the projects had a fairly consistent rate of success 
in helping youth become better able to make decisions about the future. For 
example, 73% of the youth in the client sample indicated at termination that, 
overall, they had had a say in what happened to them while they were at the 
project; that they felt they were better able to make decisions about the 
future; and that they had learned how to use other service resources in 
their communities. However, the projects demonstrated a wide range of 
success in resolving a number of their clients' non-family-related problems, 
such as difficulties with school (48% success), problems with the law (78% 
success), problems in obtaining a job (30% success), and problems about deciding 
where to live (88% success).l 

lAll of these percentages reflect the percent of youth interviewed at 
termination who felt that their problems in these areas had been resolved 
or somewhat resolved as a result of project services. 
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The level of success that the projects exhibited on certnin of the impact 
indicators may represent exceptional achievements or may mere:·.y be a'leJ,:-~,ge 
performance ratings for projects which serve youth and families in crisis. 
In the absence of related prev~ous client impact research, it is not possible 
to either praise or to be highly crit:ical of th~ observed performanc/~. The 
varied success rates among the four legislative goals may be reflective of 
the types of difficulties cited in previous aiscussions relating to the 
problems that projects encounter in attempting to accomplish too much, given 
th~ir limited resoUrces. Considering the wide range of impacts covered by 
the legislative goals, it is not at all surprising to find that the projects 
cannot resolve all of the problems of all of the youth they serve. 

• In· general, the proj ects funded ~mder the Runaway Youth Act achieve 
similar success with a wide varie·ty of clients. 

Client characteristics such as age, prior runaway history, family compo­
sition or referral soUrce did not dramatically influence the extent to which 
the projects achieved positive client impact. The artalysis found that the 
projects did equally well with all types of clients, including those youth 
experiencing such complicated and serious problems as abuse or neglect and 
repeated contact with the juvenile justice system. The only two factors that 
demonstrated a significant relationship to the extent to which positive 
client impact was achieved were the motivation of the youth to resolve his 
or her problems and family contact with the project. For example, the 
family problems of those youth identified by project staff as being more 
motivated than other clients were resolved or s6mewhat resolved in 72% of 
the cases, while only 49% of those youth identified as being less motivated 
achieved a positive rating on this indicator. Similarly, 61% of the. more 
motivated youth said they did not Ifeel they would need to run away again if 
things "got bad" in the future, while only 36% of the less motivated youth 
shared this opinion. Mlile the counselors felt that 84% of the more moti­
vated youth were better ,able to make decisions about their future, they 
attributed this specific skill to only 40% of the less motivated youth. 

In those cases where a youth's family had participated in project ser­
vices, 85% of the youth felt that the project had helped them understand 
and work out their problems, whereas 70% of the youth whose parents had not 
had contact with the project felt this way. Similarly, while 66% of the 
youth whose parents had had contact with the project felt their family prob­
lems had been resolved Qr spmewhat resolved, 51% of the youth whose parents 
had not had contact with the project shared this opinion. Finally, while 
80% of the youth whose parents had had contact with the project felt that 
they were going to the "best place" following the termination of temporary 
shelter, only 68% of the youth whose parents had not had contact felt that 
the living situation to which they were going was the "best place." 

• The National Evaluation found that a positive relationship exists' 
between goal operationalization and positive client impact. 

, 
The comparative analysis conducted between the organizational goal assess­

ment and the client impact assessment data found the two components to have a 
positive relationship. In general, this relationship was strongest on those 
indicators identified under Goal 4 -- to help youth decide upon a future course 
of action. For example, 62% of the youth served by those projects that had 
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achieved all of the generic guidelines felt the proj ect had lbeen generally 
helpful; only 52% of the youth served by the projects failing to achieve 
a nwnber of the generic guidelines shared this opinion. Although relatively 
few of the client impact indicators varied Si~lificant1y according to pro­
ject performance on either the goal-specific or generic guidelines, those 
instances where a statistically significant relationship was found almost 
always showed that those projects that had achieved these guidelines out­
performed those projects that had not achieved the guidelines. 

• The projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act are expanding their 
fiscal capacities by generating new funding sources and developing 
volunteer programs. 

With rare exceptions, the projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act 
are operating far more complex and diverse service programs than would be 
possible if they relied solely upon their YDB funding. While the average 
YDB grant for the sample of proj ects participating in the cost analysis' 
was $67,000, the average operating budget for these projects was $146,000. 
The most common other funding sources utilized by the projects include 
categorical grants or fee-for-service contracts obtained through LEAA, 
NIMH, Title XX, and local, state, and county agencies. Thl~ proj ects also 
draw heavily upon funds from both local ,and national private foundations. 
In addition to obtaining other direct funding, the projects also have been 
successful in expanding their total pool of available resources through the 
careful CUltivation of volunteer staff time and other forms of donated 
resources. The cost analysis found that the projects, on average, generate 
an additional $3,000 worth of resources per month through the use of volun­
teer labor and other donated resources. 

• A variety of service, client, and fiscal concerns are giving way to 
emerging new service models wi thin the area of runaway youth services. 

The free-standing, non-affiliated runaway youth shelter project, which 
served as the primary service model for the Runaway Youth Act, may be a 
model that projects will find increasingly difficult to maintain. First, 
continued inflation is constantly increasing the costs of maintaining a 
shelter facility. The cost analysis found that those projects that operate 
a temporary shelter facility have almost three times the fixed costs (i.e., 
rent, utilities, etc.) as those projects not maintaining a shelter, and 
these facilities have to devot~ at least 25% of their payroll resources to 
maintaining and supervising th'e facility. Second, the client impact analysis 
suggests that large numbers of youth are being provided shell:.er by the 
proj ects for longer than one or two weeks. This e:xpansion in the average 
length of stay stems partly from the various characteristics of the clients, 
such as the high percentage cf youth requiring ou.t-of-home placements. 
However, the client impact analysis suggests that the length of stay in 
shelter facilities does, in fact, correspond in a positive manner to the 
level of success that the projects achieve with clients on certain indicators. 
For example, 90% of those youth who received temporary shelter for more than 
14 days were described by project staff as being better able to make decisions 
about the future, while only 43 90 of the youth 'Who received a single night of 
shelter and 56% of the youth who stayed two to seven nights at the project 
were viewed in this manner. Similarly, 72% of the youth \vho had stayed at a 
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project over two weeks reported that the . h 
major problem while only 50~ of th thpr~Ject ad helped resolve their 
the th hoe you w 0 stayed one night and 42% of 

you w 0 stayed two to seven nights shared this opinion. 

Both the rising costs of maintainin h It f . . . 
average length of stay for clients are f!c~o;s :~ic~c~i~~~e! ~~d.t~~ increaspd 
future structure of runaway youth ro e 1n uence the 
already adopted another less cos'tly g~:~~~d F~r exa~~~ej several projects have 
to.clients,.namely the ~se of a volu~teer net~orkr~~lfm: te~porary sh~lter 
~h1S model 1S certainly attractive from a cost perspec~~v:r t~:e~iie~lle 
1mpact data found that those projects that provide shelter" thO 
house far fewer youth than those I' . h 1n 1S manner 
shelter facilities, Other p . ~ o~ects t at operate their own temporary 
by expanding into mUlti- Ut ~~~ec s ave sought to resolve the cost dilemma 
series of service linkag~s ~ith ~~~!h ~ervfce ce~ters or by formalizing a 
yet clear how these shifts' .r ?ca serV1ce providers. It is not 
~ffect the long-run future ~~ ~~!a~~~;~~~~;ls~~~~e~rm~~~~iceI~e~iVe~y will 
bowev~r, that the ~ree-~tanding, non-affiliated runaway y~uth P~~j~c~af~ 

eCom1ng a rarer slght 1n the area of youth services .. 

III. CONCLUSIONS 

In summary, it would appear th t 
are effectively addreSSing the inten~ ~n~ng~~~~a~~'t~heRYDB-fun~ed hrojects 
They have been able to do so, however on ~ unaw~y out Act. 
sources with substantial volunteer st~ff l~ by expand1ng the~r.total re­
state, and local funding. Even with thes!l:~d~~.weli as add1t1onal federal, 

~~~vl~~~:C~~ei~i~~rr:~:;u~~ion s~mple dem?ns~r~t~~n~le~;s~~~~~~~l~~::v~~, 
of the Runaway Youth Act Iserv1ces requ1red to fully achieve all aspects 

t~e projects have .. expand~d t~ef~ ~~~:~r~a~~o~~ir~~~: these short~omings,. 
tlOns or service networks with othe 11 .' often formmg coah-
agencies or evolving into mUlti-fac~t=~a commun1~r-based ~outh service 
has moved a large percentage of th~ p .YO~th serV1ce agenc1es. This growth 
temporary shelter service model th;t ~~J~C s away from the ~ree-5tanding, 
vices movement in the late 1960s Wh'lm1nat~d the a~ternatl~e youth ser-
of temporary shelter to be one of the~ e p:oJects st~ll consl~er the provision 
found it increasingly necessary to ex1~n~r~~a:y serv~ces, proJects have also 
issues beyond the immediate " p. e1r serV1ces to address those 

. cr1S1S per10d Several pro'e t f . the1r energies on preventing a runawa : d b J c.s are Ocuslng 
parents to seek assistance before a ~t ep~70 e

b 
y encourag1n? youth and 

projects are shifting away from a IIt!l ua 10~ ecomes explos1ve; other 
to provide shelter to youth for 10nge~pora~Yd shelt,:r model and have begun 
families to enter into long-term c u Pl~r1o s of t1me and to encourage 

o nse Ing arrangements. 

The implications of this expanded . f 
form has be~n that projects have serV1ce ocus and new organizational 
mainstream in their working relat,on ~~lanc~'1 become more professional and 
have formalized their management ~~ns ~ps w1t1do~her service providers, and 
systems. This new "professionali r~chures an 1nternal service delivery 

sm, owever, has not detracted from the 

, 
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, 'd iable service alternatives for youth and 
ability of pr~Ject:t;oll~~~~ ~h:t youth receiving assistance from,the pro-
parents. It ~s qu~ variet of reasons seek ass~stance 
jects are you~h,who w~~ld.not, f~~easector.y The hallma;ks of the alterna-
from the trad~t~onal ~,~l~c,serv~ ly 24-hour availability, strong 

, h to youth serv~ces -- name , h 
t~ve approac f'd t' lity services offered free of c arge , 
feelings regarding clie~t con ~f en ~~ to determine the services they will 
and a respect for the r~ghts 0 you , 
receive __ remain very much in place at these proJects. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Youth Development Bu'reau eYDB) 1 has administered the Runaway 

Youth Act since its passage in September 1974. 2 Th5.s Act authorizes the 

provls~on of grants, technical assistance, and short-term training to 

public and private non-profit agencies, located outside of the law enforce­

ment structure and the juvenile justice system, for the development and/ 

or strengthening of community-based programs of service which provide tem­

porary shelter, counseling, and aftercare services to runaway or other­

wise homeless youth and their families. 3 These services are provided both 

directly by the projects and through linkages established with other ser­

vice providers in the community. The goals of the Runaway Youth Act, as 

mandated by Section 315 of the legislation, are as follows: 

(1) to alleviate the needs of youth during the l'unaway 

episode; 

(2) to reunite youth with their families and to encourage 

the resolution of intrafamily problems; 

IThe Youth Development Bureau is located wi thin the Administratio'n 
for Children, Youth and Families, Office of Human Development Services, 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare. 

2The Runaway Youth Act is Title III of the Juveniie Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 as amended by the Juvenile Justice 
Amendments of 1977. 

3During FY 1977, when the contract for the National Evaluation of 
the Runaway Youth Program was awarded, 127 projects nationwide were being 
supported under the provisions of the Runaway Youth Act. Currently, 166 
projects are receiving support. In addition to thesp, project grants, 
support is also being provided to the National Toll-Free Communication 
System, designed to serve as a neutral channel of communication between 
runaway youth and their families and to refer tqem to needed services 
within their communities. 

I 
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(3) to strengthen family relationships and to encourage 

stable living conditions for youth; and 

(4) to help YOUl.h decide upon a future course of action. 

To ~ate, YOB has supported a number of initiatives -- both program­

matic and research' -- designed to enhance the planning and delivery of 

services to runaway or otherwise homeless youth and their families. Since 

June 1977, YOB has been receiving uniform data through the Intake and 

Service Summa.ry Form on each youth who is prOVided ongoing services from 

the Runaway Youth Act-funded projects. The data compiled through these 

Forms are used by both YOB and the projects to profile the t>~es of 

clients being served and their service requirements, including changes 

over time,l Additionally, YOB has undertaken several research initia­

tives d~signed to examine the needs, problems and service requirements 

of specific subpopulations of runaway youth and to provide the knowledge 

base reqUired to further strengthen the provision of services to these 

youth. 2 

Combined, these client and research data provide YDB with an infor­

mation base on runaway youth and on programmatic strategies for add~es-
, I 

sing their needs. These data, however, are not sufficient to answer the 

more qualitative questions regarding the effectiveness of the Runaway 

Youth Act-funded projects in meeting the needs of the youth and families 

served. In order to obtain these data, YOB contracted with Berkeley 

Planning Associates to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the National 

Runaway Youth Program. This study, which was conducted over a 19-month 

lThe data compiled througn the Intake and Service Summary Form in­
clude the demographic characteristics of the youth; their family settings/ 
living situations prior to receiving project services; the specific 
reasons they sought/were referred to services; their sources of referral 
to the projects; their previous runaway episodes and involvement with 
the juvenile justice system, as applicable; the services they received 
both directly from the project and through referrals to other service 
providers in the community; and their living arrangements at the termi­
nation of project services including, as applicable, the reason(s) they 
did not return home. 

ZThese research initiatives are described in Appendix A. 

. ~ 
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period, was designed to obtain evaluative data along two separate, but 

parallel, dimensions: a determination of the extent to which a repre­

sentative sample .at ;"he projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act have 

operationalized the four legislative goals (the organizational goal 

assessment study phase); and a determination of the impact of the ser­

vices on the clients served as measured against these same goals (the 

client impact study phase). Additionally, BPA also conducted a cost 

analysis designed to profile the projectsl costs and expenditures, in~ 

cluding th:e allocation of these resources to specific serVices a.nd acti­

vities. The purpose of this document is to s¥n:~hesize the findings from 

all of the study components, highlighting the extent to which the goals 
and intent of the Runaway Youth Act have been achieved. 

Throughout the evaluation effort, several interrelated objectives 

have been pursued simultaneously. While we were principally concerned 

with the "outcome" or effectiveness of the rUnaway youth projects funded 

by YOB in terms of their legislative mandate, we were also interested in 

furthering the total body of knowledge available in the area of youth 

services. The study was designed not only to look at the aggregate im­

pact of the National Runaway Youth Program but also to explore the 

unique aspects of projectsl fUnctioning, highlighting the different 

approaches to service delivery that are employed by the individual pro­

jects., More specifically, the study sought to prOVide evaluative infor­
mation for answering the following key policy questions: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Have the projects operationalized the four goals of the 
Runaway Youth Act? 

What project, client or community factors have facili­

tated or hindered the operationalization of these goals? 

I~hat additional, local goals have been developed and 

operationalized by the projects to impact positively on 
their' clients? 

q 

What impact have the projects had on the clients served 

in terms of the four legislative goals? 

• What services, methods of service provision or client 

factors have the g~eatest influence on a project's capa­

city to impact positIvely on the clients served? 
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• What are the costs of providing various services to these 
clients'l 

In what way ~s the degree of operationa~ization of the 

legislative goals related to client impact? 

• What project, client and community factors account for the 

congruence or lack thereof between goal operationalization 

and client impact? 

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION PROCESS,AND COMPONENTS 

In order to provide a thorough assessment of the runaway youth pro­

jects and to assist the Youth Development Bureau in identifying the most 

useful evaluative data to be collected on an ongoing basis, the study 

was subdivided into three distinct functional areas, as follows: 

• the organizational goal assessment; 

• the cHent impact assessment; and 

• the cost analysis of pl.'oject functioning. 

Prior to initiating any of these activities, a series of additional data 

gathering procedures were undertaken. A comprehensive review of the 

literature and other documentation relating to runaway youth programming 

was initiated, including a detailed review of the proposals submitted by 

all of the projects funded by YDB during FY 1977. Second, informational 

site visits were conducted to ten projects to familiarize BPA staff with 

the similarities and differences in the actual operations of the runaway 

youth projects and to ensure that the evaluation design and the instru­

mentation subsequently developed were relevant to project functioning 

and were administratively feasible. The findings from both of these 

initial reviews, which have been fully documented in earlier reports, 

served as the backdrop against which the three essential evaluation com­

ponents were designed and implemented. 

One of the first tasks in the conduct of the evaluation was to select 

a sample of 20 projects for inclusion in the study which would ensure 

that the evaluation would yield information of r~levance to policy develop-

It was consl'dered important that the resulting ment at the national level. 
a 

( 

\ 
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sample represent the full range of proj ects .fun~led by YDB; and capture 

the "most common," as opposed to the most unusual, projects. In select­

ing the sites, we first identified key project factors which (1) were 

policy-relevant; (2) could discriminate among the funded projects, and 

(3) for which there were an adequate number of ~rojects to permit com­

parative analysis. Based upon the findings of the proposal reView pro­

cess and discussions with the YOS Project Officer, three variables emerged 

as capturing the key differences among the funded projects. These varia­

bles -- geographic location, affiliated or independent status, and length 

of time in operation -- which covered project-specific characteristiCs 

as well as several community factors, were used.to identify different 
clUsters of the YDB-funded projects. 

In addition to capturing variation on these factors, the sample was 
also designed to include representation from 

• projects which are located within private as well as 
public agencies; 

• projects from each of the ten HEW regions; and 

• projects which operate their own temporary shelter faci­

lity and those which provide shelter through a system 
of volunteer foster homes. 

Those 20 projects which comprise our sample are shown in Table A. Several 

of the selection variables have been refined during the course of the 

study as a result of our increased familiarity with the range of project 

characteristics. Thus, as Table A shows, the affiliated versus inde­

pendant variable now includes a third value for those runaway youth pro-
I 

jects which constitute a sing,le program component wi thin a broader 

organization. Similarly, the project tenure variable now includes a 

value for those established service agencies which are new to the run­
away field. 

I 
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Project Sample, ShO\~ing Key Sample Dimensions 

Variable flffi liated Private 
Community versus Project versus Shelter 

Project Region Context Free-Standing Tenure Public Type 
.. -

~tontpelier, VT: Country Roads I Rural Component New Private Foster homes 

New York, NY: Project Contact II Urban ,\ffi I i atod Established Private In-house 

tluntington, NY: Sanctuary II Suburb:m Affiliuted Nll\~ to runaways Public Foster homes 
-

lIynttsville, MD: Second Mile III Suburban Free-standing Es tab lished Private In-house 

I'hiladelphiu, I'A: Voyage !louse III Urban Component Established Private Foster homes 

Charleston, I~V: Patclllwrk III Rural Componllnt New Private In-house 

Louisville, KY: Shelter !louse f

o

'" 
IV Urban AffiI iated Established Private In-house 

Nashville, TN: Oasis !louse IV Urban Component New to runaways Private In-house 

Charleston, SC: Crossroads IV Urban Affiliatl'd New Public In-house 

Cleveland. 011: Safe Space Station V Urban ,,, Affi I iatud Ne\~ to runaways Private In-house 

Chicago, IL: Youth Network Council V Urban "'" COlllponent Established Private Both 

Ann Arbor, MI: Ozone House V Urban Affiliallld Estahlished Private Foster homes 
f- -

Milwaukee, IH: Pathfinders V Urban Affiliated I:stab I ished Private In-house 

Nc\~ Orleans, LA: Greenhouse VI Urban Component Ilstablished Private In-house 
-

Albuquerque, NM: Amistad ... 
VI 

... 
Urban Component Nll\~ Private In-house 

University City, ~IO: Youth limergency Services VII Suburban Free-standing Established Private In-house 

Uenver. CO: Prodi gal !louse. VIII Urban flffil iatlld New Private In-house 
.. \ 

Berkeley, CA: Berkeley Youth Alternatives IX Urban Free-standing Estuhlished Private In-house 
.-

Tucson, AZ: Open Inn IX Urban Free-standing Nll\~ Private In-house 

Burlinilton, WA: Skagit Group Ranch lIomes X Rural COlllponent Nc\~ to runU\~ays Private Foster homes 

( () 
." ., 

~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~------.--------------------------
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The 20 evaluatiun sit'es provided the sample within which the three 

major elements of the evaluation were conducted. These projects pro­

vided the basic unit of analysis for the organizational goal assessment 

component, while the youth and parents who received services from these 

projects constituted OUi" sample for the client impact assessment compo­

nent. Seventeen of the 20 evaluation sites also participated in the 

cost analysis. l ~rief descriptions of the process followed in conducting 

each of the evaluation components are included in Appendix C. The key 

questions addressed by and the basic analytical approach employed under 

each component are presented below. 

Organizational Goal Assessment 

The evaluation's "Comprehensive Design Study" submitted to the Youth 

Development Bureau in March 19782 outlined the specific rationale and 

analytical approach to both the organizational goal and the client impact 

assessment phases of the study. In terms of the organizational goal 

assessment, the design report outlined a series of analytical stages 

which would identify the following: 

• a project's capacity to provide a number of specific ser­

vices and service procedures considered essential to 

operationalizing each of the four legislative goals; 

lAll 20 projects being evaluated as part of the study were invited 
to participate in the cost analysis phase. The Youth Network Council 
in Chicago was excluded from the sample early in the study because of 
its unique organizational structure and indirect service functions. Two 
remaining projects -- Project Contact in New York City and Prodigal 
House in Denver, CO -- failed to submit any cost data to Berkeley Plan­
ning Associates. 

2A Comprehensive Study Design for the National Evaluation of Run­
away Youth Projects Funded by the Youth Development Bureau, Report #2 
(Berkeley Planning Associates, Berkeley, California, revised April 
1978). 



;t / 

8 

• the strength of a project's overall organizational 

structure; and 

• a project's ability to respond to the particular 

needs and limitations presented by its clientele 

and community context. 

In order to address these concerns, a series of assessment guidelines and 

indicators were designed to capture the project characteristics and ser­

vices necessary for operationalizing the four legislative goals as well 

as for developing an overall effective organization. These assessment 

guidelines and indicators, which covered such areas as service capacity, 

service procedures, staff qualifications, community service linkages, 

overall project philosophy, structure and policy, and general community 

and client attributes, provided the basis on which we formulated the 

specific questionnaires utilized during our week-long site visits to the 

projects. 

In reviewing the data we obtained from the projects, certain areas 

emerged as identifying the key ways in which projects differed. These 

elements, which we have termed "construction variables," glean f~om the 

vast amount of detail we have on each project those elements that are 

particularly useful for explaining the different approaches projects have 

taken in operationalizing their goals. The variables present, in a concise 

manner, the key organizational, community and client factors that shape 

and influence project functioning. The construction variables include: 

• project philosophy; 

• project organizational structure and parameters; 

• project management;·~ 

• staff characteristics; 

• direct service delivery; 

• community and client characteristics; and 

• youth participation efforts. 

Under each of these major headings, a number of individual program or 

service areas have been defined. Some of these areas, such as staff size, 

budget size, and community location, are purely descriptive, while other 

elements, such as staff communication mechanisms, planning and evaluation 

( 
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procedures, and sel·,.' ~es I inkages with other agencies, are normative as 

well as descriptive. This second group of indicators identifies certain 

acceptable performance levels or procedures against which all 20 evalua­

tion sites have been measured. The specific elements or areas identified 

within each of the seven construction variables have been incorporated 

into the three major stages of our analysis, which are as follows: 

• measuring project performance in terms of a set of goal­
specific guidelines; 

• measuring project performance in terms of a set of 
generic guidelines; and 

• determining the internal consistency between a project's 

perceived goals and its actual service delivery system. 

Our determination of the extent to which the projects have operation­

alized the goals of the Runaway Youth Act proceeded from two different 

perspectives: first, the project's capacity to provide the specific ser­

vices and service procedures considered essential for the operationaliza~ 

tion of each goal outlined in the Act (the goal-specifiC guidelines); and 

second, the project's capacity to achieve an overall well-functioning 

system (the generic guidelines). From each perspective we assessed pro­

ject performance according to a specific set of criteria. In the first 

instance, we began with the four legislative goals, asking such questions 
as: 

• Wnat services need to be in place for this particular 
goal to be realized? 

• What procedures should the project be following in 

order to attain this particular goal? 

• What community linkages are necessary to successfully 
realize this goal? 

In answering these questions, we developed a list of specific guide­

lines and indicators that relate to the specific services, procedures 

and linkages that projects ,must have developed to be considered as success­

fully operationalizing each of the legislative goals. For each of the 

legislative goals, the essential and supplemen"'<tl services necessary to 

meet that goal were identified during working sessions that included BPA , 
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evaluation staff, YOB personnel, members of YOB's technical assistance 

Regional Advisory P~ne1, and the directors from the 20 projects included 

in the evaluation. Basically, we asked these "experts in the field" to 

rate the various services and procedures runaway projects currently in­

corporate into their service delivery system in order to determine which 

were essential for operationa1izing each of the four legislative goals. 

Based on these discussions, the services were found to cluster into two 

major groups: those that at least 75% of those polled agreed were essen­

tial, and those that a smaller proportion of respondents viewed as being 

essential for a particular goal. For the purposes of this evaluation, 

we termed those services receiving 75% agreement as constituting "essen­

tial" services for a goal and those receiving between 60% and 75% agree­

ment a~ being "supplementary" services. Factors used in determining 

whether a project had an adequate capacity to provide each of the essen­

tial and supplementary services included the hours during which the 

service is available, the qualifications of the staff providing the 

service, the physical requirements necessary to provide the service, 

and a set of operating procedures that allows for the smooth delivery 

of that service. 

In the second instance, we began with the project itself, listing 

12 guidelines that we determined constituted the essential elements of 

any well-functioning runaway youth project. These generic guidelines, 

which covered aspects of the organizational, management, staff character­

istics, community context and youth participation construction variables, 

measured each project's capacity to operationalize all of its goals. 

In developing this list of 12. guidelines, we asked such questions as: 
.. ":' 

• Vlliat types of management practices are necessary for 

smooth and efficient project functioning? 

• Are there any specific organizational factors that in-· 

crease the capacity of a runaway youth project to meet 

the needs of its clients? 

• Are there any specific ways in which a project can best 

utilize the resources or overcome the service barriers 

in its particular community? 

. r-
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These 12 guidelines, while not related to a specific goal, constitute the 

thrust by which projects are able to advance any goal of their program, 

including not only the goals of the Runawa)f Youth Act but also the wide 

range of local goals which each project has developed. Many of these 

items have, in fact, been identified as key operating procedures by YOB 

in the past and are clearly articulated in the YOB Program Performance 

Standards adopted in September 1976. The remainder of these operating 

principles have emerged from BPA's work in evaluating other social ser­

vice systems. In each case, research conducted in the runaway and other 

related fields suggests that the implementation of these elements will 

enhance a program's overall effectiveness. 

The division between the goal-specific and the generic guidelines 

is not an absolute one and, in fact, the capacity of one greatly depends 

on the capacity of the other. For example, a project which has success­

fully met all the criteria necessary for operationalizing the four legis­

lative goals but has failed to achieve any of the generic guidelines 

would most likely be unable to survive any disruptions to its service 

system because it has no organizational supports. Likewise, a project 

which receives a favorable rating in terms of the generic guidelines 

but which has failed to demonstrate a capacity to operationa1ize a number 

of the legislative goals would be lacking any specific direction for its 

activities. In making the division between those aspects of a project's 

operation which would be ascribed to the goal-specific portion of the 

analysis and those which would be dealt with in the generic portion of 

the analysis, elements were placed within the context in which they 

could best be developed. While one might make an argument, for example, 

that certain types of staff training could be related to certain goals, 

such fragmentation would fail to capture (1) the project's overall com­

mitment to providing staff training opportunities, and (2) the specific 

role that staff training plays in developing a better understanding 

among staff members regarding their individual and collective roles with­

in the organization. In other words, it is more important from an ana­

lytic perspective to understand a project's ove~all approach to staff 

training than to note the specific topics cov:~ed by these training 

opportunities. 

,\ 
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In addition to capturing the essential elements of goal operation­

alization and the es~p.ntia1 elements of a well-functioning runaway youth 

service system, the analysis also sought to establish the degree to which 

the projects have melded together their philosophy, organizational struc­

ture, management and staff policies, direct service delivery system, and 

youth participation efforts. While individual elements can be rated as 

being effective or non-effective, the overall strength of a program is 

more appropriately captured by examining the relationships among its 

various functional aspects. In assessing the consistency of a project's 

operations, we asked such questions as the following: 

• Are all of the elements consistent in terms of the pro­

ject's goals and objectives? 

• Do some of the elements appear to work at cross purposes 

or to address divergent needs? 

• Does the project claim one operating method yet opera­

tionalize another? 

In this stage of the analysis, we addressed these types of questions by 

first reviewing the ratings given projects on both the goal-specific and 

the generic guidelines in te't'ms of each proj ect' s philosophy and its 

perception of its most essential goals. We then reviewed this informa­

tion in light of a project's cOJnmunity context and the specific needs of 

its client population. This analysis was useful in pinpointing those 

areas in which projects have limited capacity or areas which, if left 

unattended, might develop into serious operational difficulties, as well 

as iJl identifying the key organizational, client and community factors 
....... 

whic,h influence the extent to and the manner in which the proj ects have 

operationalized their goals. 

The data used to answer the questions posed by the organizational 

goal assessment were gathered by BPA field staff during week-long site 

visits to each of the 20 projects in our evaluation sample. During each 

of these visits, BPA field staff conducted intensive interviews with 

individuals carrying out the functions of project director, counseling 

supervisor and community liaison, and distributed self-administered 

questionnaires to the projects' staff. Also, at least three representatives 
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from community agencies with which the project maintained its most impor~ 

tant coordination and referral linkages were interviewed. In addition, 

interviews were conducted with at least one member of the project's 

advisory board or board of directors, and with a representative of the 

project's affiliate or parent organization, if such an organization 

existed. 

Client Impact Assessment 

In contrast to the organizational goal assessment, the client impact 

assessment component examined project performance in terms of the four 

legislative goals by examining the impact that these same 20 projects had 

on a sample of youth and families they served. Thus, for most of the 

variables utilized in the client impact analysis, the unit of observation 

was the individual client; that is, the youth and families served by the 

runaway project. The evaluation criteria for the client impact study 

phase were designed to measure whether or not a project had successfully 

accomplished ea~h of the four goals of the Runaway Youth Act with each 

individual youth who received project services. 

The data collected during the client impact study phase addressed 

the following key questions: 

(1) What types of youth are being served by the projects funded 

under the Runaway Youth Act, and what types of services are 

being provided to these youth? 

• How broadly have the projects defined their target 

populations? 

• What problems are experienced by the youth and families 

they serve? 

• HO\'l intensive are the services provided by the r'unaway 

youth projects? 

• Ho\'l long does the average client receive services? 

• How much contact does a youth or family have \'lith the 

project once the youth leaves temporary shelter? 
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(2) How are the different aspects of goal accomplishment related 

to each other? 
• Is the accomplishment of one goal for a youth related to 

the accomplishment of the other goals? 

• Is there evidence that the accomplishment of one goal 

limits a project's capacity to accomplish another goal? 

• Which goals seem to be most difficult to accomplish? 

(3) What factors are associated with observed variations in client 

impact? 
• To w11at extent are variations in client impact associated 

with the characteristics of the individual youth served? 

• To what extent are variations in client impact associated 

with differences in the services received by each youth 

and family? 

In order to answer the key study questions regarding the impact of 

the Runaway Youth Act-funded projects on the youth and families they 

serve, Berkeley Planning Associates collected data on a sample of clients 

served at each of the 20 evaluation sites. Within each project, the 

client sample selected for inclusion in the study consisted of all youth 

who received temporary shelter and who left the shelter system during a 

five-week period from June 26 through July 30, 1978.
1 

A supplementary 

sample of "non-housed" youth was also selected from six of the 20 pro­

jects participating in the evaluation.
2 

........ 

lOur client impact sample consisted of 278 youth. On these youth, 
we collected 275 counselor at termination interviews, 185 youth at ter­
mination interviews, 105 parent at termination interviews, 271 counselor 
a.t follO\.,.-up interviews, 101 youth at follOW-Up interviews, and 88 parent 
at follow-up interviews. 

2We originally included non-housed youth in our study in order to 
increase the total sample of clients at those projects which indicated 
that their case loads included substantial numbers of non-housed youth. 
However, this sample consisted of only 29 youth, far too fe,.,. a number 
on which to draw any specific conclusions. 
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To generate data about the impact of the projects on the clients 

served, .. .independent local interviewers were hired and trained by BPA 

staff to conduct interviews with three respondents for each 

case: the youth, the parent figure with whom the youth had the most 

contact during ,the three months prior to arrival at the runaway project, 

and the counselor or other staff ~ember at the project who had the most 

contact with the youth. We attempted to inter~iew each of these respon­

dents at two different times: first, within 24 hours of the time the 

youth left temporary shelter and, again, five weeks after the youth left 

the project. 

The foundation of the client impact findings was a structured set 

of evaluation standards, criteria and indicators. The standards, which 

focused each of the four legislative goals on a discrete outcome or im­

pact being sought, constituted the general principles against which 

judgments were made to determine whether each of the goals had been 

achieved. The criteria represented specific dimensions or aspects of 

each standard and were designed to more precisely define the standards. 

Each criterion was sufficiently discrete so as to be empirically veri­

fiable. The indicators represented the specific data which documented 

the extent to which specific aspects of each standard or each criterion 

had been met. A total of 26 separate criteria and 98 indicators relevant 

to assessing client impact in terms of the four legislative goals were 

developed. Briefly, the eight criteria developed under Goal 1 -- to 

alleviate the needs of youth during the runaway episode -- referred to 

the eight types of services for which a youth may have an immediate need 

upon arrival at a runaway project: shelter, food, counseling or support, 

medical assistance, legal assistance, transportation, financial assis­

tance, and clothing. The data sources developed by BPA to measure client 

impact on each criterion included questions asked of the youth and project 

staff at the termination of temporary shelter. Each of these respondents 

was asked to identify the immediate needs of the youth upon arrival at 

the project, and the services which were provided within the firs~ few 

hours after the youth arrived. 

Berkeley Planning Associates identified three criteria against which 

to measure performance on Goal 2 -- to facilitate the resolution of 
.~ , 
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intrafamily problems. All of the indicators for Goal 2 were applied only 

to those youth for whom the individual respondent (project staff, youth 

or parent) reported the existence of family problems. By far, the most 

common problems reported by youth receiving services from the projects 

were family-related. The first criterion asked whether the services re­

ceived from the project were helpful in understanding and resolving 

family problems. The four indicators listed under this criterion sought 

the opinions of the youth and his or her parent on this issue both at 

the time the youth left temporary shelter and at the time of the fl)l1ow­

up interview, five weeks later. The second criterion for Goal 2 asked 

whether progress was actually made in resolving the youth's family prob­

lems. In our interviews with project staff, youth and parents, both at 

the time of the youth's termination from temporary shelter and five weeks 

later, we asked whether family problems had been resolved, somewhat re­

solved, had stayed the same: or had gotten worse. If the respondent 

indicated that the problems had either been completely resolved or some­

what resolved, we considered the indicator to be accomplished for that 

case. The third and final criterion for Goal 2 asked whether family 

relationships had improved after the youth left temporary shelter. The 

nine indicators under this criterion attempted to measure a number of 

different aspects of family functioning, including whether the youth and 

parent felt better about each other at the time of the follow-up inter­

view, whether the youth and parent were able to keep the agreements they 

had made while the youth was in temporary shelter, whether the youth 

was spending more time with his or her family, and whether it was easier 

to talk over problems together. 

As interpreted by project staff, Goal 3 -- to secure stable living 

conditions for youth -- has been used to emphasize the achievement of 

stable living conditions for all youth served by the projects, regardless 

of the type of living situation from which they had come or the place­

ments to which they went after leaving the project. Thus, the two cri­

teria we developed for Goal 3 address two facets of the arrangements 

made for the youth's living situation after the termination of temporary 

shelter. The first criterion asked whether the individuals who were 

familiar with the youth and his or her problems thought that the living 
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,situation to which the youth went after leaving temporary shelter was 

the "best place" for th\': youth to live. The six indicators for this 

criterion are based upon the opinions of the youth, the project staff 

and the youth's parent at the time of termination from temporary shelter 

and five weeks later. The second criterion under Goal 3 addressed the 

issue of whether or not the youth's living situation at the termination 

of temporary shelter was a stable one. Of the four indicators listed 

under this criterion, three were based upon questions the youth was 

asked at the time of the follow-up interView, while one attempted to 

predict the stability of the youth's living situation at the time of 

the termination interView by asking whether the youth thought that he 
or she would run again if things "got bad" in the future.' 

The four criteria relevant to the accomplishment of Goal 4 __ to 

' help youth decide upon a future course of action __ addressed various 

aspects of the youth's ability to make decisions regarding his or her 

future, as well as the degree of resolution of the youth's non-family 

problems. The first criterion addressed the issue of whether the youth's 

experience while at the project had assisted him or her in learning how 

to take responsibility for making decisions about the future. The indi­

cators asked the youth during the termination interview about how much 

say he or she had in what happened to him or her while at the project; 

in what services he or she would receive; in what goals he or she would 

strive for while at the project; in where he or she would go after leaving 

the project; and in making other choices about the future. The second 

criterion measured whether the youth's stay at the project had any effect 

on his or her ability to make decisions about the future, while the third 

. criterion explored whether the youth's ability to make deCisions was in­

creased by providing him or her with a greater awareness of community 

agencies and resources that could be used for service or support in the 

future. The final criterion under Goal 4 referred to the success of the 

runaway projects in helping youth resolve problems that are less directly 

related to their families; that is, problems individual youth may have 

had with friends" school, the law, l;ex, alcohol or drugs, jobs, psycho­

logical problems, deCisions about where :to li':"'. am! how to live inde­

pendently. The s~b-criteria under this criterion specified the five 

v 
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non-family problems which we expected would be common problems, plus 

three additional non-family problem areas which were frequently mentioned 
by youth in the client impact sample. 

In developing our system of goal-specific criteria and indicators, 

we found that there were several important measures of overall program 

performance which did not relate clearly to any individual goal. There­

fore, we developed a fifth category which we called "overall program per­

formance." The goal or evaluation standard addressed by this category 

can be thought of as "to assist youth in addressing their major problems." 

Thus, if a youth's most pressing problem was family-related, the indica­

tors under this goal tested whether that problem had been adequately :i:'e­

solved, whereas if the youth's major problem was a legal one, the rating 

on this g?al would be based upon whether the legal problem was success­

fully resolved. The first criterion under this standard addressed the 

issue of whether the project helped the youth deal with his or her major 

problems. The first indicator under this criterion was based upon the 

counselor's opinion about whether the services provided by the project 

were sufficient to help the youth overall with his or her problems. The 

remaining six indicators represented the opinions of the youth, counselor 

and parent at termination and at follow-up as to whether the youth's 

major problem had been resolved or somewhat resolved. The second cri­

terion for overall program performance asked whether the youth or parent 

would return to the runaway project for assistance in the future should 

the need arise. This constitutes a summary indication of how the youth 

and parents feel overall about the services they received from and the 

way they were treated at the project. The two indicators for this cri­

terion represented the responses' given by the youth and parent at the time 
of the fOllow-up interview. 

Cost Analysis 

A cost analysis seeks to provide a profile of a project's costs and 

expenditures in terms of payroll expenses; non ..... payroll (or "fixed") ex­

penses such as the costs of rent, mortgage, utilities, du~able equipment, 

and the like; and in terms of the imputed expenses of donated resources 
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such as volunteer labur and other items or services provided at no cost 

by the community. Within these large groupings, a cost analysis examines 

the allocation of resources to specific project activities, such as 

counseling, shelter coverage, variou~ support services, case management 

or general administrative activities. 'A cost analysis which looks at 

several projects within an overall service program identifies the program's 

major activities and then determines the relative costs of providing 

these services within each individual project, as well as comparable 

costs across all projects, for those activities that are provided in 

common, adjusting for regional differences in wage and price levels. 

The prototype of the cost analysis implemented in the present study 

was developed by Frederick Collignon as part of his evaluation of the 

Extended Family Center in San Francisco's Mission Districtl and was sub­

sequently refined and used in Berkeley Planning Associates three-year 

evaluation of eleven demonstration projects providing services to parents 

of abused and neglected children. 2 The success and value of the cost 

analysis in these two previous settings have simplified the design we 

utilized in the current effort. Youth crisis projects, such as those 

serving runaway youth, demonstrate strong similarities to child abuse pro­

jects. Both involve innovative approaches to crisis intervention, both 

deal with family problems, and both have strong working relationships with 

local, county and state health and mental health departments, police de­

partments, c,ourts, protective services, and concerned church and citizen 

groups. These strong parallels made it possible to utilize the previous­

ly developed methodology in the current evaluation by making only a few 

minor l'evisions. 

IAn Evaluation of the Extended Family Center: An Assessment of 
New Approaches in Child Abuse Treatment (Berkeley Planning Associates, 
Cumulative Reports January 1974-August 1975). 

2Cost Analysis Report: Child Abuse and Neglect Demonstration 
Projects (Berkeley Planning Associates, Berkeley, California, December 

. 1977). 
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The "costs" of providing services to runaway youth and their families 

were examined from essentially three different perspectives: 

• 
• 

• 

actual payroll costs; 

the "dollar value" of all labor resources, including 

donated labor; and 

total costs, including fixed, or non-payroll, expen­

ditures and donations. 

The implementation of the cost analysis consisted of the following elements: 

(1) Identification of Distinct Project Activities 

The first step taken in developing the cost study was the identifica­

tion of all of the discrete activities which runaway youth projects generally 

undertake. Two major classifications were developed under which specific 

activities were later developed: direct services; and indirect services, or 

those activities in which there is no client contact, but which are necessary 

to support the project's existence. At the training conference BPA sponsored 

in April 1978- for the project directors and local evaluators from each of the 

20 evaluation sites, the specific direct and indirect activities were identi­

fied as outlined in Table B. 

(2) Identification of a Project's Resources 

For the purpose of simplicity, and because projects are "whole enti­

ties," all of the funding which the projects received, both private and 

public, were included under program resources. The projects provided BPA 

with these data by filling out the Cost Monitoring Booklet, a copy of 

which is included in Appendix B. 

(3) Identification of Donated Resources 

The principal donated resource in youth crisis centers is usually 

unpaid volunteer labor or staff overtime. Other donated resources can 

include rent-free space, equipment, and media advertising. Although these 

are of no actual cost to the individual project, any effort to replicate 

a project's services would have to include payment for these resources. 

Therefore, donated resources, once given a specific value, are a valid 

entry on the income side of a project's ledgur. 
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Table.B 

Runaway Youth Service Projects: Key Activities and Services 

Indirect Services 

c Vacation 

• Administrative activities 

• Case management 

• Volunteer recru~tment and training 

• Community education activities 

Direct Services 

• Emergency: counseling, information 

• Intake 

• Shelter management 

• Individual counseling 

• Family counseling 

• Group counseling 

• Other group activities 

• Placement 

• Support and advocacy 

• Follow-up 

• Other direct services 

and referral 

(4) Allocation of Paid Human Resources by Project Activity 

Personnel resources, or salaries, are invariably the single largest cost 

item for any project. The simplest way to determine resource allocation for 

this item is to monitor each staff person's time on a daily basis. To 

realize this objective, BPA asked each person associated with the parti-

( \ 

. cipating projects -- whether or not the person was a paid staff member __ 

to record how he or she spent his or her work day for a one-month period 

on a Time Allocation Form, which BPA provided. A copy of this form has 

been included in Appendix B. At the end of the one-month period, these 

forms were returned to BPA for analysis. The numL~r of hours each indi­

vidual worked on different program activities was then summed, and the 
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individual's hourly salary and fringe benefits allocated among the pro­

gram activities by the proportion of time spent on each activity. The 
, 

allocations of all paid personnel for each activity were then tallied, by 

activity, to establish the total personnel expenditures for each activity. 

This procedu:..'e established the "base" for arriving at an estimate of the 

relative costs and expenditures involved in each of the services offered 

by a project. 

(5) Distribution of Indirect Labor Costs Across Services 

Following this initial breakdown, general administrative functions 

(management, program planning, staff development and training) were re­

allocated across the direct service functions in proportion to the time 

staff spent on each direct service. This procedure provided a more accu­

rate picture of the total costs projects incur in providing each of these 

direct services. 

(6) Valuation of Donated Human Resources 

In determining the total costs which would be involved in reproducing a 

project's service package, it is also important to note the number of unpaid 

(i.e., overtime) hours regular paid staff members work, as well as the 

number of hours contributed by volunteers. In determining the actual 

, value of a proj ect 's human resources, the oV,ertime hours of regular paid 

staff were valued at their regular pay rate and volunteers were valued 

at $5.00 per hour. The overtime hours were determined by each project 

by subtracting 184 hours (the regular full-time hours in the month moni­

tored) from the total number of hours each staff member recorded on the 

individual Time Allocation Forms. 

The remainder of this report summarizes the specific findings from 

each of the three study components and draws a series of general conclu­

sions which are suggested by the overall results of the evaluation report. 

Chapter One outlines the key findings suggested by the organizational 

goal assessment, the client impact assessment, and the cost analysis. 

_ Chapter Two synthesizes these findings, highlighting those general con­

clusions that cut across all three components and identifying those 

trends emerging at both the national and local community levels that 
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will most likely influence the future development of the National Runaway 

Youth Program. Ch~pter Three reviews the goal-specific and the generic 

assessment guidelines incorporated in the organizational goal assessment 

and the criteria and indicators developed as part of the client impact 

assessment in light of the further analysis and the additional feedback 

we received from the sample projects. Specific revisions in the study 

design have also been included in this chapter . 
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CHAPTER ONE: 

REVIEW OF THE STUDY'S KEY FINDINGS 

INTRODUCTION 

Over the past 19 months, Berkeley Planning Associates has produced a 

series of reports which describe, in detail, the methodology and general 

procedures followed in conducting the National Evaluation of the Runaway 

Youth Program. These documents also summarize the key findings of the 

three principal elements of the evaluation. While the following chapter 

presents the key findings from the entire evaluation, these documents con-

'tain a full, comprehensive description of the total evaluation effort. 

Those readers interested in obtaining more detailed information regarding 

the study's methodology should refer to these earlier reports. Brief 

descriptions of the ten reports are listed in Appendix C. 

SUMMARY OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL GOAL ASSESSMENT FINDINGS 

The evaluation's organizational goal assessment component looked at . 

the specific organizational, management, and service features of each of 

the 20 projects participating in the study. This component identified 

the range and differences found in project functioning at each of the 

sample sites; considered the project's perceptions of both the four 

legislative goals and of the additional local goals they had developed 

in order to better ad~ress the specific needs of their communities and 

target populations; and determined project compliance with a series of 

goal-specific and generic assessment guidelines. The results of these 

various analyses, as well as the general conclusions suggested by the 

organizational goal assessment component, are presented below. Addition­

al supportive data, including the complete listing of the goal-specific 

and the generic guidelines, is provided in Appendix D. 

Preceding page blank \ 
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Profile of the YDB-Funded Runaway Youth Service Projects 

As outlined in the Introduction, the projects included in this 

evaluation sample were categorized in a number of different ways, corres­

ponding to the specific characteristics of their philosophy, organiza­

tional structure and parameters, management, staff characteristics, direct 

service delivery mechanisms, community and client considerations, and 

youth participation efforts. While the aggregate findings suggest the 

following composite picture of the "typical" runaway youth project, the 

specific procedures and attributes at each of the evaluation sites demon­

strated substantial variation in all aspects of project functioning. 

These variations have been noted in the tables presented in Appendix D. 

Philosophy 

The projects generally maintain a crisis orientation, providing tem­

porary shelter, individual counseling and various other support services 

to those youth experiencing family as well as non-family problems. While 

several of the projects have expanded their service focus to include both 

preventive and longer-term counseling, the majority of projects work with 

their clients for less than a one-month period. Although the projects 

primarily aim at providing services to youth, a growing number of pro­

jects work as mediators between the youth and his or her family, pro­

viding direct counseling and support services to parents when necessary. 

Despite these differences, the projects share a common commitment to an 

"alternative" approach to youth services, providing free services on a 

24-hour basis. All of the projects also demonstrated a deep respect for 

their clients' rights to be involved in determining the services they 

would receive and in making decisions about their futures. 

Organizational Structure 

The "typical" runaway youth project is associated with either a 

multi-purpose youth service agency or a larger, non-youth-specific organi­

zation. The projects generally maintain a policy-making board which exerts 

substantial influence over program development and the relative importance 

given to specific program goals. The majority of the YDB-funded projects 

are agencies or are components within a broader organization which has a 
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Direct Service Procedures 

In general, the projects no longer use street workers or involve 

their staff in direct client outreach. Projec~ outreach efforts at the 

'''typical'' project consist primarily of moderate to aggressive cominunity 

education programs, including public speaking engagements, posters and 

information sessions for other local youth service providers. Although 

the projects accept a number of referrals from public agencies, the major­

ity of youth still enter these programs on their own or on the recommenda­

tion of a friend. The projects generally maintain a consistent 24-hour 

intake process during which the immediate needs of a youth are determined, 

emergency services are provided, and the parents are contacted to obtain 

permission for the youth to receive shelter. Roughly 50% of the parents 

contacted by the runaway youth projects actually receive some sort of 

service from the project either through direct family counseling or 

through referral to another local agency. While the projects allow youth 

to stay in their temporary shelter facilities for two to four weeks, the 

average length of stay is less than one week. The most common placement 

for youth served by the projects is returning home, although an increas­

ingly large number of youth are requiring out-of-home placements. In 

meeting this growing need on the part of their client population, the 

projects have developed specific procedures and service linkages for en­

suring that youth receive the most appropriate placement possible. 

Follow-up and aftercare service procedures have been developed by the 

majority of the projects but often are not implemented at full capacity, 

particularly if the project is experiencing staff or other resource 
shortages. 

Community and Client Factors 

As indicated by our initial review of the YDB grant proposals, the 

majority of projects are located in urban areas. Despite differences in 

location, however, all of the projects tend to exprese similar dissatis­

factions with service conditions within their local community, citing 

such issues as limited longer-term placement opportunities, uncooperative 

public officials, a lack of general community support, and problematic 

legislation as factors which ~imit their capacit~r to fully operationalize 
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history in the youth ~ervice area. In terms of size, the projects operate 

shelter facilities 'with less than ten-bed capacities, mainta~n a paid 

staff'of approximately ten persong, and have an operati~g budget of 

roughly $150,000. In addition to its YDB grant, many projects receive 

as much as 50% of their total budget from other federll or state funding 

sources. 

Management 

The majority of the projects have developed written policy procedures, 

outlining their administrative as well as case management practices. The 

staffing patterns and flow of authority at the "typical" project allow 

for the continuous supervision of the counseling staff and the monitoring 

of client progress. Regular staff performance reviews are also scheduled. 

.Projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act generally folaow a deliberate 

planning process, seeking to determine local community needs before apply­

ing for specific new funding. The "typical" runaway youth project is 

successful in communicating its goals and policies to ~ts staff, usually 
, 

through weekly staff me~tings, formal orientations to the project, and 

frequent discussions of project policies. 

Staff Characteristics 

Although the projects continue to stress the importance of a philo­

sophy and a value system complementary to that of the project when hiring 

new personnel, the staff at these projects have, on average, a higher 

level of education than had been present in the program's earlier years. 

Currently, the "typical" project will have at least some MSWs on its 

counseling staff and almost all of the counselors will have at least a 

BA. The projects usually have a moderate staff training program, provid­

ing a solid orientation to their program for new staff members and fre­

quent ad hoc training seminars for ongoing staff members. The projects 

experience relatively low staff turnover and generally maintain high staff 

morale. Most of the projects Use volunteers in a number of capacities 

and feel that volunteers are I':)ssential to their overall capacity to effec­

tively operationalize their program. 
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their program. The problems youth present when seeking assistance from . 

the projects can range from relatively simple communication problems with 

one "or both parents to serious family and non-family concerns. These 

issues include such problems as child abuse and neglect; push-outs or 

throwaway youth; youth with long histories of out-of-home placements; 

and youth with long histories of previous runaway episodes. While a num­

ber of runaway youth come from single-parent families or families with a 

step-parent present, a large number of the youth served by most of the 

projects run from traditional, nuclear families .. In general, the pro­

jects are moderately involved in various service networks at the local 

as well as at the state, regional and national levels. These networks, 

which range from informal associations to highly structured organizations, 

are viewed by the participating projects as being useful as information 

and referral sources, in supporting the youth advocacy efforts of indi­

vidual projects, and generally in promoting positive youth policies at 

the local, state and federal levels. 

Youth Participation 

The sample indicates that the projects have a moderate to substan­

tial commitment to youth participation and provide opportunities not only 

fOlr youth to develop their own service plans but also to assist in the 

mlanagement and delivery of project services. The "typical" project main­

tains some type of youth volunteer program (usually a peer counseling 

program) and makes a conscious effort to inClude youth on its policy 
or advisory board. 

Project Goals: Legislative and Local Objectives 

. 
A project's stated goals are both an outwardly directed statement of 

its purpose to the general public and an inwardly directed statement of 

its direction to staff members and clients. All of the projects funded 

under the Runaway Youth Act respond to at least two forces in developing 

their project's goals': they are mandated to follow the legislative goals 

of the Act and, as community-based service agencies, most are responding . 
to the specific needs of their local communities. By reViewing the , 
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specific ways in wld-:l) the projects have interpreted the legislative 

goals and the types of additional, local goals which they have developed, 

one can construct the overall framework in which the projects formd1ate 

their specific service delivery packages. Based on the analysis conducted 

during the organizational goal assessment, a number of specific 'conclu­

sions emerged regarding the goals and objectives of the YDB-funded'run­

away youth projects. 

(1) Although all of the projects do not share a common understand­

ing regarding the depth and breadth of the goals of the Runaway Youth Act, 

certain common elements pertaining to the meaning of each goal do exist. 

On balance, the projects tend to view the goals in the following manner: 

• Goal 1 as mandating them to meet the emergency needs of youth; 

• Uoa1 2 as directing them to reunite youth with their families, 

if this is at all possible; 

• Goal 3 as most often being accomplished in conjunction with one 

of the other legislative goals; and 

• Goal 4 as directing them to become involved in resolving the 

youth's longer-term problems. 

Goal 2 was the only legislative directive with which the projects expressed 

some dissatisfaction, primarily because it did not seem to apply to a sig­

nificant minority of their clients. In several cases, reuniting the youth 

and his or her family is not a possible option because the parents no 

longer have responsibility for the youth, the parents do not want the 

youth, or the youth, for whatever reason, can no 10nger,live with his or 
her parents. (\ 

t ' ·to. 

(2) To a large extent, t*~ flexibility of the legislative goals has 

created an environment that allows projects to choose among 'the range of 

"suitable" activities and policy directions implied in the National Run­

away Youth Program those activities that are most relevant to their clients 

and which fill the most obvious service gaps within their local communi­

ties. While the impact of the broadly stated goals and flexible manage­

ment by YDB appears to be a positive one in terms of the individual 

projects, the collective impact on the National Program becomes difficult 
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to capture or define. Simple sumnlary statements regarding a project's 

overall success in operationalizing the legislative goals or in addressing 

the service issues outlined in 'the legislation are not sufficient. Rather, 

in order to capture the very diverse ways in which projects have inter­

preted the legislative goals and the very diverse service programs they , 

have developed to realize these goals, the evaluator must be prepared to 

adopt a liberal interpretation of the legislation, measur~ng project per­

formance in terms of compliance to general service concepts and operating 

procedures as opposed to specific requirements or practices. 

(3) All but one of the 20 evaluation sites have developed a number 
of local goals that shape the structure and thrust cf their programs. 

While ,a number of different individualized goals were mentioned by the 

projects, the most cqmmon local goals included the following: 

• youth advocacy; 

• prevention and outreach; and 

• community resource building and network participation. 

The project directors in virtually all cases saw their local goals as com­

plementing the legislative goals. Basically, the local goals were de­

veloped by the projects to expand the range of direct services they might 

offer and t~ ~ncrease the capacity of their local communities to deal col­
lectively with the problems of youth. 

(4) When the projects were asked to list the most essential goals 

of their programs, the first and fourth legislative goals, youth advo­

cacy and various individualized local goals were most often cited. Of 

the 42 most essential goals listed by the evaluation projects, 40% were 

one of the legislative goals and 60% were local project goals. 

(5) The review of project goals indicates that the relationship 

between the goals of the Runaway Youth Act and the additional goals de­

veloped at the project level is an ongoing, interactive process, with 

the relative importance of these blo sets of goals shifting over time. 

Influence occurs both ways, with the ,legislative and local goals usually 

sharing dual importance in the development of the specific service stra­

tegy which a project employs in ~ddressing the needs of its clients. 
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(6) While it is highly unlikely that participation in the National 

Runaway Youth Program has directed projects into service areas they would 

not have pursued otherwise, the National Program has provided a framework 

within which each project has developed a service program that seeks to 

respond to the demands placed upon it by its local community and its 

target population. 'rhe existence of a National Runaway Youth Program 

has, however, helped legitimate the runaway youth projects and the types 

of crisis services they provide to youth and families in the eyes of both 

the genera.l public and the more traditional social service providers. 

Participation in the National Program has also played a role in the 

transformation of runaway shelters from non-traditional, storefront opera­

t~ons to more sophisticated, professional, comprehensive youth service 

agencies. 

Project Performance on the Assessment Guidelines 

The organizational goal assessment component explored project perfor­

mance from two different perspectives: in terms of the projects' capacity 

to provide certain key services and service procedures considered essen­

tial to the operationalization of each of the four legislative gbals; and 

in terms of their capacity to implement those elements considered essen­

tial to developing and maintain.ing a well-functioning service system. 

In general, the majority of projects in the sample were: found to have 

fully implemented these gUidelines, suggesting that, on balance, the pro­

jects funded under the Runaway Youth Act are well-functioning runaway 

youth service systems which have fully operationalized the National Pro­

gram's legislative goals. The , .... analysis also noted, however, specific 

areas in which projects were more likely to experience problems and were, 

therefore, less lik~ly to achieve certain of the goal-specific or the 

generic guidelines. 

Goal 1: To Alleviate the Needs of Youth During the Runaway Episode 
C) 

Fourteen of the 20 evaluation sites were found to have an adequate 

capacity to provide the five essential services outlined for Goal 1. 

These services include outreach, information and referral services, 
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, . 
individual intake, temporary shelter, and ,individual counseling. The six 

projects which failed to demonstrate an adequate capacity to operation­

alize this goal were all rated as having a limited capacity to provide 
, 'I 

outreach services. In terms of the supplementary services outlined for 

Goal 1, including family counseling, medical services, legal services, 

and clothing, one of the evaluation sites failed to provide adequate legal 

services to its clients either directly or through referral, and two 

projects did not have an adequate capacity to provide clothing to their 

clients. All 20 of the evaluation sites had established adequate ser­

vice linkages with other local service providers such as the police, 

juvenile cour'ts, social services, local schools, hospitals, and other 

runaway,centers and crisis intervention units for the purposes of receiv­

ing and for making referrals for emergency and non-emergency services. 

Seven of the projects receive less than half of their clients from self­

referrals, referrals from other youth, or referrals from other community­

based youth-serving projects. Those projects which rely heavily on 

public agencies for the majority of their client referrals indicated 

that the p&rticular needs of their communities' service systems, as well 

as the needs of their clients, are best addressed through this referral 

procedure as opposed to accepting primarily drop-ins. 

Goal 2: To Reunit'e Youth With Their Families and to Encourage the 

Resolution of Intrafamily Problems 

All of the projects studied had an adequate capacity to provide the 

three essential services outlined for Goal 2. These services include 

individual counseling, family counseling, and information and referral 

services. Twelve of the 20 projects demonstrated an adequate capacity 

to provide all four of the supplementary services for Goal 2, including 

IThe results of the client impact analysis found that the presence 
or absence of outreach services did not significantly affect the level 
of success projects achieved with their clients in terms of the Goal I 
indicators, suggesting that the provision of ou~reach may n~t b~ e~sen­
tial to the operationalization of Goal 1. T!:e lmpact of thlS flndmg 
will be discussed later in this report. , 
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temporary shelter, advocacy, follow-up, and aftercare. The eight pro­

jects which did not demonstrate this capacity were found to have a limited 

capacity in the areas of follow-up and/or aftercare. All 20 projects in 

the sa.mple, however; did demonstrate solid working relationships with 

those agencies in their communities that offer extended support to parents 

and families, including family couns~ling centers and social service and 

welfare agencies. 

Goal 3: To Strengthen Family Relationships and to Encourage Stable 

Living Conditions for Youth 

All 20 projects were found to have an adequate capacity to provide 

three of the essential services identified for this goal, including in­

dividual counseling, family counseling, and information and referral ser­

vices. In terms of the other two essential services identified for this 

goal, six of the 20 projects in the evaluation sa.mple were found to have 

a limited or no capacity to provide follow-up services, and one of the 

projects also had a limited capacity to provide placement services to 

those clients requiring alternative living arrangements. In terms of 

the two supplementary services identified for this goal, advocacy and 

aftercare, four of the projects demonstrated a limited capacity to pro-
, 

vide aftercare, while al1 20 projects had an adequate capacity in terms 

of their advocacy services. All 20 projects indicated that they had 

established sufficient working relationships with local alternative 

placement facilities, social service agencies, probation departments, 

and local juvenile court authorities to simplify the procedures for 

locating suitable out-of-home placements for their clients. 

Goal 4: To Help Youth Detide Upon a Future Course of Action 

Three of the four essential services for Goal 4 -- individual coun­

seling, advocacy services, and information and referral services '-- are 

provided by each of the 20 projects studied. However, four projects have 

a limited capacity to provide aftercare, the fourth essential service 

for this goal. Three additional services -- family counseling, group 

counseling, and follow-up services -- were cited as being supplementary 

to successfully operationalizing Goal 4. Of these three services, all 
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of the projects studied were found to have an adequate capacity to pro­

vide family counseling, while seven projects did not have an adequate , 
capacity to provide fOllow-up services, and six projects failed to pro-

vide group counseling. All 20 projects studied demonstrated adequate 

working relationships with community agencies that can provide longer­

term assistance to youth such as educational programs, job placement and 

job training programs, and ongoing counseling services. 

'Limitations to Achieving Goal-Specific Guidelines 

When one looks at the various reasons why the projects demonstrated 

~ limited capacity to provide certain of the essential and supplementary 

se~vices outlined for each goal, four key barriers to service d~livery 
emerge: 

• limited staff or financial resources; 

• limited community resources in the area of youth services; 

• negative attitudes toward the project or its client on the 

part of local community residents; and 

• the project's service philosophy. 

One of these four reasons was usually cited by the projects in explaining 

their limited capacity in certain service areas. Limited staff or finan­

cial resources was the barrier most frequently mentioned by the projects 

as reducing the level of virtually all of their ser.vices. The lack of 

community resources, while also being cited in a number of service areas, 

had its most significant impact in terms of the range of placement options 

that the projects could offer youth and the longer-term counseling and 

suppo:'t services (such as job programs and alternative schools) to which 

the projects could refer their clients. The negative attitude of local 

residents was most frequently cited by those projects that demonstrated 

Umited client outreach and community education services. 

The final c,ategory, that of project philosophy, was listed by a num­

ber of projects as the reason for their failure to develop outreach ser­

vices, follow-up services, and extensive aftercare programs. For example, 

certain projects did not feel that continued outreacrr services, including 

both direct client oureach and community education efforts, was the most 

appropriate use of their limited resources, stating that meeting and 
, 
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addressing the inur.e(l~ate needs of current clients had a higher priority. 

These projects saw outreach services as being far more essential in the 

early years of a project's lifetime, diminishing in importance as the 

project became better established and visible in the community. Some of 

the projects that demonstrated limited follow-up and aftercare services 

indicated that they did not focus on these areas because they did not 

wish to create an ongoing dependency relationship between themselves and 

their clients. In these cases, therefore, an expanded funding level would 

not result in the provision of additional aftercare services. 

Performance 011 the Generic Guidelines 

Based upon our review of the performance of each project according 

to our 12 generic guidelines, which are listed in Appendix D, the follow­

ing summary statements can be made: 

(1) Project performance in terms of the 12 generic guidelines ranged 

from fully operationalizing all 12 guidelines (nine proj ~cts) to failing 

to achieve as many as nine of the guidelines (one project). 

(2) Of the 12 guidelines, only one, that of establishing an active 

and influential policy or advisory board, was not attained by at least 15 

of the 20 projects. Although this guideline was problematic for seven of 

the 20 sites, we would still recommend that the establishment of a com­

munity based policy or advisory board be carefully considere~ by all pro­

jects. Those projects· that operated with such boards did demonstrate 

a more solid capacity to achieve the remaining generic guidelines. 

(3) The nine projects which had fully operationalized all 12 generic 

guidelines were found to have.£ew similarities in terms of their service 

delivery approach, their philosophy toward youth and families, or their 

physical location. All nine, however, are established projects which 

have utilized large numbers of volunteers in the delivery of direct ser­

vices to clients. 

Limitations on Achieving the Generic Guidelines 

When one looks at the various reasons projects cited as limiting 

their capacity to incorporate certain of the generic guidelines into 

their overall operations, four key barriers emerge: 
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• (lac:k of staff or financial resources; . 
• the size of the project; 

• thel pOlicies of the affiliate agency; and 

• thel unwillingness of young people to make a commitment to 
bec:ome involved in project operations. 

As with th(~ limitations projects faced in achieving the goal-specific 

guidelines, a number of these barriers, especially limited staff and , 
financial resources, reduce a project's ability to successfully imple-

ment sevel'al of the .generic guidelines. Limited staff time and energy 

was cited as the reason behind the failure of projects to have active 

policy or advisory boards, to establish active youth participation pro­

grams, to develop extensive planning and evaluation programs, or to . 

~evelop written policy procedures. Those projects that operate with 

fewer than five full-time staff members listed their small size as one 

reas.on they do not conduct ·formal staff performance reviews, provide 

formal staff supervision, and have a formal staff communication system. 

The!ie projects argued that informal methods of communicating policies 

and procedures are better suited to the needs of a two or three person 

staff. The policy of the affiliate agency was listed by one project as 

accounting for its failure either to have a policy or advisory board or 

to provide an organized and well~developed staff training program. Pro­

jects that have not established specific mechanisms for youth to parti­

Cipate in all aspects of their program often cited the Itmited willing­

ness of local youth to make a commitment to serve on a project's advisory 

board or to serve as volunteers as the major limitation to instituting 
these types of programs. 

Implications of the Organizational Goal Assessment Findings 

When we look at the types of projects that tend to achieve a higher 

level of performance on both the goal.-specific and the generic guide­

lines, certain similarities emerge which have policy implications for tQe 

future direction of the National Run~way Youth Program. All five of the 

projects that achieved almost. all of the asses::::1ent guidelines have hier­

archical management systems, which include a specific project director , 
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and a policy-making board of directors. Also, all five prpjects are 

either composed of, or affiliated with, an agency that addresses a wide 

range of youth-related issues and service needs. Although not all pro­

jects that are affiliated with or are components of larger youth-serving 

agencies were as successful on both measurement scales as the five pro­

jects that achieved all guidelines, projects that were affiliated with 

larger youth-serving agencies consistently demonstrated a wider service 

capacity than those projects which are fre~-standing. One implication of 

this finding is that projects are finding it increasingly difficult to 

directly provide the range of services demanded by their client popula­

tions. Runaway service programs have always needed to respond to a 

variety of problems because they have been organized around a result 

topic as opposed to a cause topic. The act of running away is a signal 

of a disruption either within the youth's personal life or within his or 

her family life. With the change in the specific definition of the tar­

get population to be served under the Runaway Youth Act in the 1977 amend­

ments (Le., the addition of "otherwise homeless youth"), the projects 

faced an even more diverse client population. Also, as the projects have 

become better established in their respective communities, they often 

have increased service demands placed on them by the local public ser­

vice sector. The most notable recent demand has been the increased use 

of the projects by the juvenile courts and social service departments as 

an alternative service program for status offenders. As efforts to fully 

implement local deinstitutionalization laws progress, the projects will 

most likely be viewed as service resources to which status offenders can 

be diverted. As client and community needs have expanded, both in volume 

and in scope, the projects haV'e responded by either growing internally or 

by expanding their network of referral linkages to other local traditional 

and alternative youth service providers. 
This increased complexity in the natuTe of the project's client 

populations, coupled with the very broad mandate inherent in the goals 

and intent of the Runaway Youth Act, might well result in the funding of 

larger, more complex service organizations in the future. While the 

majority of the sample projects attained most of the goal-specific and 

the generic guidelines outlined in the evaluat:un design, all but one 
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project demonstrat~2 a limited capacity in at least one service or operat­

ing area. One interpretation of this finding is that some projects,cin 

attempting to address all four legislative goals while also honoring 

their ,mandate to respond to the needs of their local 'communities, are 

being pulled in too many directions at once. As the demands on the pro­

jects increase i it is quite likely that the free-standing,. temporary 

shelter model on which the National Program was based will become an 

increasingly difficult vehicle within which to operationalize the goals 

and intent of the Runaway Youth Act. In the absence of increased fund­

ing from YDB, the projects wiU he forced to seek additional support in 

order to fa~e the rising costs of providing temporary shelter, establish­

ing community education programs, developing comprehensive aftercare 

progr~,ms, and expanding the range of services provided to families. 

This additional support may come either in the form of increased funding 

in order to allow for internal program expansion or in the form of ex­

panded linkages with other local service providers. Regardless of the 

specific course pursued by the projects, it appears that each project 

will become more, not less, integrated into its local community"s youth 
service network. 

Conclusions 

.The organizational goal'assessment component has identified certain 

aspects of project functioning which have implications for the future 

direction of the National Runaway Youth Program. The following conclu­
sions have been developed in light of these findings: 

(1) Overall, the 20 sample projects had the vast majority of the 

required services, service procedures, and service linkages in place for 

each goal, supporting the gen~ral conclusion that the projects funded 

under the Runaway Youth Act are, to a large extent, implementing the basic 

service structure essential for the operationalization of the legislative 
goals. 

(2) The projects ara, on balance, well-functioning runaway youth 

service programs that recognize the need not ~~ly to maintain an efficient 

internal operation but also effective and ongoing interactions with key 

" 
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agencies within their local communities. The projects are increasingly 

aware of the reality that chey cannot successfully meet the diverse 

needs of their clients solely through the provision of direct services. 

In response, they are establishing a variety of service linkages with an 

eye, to expanding the types and intensity of the services they can provide 

their clients. These linkages also serve as a way of developing networks 

or coalitions of service providers for the purpose of identifying and 

addressing more of the youth in their communities. 

(3) Despite their general compliance with the goal-specific and 

the generic guidelines~ the sample also demonstrated the difficulty that 

projects are experiencing in fully responding to the four legislative 

goals in terms of all their clients. In part, this difficulty stems from 

the fact that these goals, as currently worded and interpreted, are most 

easily realized if the youth is reunited with his or her parents. For 

those youth requiring alternative placements, promoting a stable living 

condition and assisting the youth in determining a future course of action 

often involve a more complicated and time-consuming service strategy. 

Maintaining this more varied service capacity is especially acute for 

those projects which are free-standing or are affiliated with agencies 

which cannot assist them in providing direct services to either the youth 

or parents. 

(4) The project, community and client factors which will most likely 

exert influence over the future development of the National Runaway Youth 

Program include: 

:r I 

• 

• 

the increasing complexity and formality of the YDB-funded 

proj:ects in terms of their organizational structures and 

their service packages; 

the changing nature of the runaway youth population and the 

increasing number of "homeless" youth utilizing project 

services; 
a 

• the growing need within communities for alternative service 
(1 t; 

programs for deinstitutionalized status offenders; and 

• the increasing leadership role the projects are playing 

within their local service networks in lobbying for 
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legislative changes regarding the status of youth and the 

expansion of a wide range of youth services including 

independent living programs, youth employment programs, 

and family counseling services. 

SUMMARY OF THE CLIENT IMPACT,COMPONENT 

The organizational goal assessment component suggested that the flex-

~ ibility that allows local projects to develop their own program focus and 

/0:--

service strategy may be one of the greatest strengths of the National 

Runaway Youth Program. On the other hand, the large amount of disc'retion 

~ allowed the local programs creates the danger that some of the goals of 

. 4J: the legislation may be neglected in order 'to accomplish those local goals 

. ',which the staff ofa particular local project view as being more important . 
• 

The client impact component, which collected uniform client impact data 

(\ on the youth served across the different types of projects funded by YDB, 
'- > , 

offered the opportunity to measure the extent to which the National Run­

away Youth Program as a whole, and each of the different types of projects 

and service strategies that have evolved, are successful in achieving the 

four goals mandated by the Runaway Youth Act. 

The client impacts addressed by this component include the impacts 

of the services provided directly by the projects and through referrals 

to youth who were served on a temporary shelter basis. We have not 

attemptod to measure the impacts of project activities on those youth who 

are indirectly affected by project efforts in the areas of community edu­

cation, networking, or advocacy for youth as a class, nor have we measured 

the impacts of project services on clients who receive services directly 
1 from the projects but who do not receive temporary shelter. Consequently, 

lThe BPA evaluation was designed to collect client impact data on a 
sample of "non-housed" youth, but clata \'lere collected for only 29'> cases, 
which is too small a ,sample to generalize abOtl+ the success of the National 
Program in working with these youth. 
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it is important to emphasize that the direct and indirect service acti­

viti~s of the projects ultimately reach a far broader target population 

than the relatively small number of youth who are provided temporary 

shel ter. 

The following summarizes the impacts of the National Runaway Youth 

Program on a sample of housed youth in terms of the four legislative goals. 

In addition to outlining the aggregate performance of the sample projects, 

the summary also highlights those client and project characteristics which 

were found to influence client impact. Additional supportive data, in­

cluding project performance on all of the impact criteria and i~dicators, 

are provided in Appendix E. 

Client and Service Profiles 

The profile of the clients served by the 20 evaluation sites closely 

parallels previous discussions of the youth served by the National Runaway 
1 Youth Program. Youth who received services ranged in age from 9 to 19; 

they were 56% female and 44% male; and they were 67% Caucasian, 22% Black, 

and 9% Hispanic. The, most important finding in terms of understanding 

the impacts of project services on the youth served, however, is that the 

youth who came to the projects for assistance reflected a wide diversity 

of problems and service demands. Only 44% of the youth in the ct,ient 

impact sample for this evaluation were, technically speaking, "runaways." 

Another 16% had been "pushed out" of their homes, and an additional 20% 

had left home with the mutual agreement of their parents. Another 20% 

were at the project for other reasons. 

Twenty-eight percen~ of the youth provided temporary shelter came 

from living arrangements during the previous three months that were not 

family situations. Approximately equal numbers of these youth came from 

group homes and living situations on their own or with friends. A smal­

ler number came from secure institutions, and 6% came from foster home 

lRunaway Youth: Activities Conducted to Implement the Runaway Youth 
Act, Youth Development Bureau's Annual Report, 1975-1976. 
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settings. The remaining 66% of the client sample came from homes with 

one or two.natural or step-parents, foster parents, or other relatives 

or guardians. 

The majority of the youth in the client impact sample (55%) found 

their way to the project after they came in contact with another public 

or private agency. Nearly one-third of the youth served, however, had 

heard about the project through word-of-mouth or from friends and decided 

to corne to the project on their own initiative. 

Youth received temporary shelter for varying amounts of time, ranging 

from one night to 16 weeks. The core service received by nearly every 

youth was indivi.dual counseling. The counselors reported that this ser­

vice was provided to rqughly 94% of the client sample. Group counseling 

was received by about two-thirds of the youth in the sample, and formal 

family counseling sessions provided by the project took place for 37% of 

the youth in the sample. 

Fifty-two percent of the youth served went to some kind of family 

living situation, with natural or step-parents, foster parents, or other' 

relatives or guardians following the termination of temporary shelter. 

However, only 31% of the youth in the client impact sample returned to 

the living situation in which they had been before corning to the project. 

Throughout this evaluation, we have been careful to make no judgment 

that any particular type of living situation is, a priori, better for a 

youth than any other. The reuniting of a youth and his or her parents 

may be appropriate or inappropriate, depending upon the particular cir­

cumstances and upon what the youth and family decide is best for them. 

Program Performance on the Legislative,Goals 
f} 

Goal 1: To Alleviate the Needs of Youth During the Runaway Episode 

The client impact findings show that, in general, the National Run­

away Youth ProgTam is very successful in accomplishing Goal 1, that is, 

in alleviating the problems of youth during the runaway episode. Shelter, 

food and counseling are provided to over 90% of the youth within several 

hours of the youth's arrival at the project. Slightly lower performance 

levels were achieved relative to the provision of such services as legal 

~. 
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and medical assistance in the first few hours. Fifty-seven percent of 

the youth citing medical problems and 44% of the youth citing legal prob­

lems indicated their needs had been adequately addressed in the first few 

hours they were at the project. These performance levels are probably 

due to the fact that such needs (with the exception of emergency medical 

needs) are rarely so urgent that they must be immediately met. The pro­

jects, moreover, frequently are dependent on other referral agencies to 

servl.·ces which are often available only during specific provide these 

office hours. 

Goal 2: To Facilitate the Resolution of Intrafamily Problems 
As the client impact indicators for Goal 2 demonstrate, the runaway 

projects we studied help youth make progress in resolving their family 

problems for between two-thirds and three-quarters of the clients to whom 

they provide temporary shelter. This impact level is quite remarkable 

considering that youth frequently c?me to the projects with extremely 

bl f 1 t dl."ng Youth seeking complex and serious family pro ems 0 ong s an . 
assistance from the projects are often victims of physical abuse or emo-

have parents wl."th serious drug or alcohol abuse problems, tional neglect, 
or come from homes with very limited incomes. Consequently, it would be 

unrealistic to expect that the relatively small number of individual 

and family counseling sessions provided by the projects could resolve 

these problems for all youth. 
In the absence of findings from previous studies of the impact of 

the runaway youth projects on the clients served, it is difficult to 
determine whether this performance level is exceptionally high or merely 

average. By contributing impact information from more runaway projects 

or from the same'projects in later time periods, future studies may be 

able to build on the present impact findings in order to develop formal 

performance expectations or standards. At the present time, all w~ can 

say is that the present performance level is a significant accompll.shment, 

considering the wide range of family problems the clients demonstrate and 

the relatively few resources p:rojects can draw upon in working with these 

families. 
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Goal 3: To Secure Stable Living Conditions for Youth 

The client' impact' findings show that a high percentage of youth, 

project staff, and parents (from 72% to 84%) think that the living 

situation to which the youth goes after leaving the project is the best 

place for the youth to live, even though only 32% of the youth served by 

the runaway ~rojects we studied returned to the same living situation 

they had come from before arriving at the project. In some cases, the . 
"best place" is, indeed, back home. For other ,youth, however, a non-

family placement is the preferred situation. Determining the "best 

place" for any particular youth requi~es that the counselor, the youth, 

and the parents (if available) carefully explore all options, selecting 

the ,one which best meets the needs of the youth. While this process 

often· leads to the youth returning home, our data indicate that this 

, process more often leads to an out-of-home placement. 

The impact findings for this goal also point out that a stable living 

si tuation is not easy to achieve for all of the youth served by the pro­

jects. Even though 79% of the youth we interviewed five weeks after the 

termination of temPorary shelter had not run away again, a number still 

viewed running as a potential solution to future problems. The projects 

we studied emphasized that they cannot help a youth resolve his or her 

problems until the youth is ready to deal with these problems. It is 

inevitable that some portion of the youth who are provided temporary 

shelter are not yet convinced that working on their problems is best 

accomplished by not co~tinuing to run. Also, it is quite likely that 

running away from home to a service project represents a positive state­

ment or request for help on the youth's part. Another segment of youth 

who experience ongoing instability in their living situations after leav­

ing the 'projects are those who must live in interim shelters while awaiting 

placements in group or foster homes or who have difficulty locating 

alternative placements that will work for them, and end up moving several 

times as a result, Because of the various interpretations of runaway 

behavior, and the difficulty in locating suitable out-of-home placements, 

the goal of encouraging stable living conditions for youth is especially 

difficult to measure. 
t , 
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Goal 4: To Help YC".lth. Decide Upon a Future Course of Action 

The accomplishment of Goal 4 partially depends upon the existence 

of a project philosophy that recognizes the importance of self-determination 

for youth in some areas of their lives, even if not in all areas; on the 

incorporation of this philosophy into the organization of project ser-

vices and procedures; and on the read3ness of the youth served to take 

responsibility for helping resolve their own problems. For each criterion 

under Goal 4, our client impact findings suggest that the National Runaway 

Youth Program, as a whole, does successfully encourage youth to make deci­

sions about their future. Three-fourths of the housed youth report that 

they were involved in determining what happened to them at the project, 

although ~ot all these youth report that such involvement included parti­

Cipating in the ~evelopment of their own service plan and service goals. 

As perceived by the youth and counselors, the projects also succeeded 

in assisting between two-thirds and three-fourths of all youth in the 

client impact sample become better able to make decisions about their 

future. The parents, however, gave a generally lower overall rating on 

this criterion. Finally, the projects frequently inform youth about 

other agencies and resources in the community which could be used as 

resources when decisions need to be made or problems arise in the future. 

Each individual category of non-family problems was mentioned much 

less frequently by the youth who received temporary shelter from runaway 

projects than were family problems. Many of these non-family problems 
. h' h d'd not lend themselves to the re~resented unique Circumstances w iC 1 

creation of coded categories. Program success in dealing with legal 

problems and problems about where to live was quite high, with the coun­

selors reporting a 65%"~ate of success on legal problems and an 85% rate 

of success on where a youth should live. Success in dealing with prob­

lems which are job-related, as well as problems involving friends, sex, 

and behavioral or psychological problems, was more limited, with a 67%, 

46%, 45%, and 57% rate of success, respectively. However, in light of 

the fact that the proj ects wen,' not developed to specifically address 

these non-family problems, this rate of success is quite impressive. 
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. . 
Overall Program Performance' 

The criteria which address overall program performance are a way of 

m~ast1ring whether, overail, the services provided by the runaway projects 

are responsive to and effective in addressing a youth's major problems. 

The client impact findings show that the projects helped youth resolve 

their most important problems in one-half to two-thirds of all cases. 

For the remaining youth, the major problems may be extremely complex. 

For example, although a project may be very effective at providing job 

counseling, it could not be expected to transform economic conditions 

in which youth unemployment is widespread. Similarly, if a youth's major 

problem was an emotionally disturbed parent, the runaway project could not 

'address this problem if the parent refused to receive assistance from 

the project or through referrals to other agencies. 

OUr client impact findings show that most youth would return to the 

projects for assistance should future problems arise. The parents, how­

ever, were less likely to consider requesting further help from the run­

away projects, which can be partially explained by the fact that fewer 

parents have had direct contact with the project and, therefore, are un­

aware of the range -of services projects can provide. The parents who 

did participate in project services were more likely to state that they 

would return for assistance, if needed in the future, than those who did 

not participate. 

Variations in Client Impact According to Key Client & Service Characteristics 

An analysis of variations in program performance according to the 

characteristics of the individual client and the services received by 

that client was conducted in order to identify Whether these variables 

accounted for variations in the level of impact that was determined by 

our analysis. We found, however, that although performance on each goal 

varies slightly according to client characteristics, the overall level 

of association is usually relatively weak. All of the client variables 

we tested can explain only a small amount of var~ation in each of the 

indicators. Thus, the analysis of these independent client variables indi­
cat~s that the proj ects arc gen~rally as successful with a loJide range of , 
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W;th family problems and those with non-family clients, including those • 
'th relatively minor problems and those with more problems, and those w~ 

severe problems. 
The most consistent and strongest association which appeared to 

affect the accomplishment of nearly every goal involved the variable 
" work on his or her problems, rela-measuring the youth's motivat~on to 

1 r This find­tive to other youth, as perceived by the project counse 0 • 

ing emphasizes the fact that the resolution of a youth's problems cannot 

be accomplished by a project without the active involvement of ~he youth. 

In order to realize each of the goals, with the possible except~on of 

Goal 1, the youth must be willing to accept responsibility for working 

on his or her problems rather than expecting the projects to resolve 

these problems for him or her. 
In addition to the motivation of the youth, success on a number of 

and ;nd;cators was affected by whether the youth's 

( 

the evaluation criteria ~ ~ 

parents ha~ had contact with the project or had bee~ invOrl~eadbl~e': ~:r::~y cc: 
~ The ;nfluence of these two serv~ce va ~ family counseling. ~ 

similar, and we have interpreted this similarity to mean that they are 
, Thus, it does not appear to make measuring similar kinds of serv~ces. 

• I' t' t indicators whether a dramatic difference on most of the c ~en ~mpac 

the family's contact with the project consisted of informal telephone 
I' ses , 'th proJ'ect staff or formal face-to-face counse ~ng -

conversat~ons w~ 

sions. It does seem clear, however, that when the projects manage to 
;n proJ'ect services in some way, it makes an observ­involve the parents ~ 

of Understanding and resolving family problems. 
able difference in the ease 

I , "~I t According to Proj ect Types Variations in C ~ent mpac --

, f the different clusters The analysis of how client impact var~es or 1 
, , 1 1 assessment study phase 

'of projects identified in the organ~zat~ona goa 

, h d'fferences among projects 
ITypologies were d:velope~ to capture t ~he~ oal-s ecific and generic 

in terms of their capac~ty to ~mple~e~ttbO~~ree g~oups ~ased on the number 
guidelines. Projects we~e clu?tere ~n 0 'm lemented The four goal- Gt: 
of generic guidelines \'Jh~ch they succes~fUllY ~ P, ct' s c~pacity to provide 
specific typologies were developed ~ase ,~n ~~~~~~eunder each of the four 
the essential and supplemental serv~ces ~ en 
legislative goals. 
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indicates that a relationship betw:een proJect functioning and positive 

impact does exist and that this relationship varies among goals. Client 

impAct shows less variation among the typologies developed as a result of 

performance on the goal-specific assessment guid~lines for Goals 1 and 3 

than for Goals 2 and 4. Our findings suggest that those projects that 

provide aftercare and follow-up services are able to achieve a higher 

rate of success with their clients in terms of resolving family conflict 

and in helping youth decide on a future course of ~ction. In contrast, 

the operationalization of these services, as well as other aspects of 

project fu~ctioning~ seem to have marginal impact on improving a project's 

rate of success in meeting the initial, immediate needs of its clients and 
. ' .. 

in proyiding clients with stable living arrangements following the termi-

nation of te~porary'shelter. Further, in terms of Goal 1, no clear dis­

tinctionscan be drawn,among those types of projects that seem more likely 

than others to achieve s~ccess on this goal, because virtually all clients 

in the sample registered similar levels of SUccess on the indicators rele­

,vant to this goal. 

The degree of association between performance on the generic guide­

lines and performance on the client impact indicators for each of the 

legislative goals, as well as the general patterns of these relation­

ships, suggest several conclusions. First, while it had originally been 

assumed that the generic guidelines related equally to all aspects of 

goal operationalization, it now seems clear that these elements of pro­

ject functioning are more directly related to performance on certain 

goals than on other,S. The analysis indicates that those PI'oj ects that 

have fully implemented these general operating procedures have a greater 

likelihood of success in helping youth make decisions regarding their 

future and on the overall measures of client impact, but have no greater 

likelihood of success in resolving family problems or in securing stable 

living arrangements: Second, the findings verify that a relationship 

does exist between overall goal,operationalization and client impact. 

Projects th~t had accomplished all of the generic guidelines usually 

outperformed the projects that had failed to implement three or more of 

the guidelines. Thus, a well-developed proc~5s analysis of project 

functioning can provide both evaluators and program planners with some , 
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idea of how effective a project is likelY,to be with its clients. Also, 

the analysis suggests that the full operationalization of a project's 

goals constitutes the first essential step in achieving positive client 

impa"ct. 

Implications of the Client Impact Findings 

The strengths and accomplishments of the National Runaway Youth Pro­

gram are dramatic. The short-term crisis intervention services and 

slightly longer-term counseling services provided to youth and families 

in crisis appear to be extremely effective in furthering the goals of 

the Runaway Youth Act. The projects funded by YDB are presently serving 

a broader population than just runaway youth. The accomplishment of the 

four legislative goals, however, is appropriate to most of the youth 

being served. Even if they have not run away, ~ost of these youth are 

in need of a place to stay and require assistance in finding a stable 

place to live and in making decisions about the future. 
The only major weakness that was revealed by the client impact data 

was the very limited extent to which aftercare services are being pro­

vid~d, either directly by the projects themselves or through referrals. 

Although half of all youth in the client sample had had some contact 

with the project after the termination of temporary shelter, only 17% 

of the youth received individual counseling and only 6% received family 

coun~eling from the project within the first five weeks after termina­

tion. This would not be a problem if the projects were succeeding in 

establishing linkages for youth with other service resources in the com­

munity. However, only 22% of the youth interviewed at termination said 

that the project had given them a referral for individual or family coun­

seling from some other agency. While not all clients require additional 

aftercare services or referrals to other local service providers, the 

percentage of youth currently receiving these services does seem low in 

contrast to the level of services the projects suggested they provided 

in the organizational goal assessment. 
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SUMMARY' OF THE COST ANALYSU~, FINDINGS 

~.,.,"'< •• -

1he cost analysis performed by BPA as part of its evaluation of the 

National Runaway Youth Program sought to begin the process of developing 

concrete baseline cost information for runaway youth service projects. 

In reviewing the general find,ings of this component, it is important to 

keep in mind that the findings reflect a single, one-month reporting 

period. The time constraints operating within the overall evaluation 

precluded the collection of data over a longer period of time or at 

several intervals. Consequently, the findings are subject to certain 

biases due to seasonal fluctuations in the client population and to the 

unique demands on project resources that might occur during the summer 

months. 

In addition, in computing the average cost of providing each ser­

vice, all projects were included in all categories, whether or not they 

provided the service. For example, if a project placed no staff ener­

gies into follow-up efforts, the project was listed as allocating zero 

resources to this service activity. In determining the average cost of 

providing the service, the zero was "added" along with the costs listed 

by the other 16 projects participating in the study and the total was 

divided by 17. Consequently, the averages within certain service cate­

gories tend to underestimate the "true" average cost of providing the 

service. 

Despite these draw'backs, the current cost study does provide an 

initial cut at determining the costs involved in operating a runaway 

youth project. Although the specific cost figures presented in the 

study, particularly the cost per client figures, should be reviewed in 

light of the limitations suggested above, the broader trends indicated 

by the data would prove useful in the future program planning efforts of 

both YDB and the individual projects. The key general trends suggested 

by the findings are outlined below. Additional background information, 

including summary tables and project-by-project data, is presented in 

Appendix F. 

(1) The wide variation in project functio~:ng suggested by the 

organizational goal assessment component of the evaluation is supported 

I' , 



tr I 

52 

by the cost findil1bs. Projects participa~ing in the cost study reported 

wide variation in the following: 

• the indirect/direct service cost ratio; 

• the specific costs of providing similar services; 

• the principal type of client served (i.e., housed versus 

non-housed youth); and 

• the range of services offered. 

(2) On average, projects allocate roughly 60% of their total labor 

payroll resources and staff time to providing direct services to clients 

and 40% of their time to providing various indirect services such as 

general project management, case managrment, and community education 

efforts. Previous cost studies conducted by BPA have found similar 

direct/indirect service ratios. l 

(3) Those services which consume the greater percentage of staff 

time include shelter management and coverage (25% of staff time); emer­

gency counseling and information and referral services (8% of staff 

time); individual counseling (8% of staff time); and other group acti­

vities with clients, such as recreation and house meetings (8% of staff 

time). 

(4) Shelter management and coverage is, by far, the most costly 

service for the projects to provide, with an average August expenditure, 

not counting fixed costs, of $1,730. Individual counseling costs an 

average of $718 per month to provide, with other group activities as 

well as emergency counseling and information and referral services each 

costing an averag~ of"'"$475 per month. In terms of individual services, 

the cost study found that, on average, projects spend $75 per client pro­

viding temporary shelter management and coverage, $27 per client provid­

ing family counseling, and $11 per client providing emergency counseling 

and information and referral services. 

o 

lCost Analysis Report: Child Abuse and Neglect Demonstration Pro­
jects. (Berkeley Planning Associates, Berkeley, California, December 
1977) . 
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(5) When the value of unpaid staff overtime and volunteer hours are 

considered, a project's base labor cos~s (resources) increase over 158%. 

Th£s valuation increases the dollar value of all activities, almost 

doubling the value of shelter management and coverage, family counsel­

ing, and other group activities. Emergency counseling and information 

and referral services are close to tripled in dollar value through the 
presence of volunteers 'and/or staff overtime. 

(6) While there is a wide variation among the sample projects, the 

average distribution of staff time and labor resources showed that, on 

average, the projects spend roughly 67% of their direct service resources 
on housed clients. 
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CHAPTER TWO: 

SYNTHESIS OF FINDINGS 

INTRODUCTION 

The present evaluation has reviewed the National Runaway Youth Pro-

gram from a number of perspectives. We explored the performance of the 

projects studied from the various Viewpoints of organizational structure 

and functioning, cost, and client impact. Each of these individual per­

spectives has suggested a range of findings that have implications for 

the future development not only of the National Runaway Youth Program, 

. but also of the individual projects. When these findings are woven to­

gether, certain more general conclusions emerge. The major findings of 

the total evaluation effort can be summarized as follows: 

(1) Overall, the YDB-funded projects have successfully operation­

ali zed the four goals of the Runaway Youth Act and have implemented those 

services and service procedures identified as being essential to meeting 

the immediate needs of youth, resolving family problems, securing stable 

living arrangements, and helping youth decide upon a future course of 

action. 

(2) The projects have developed a number of additional, complemen-

tary local goals for their individual service programs in order to 

better meet the needs of their target populations and their communities. 

While these local goals varied across the projects in the evaluation 

sample, those most frequently mentioned included youth advocacy, pre­

vention and outreach, community resource building, and network parti­

cipation. 

(3) Despite their common funding source and the implementation of 

a common set olE legislative goals, the projects funded under the Runaway 

Youth Act demonstrate considerable organizational diversity and range 

from being solely runaway youth shelter projects to being mUlti-purpose 

youth service agencies. 

Preceding page blank 
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(4) The current YDB-fUnded projects are professional, well-~ctioning 
a1 teruative youth service centers. which are oo(';oaing increasingly 1nte­

grated into their local youth service networks. 

(5) The runaway youth projects offer a "/id~~ range of counseling 

and support services to youth and fa.ilies both directly and through re-
o 0 d Howe er due to their lim ted 

ferrals to other local serY1ce prov~ ers. v» 
~ding. most projects find it difficult to provide as wide a ~angeoof 
services as required by the four legislative goalS. One area ~n Wh~ch 
the projects are finding it particularly difficult to adequat~IY addTess 

the legislative goals is the provision of longer-term counsel~ng and 
support services to clients following the ternunation of temporary shelter. 

(6) While the projects were successful in meeting the immediate 

needs of youth during the runaway episode in over 90% of the cases, 

projects achieved more v~ried success rates, ranging from roug~IY 
80\ to 50\ on those indicators that address a project's capac1ty to 

, ~.mpacts w~th clients in terms of resolving family prob-
achieve positive ~ ~ 
lems, promoting stable living arrangements, and helping youth decide upon 

a future course of action. 

(7) 
While technically funded to serve runaway youth, the YDB-funded 

'n fact serving a more complex and diverse youth popula-
projects are, 1 , 
tion, including sizable percentages'of "pushouts," homeless youth, and 

youth in need of counseling on non-family related issues. 

(8) Although representing an increasingly diverse population, most 

of the clients served by the runaway projects studied report difficulties 

wi th their families as.,..one of their maj or problems. 
, away history 

(9) Client characteristics such as age, prlor run , 
family composition or referral source did not dramatically influence the 

extent to which the projects achieved positive client impact. The analy-
, 11 'th all types of clients, 

sis found that the projects dld equally we Wl 
including those youth experiencing such complicated and serious problems 

as abuse or neglect and repeated contact with the juvenile justice system. 

d service variables were found to be 
However, certain other client an 

. . in client impact. The two factors that 
important in explaining varlatlon 

l' I 
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most often influenced a project's level of success with the clients in the 

sample were the motivation of the youth to work on his or her problems and 

parental contact with the project. 

(10) '1'hecomparative analysis conducted between the organizational 

goal assessment and the client impact assessment data found the two com­

ponents to have a positive relationship. Although not fully conclusive, 

the analysis found that those projects that were identified as having 

fully operationalizerl the legislative goals achieved a greater level of 

success with their clients than those projects that had not fully imple­

mented all of the goal-specific and generic guidelines. 

(11) At a time when federal policy-makers are becoming increasingly 

concefned about the cos~s of providing services, the runaway youth pro­

jects studied demonstrated an exceptional capacity to use their Runaway 

Youth Act funding as a catalyst for developing additional revenue sources. 

While the average YOB grant for the sample of projects participating in 

the cost analysis was $67,000, the average operating budget for these pro­

jects was $146,000. In addition, projects were able to increase their 

total resources by ~n,average of 158% through the careful training and 

use of volunteer staff and the cultivation of donated resources. 

(12) The free-standing, non-affiliated runaway youth project, which 

served. as the primary modg1 for the Runaway Youth Act, may be a model 

that projects will find increasingly difficult to maintain as they face 

the rising costs both of operating a temporary shelter facility and of meet­

ing the many and diverse needs of an increasingly complex client popula­

tion. The evaluation suggests that projects are addressing this dilemma 

either by expanding into mUlti-purpose youth service centers or by formal­

izing a series of service linkages with other local service providers. 

The specific rationale and implications behind each of these general 

findings are discussed in the remainder of this chapt«~:r. Overall, these 

. ~indings paint a positive picture of the National Runaway Youth Program 

and its accomplishments. While several shortcomings were found rela­

tive both to the organizational characteristics ()f ~ertain projects and to 

their success in achieving positive impacts with the youth and families 
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they serve, overall the evaluation found the projeCts .~o.'" .,re than ade­

quately addressing the intent of the Runaway Youth Act. 'the _jority of 

projects have, in fact, expanded the focus of their service, prograas beyond 

the legislative .andate and have established a vide variety of local pro­

j€ct goals which, while cOllple.entary to the le&islaticm~ require the pro­

jects to adopt an even broader service focus. 

The full operationalization of the Runaway You~h ~t and its goals 

requires a vide range of activities, which has bec~ increasingly compre­

hensive as the program .. and the funded projects, have irowD to fill new, 

e.erging youth needs. At the tiE the legislation vasconce:l,.ved, the run­

away youth population was seen as including a large pe~efttage of long­

distance runners who were running away fro. ha.e for th, 'firs~ time. 

Addressing the needs of these youth, therefore, ,involved the provision 

of temporary shelter for relatively brief periods of .ti_. contacting the 

parents and defusing the anger that usually precipitated the runaway epi­

sode, and returning the youth to a basically sound fa.t.ly unit. In con­

trast, the "typical" client currently served by the projects usually comes 

from the local community and often has multiple and co.,licated problems, 

r~mging from sexual abuse by his or her parents to chronic depression or drug 

or alcohol abuse. Moreover, approximately 70\ of the cHent impact sample 

had run away at least once previously. In addition, • number of these 

youth have no home to return to after leaving tho pr~jo<:t.; , A sizable 

minority (21%) came to the project from group ho.s o~ foster home place­

ments. Consequently, the proj~cts are finding it neceisary'to retain 

youth for longer periods of time than was originally anticipated when the 

national legislation was conceived in order to achieve the legislatively 

mandated "stable living arrangement" fo-r. thai'Se you,tho', 

THE GENERAL FINDINGS 

Each of the 12 general conclusions outlined in t~e beJinning of this 

chapter is more fully developed below. Under each·topic~ we summarize 

the supportive data found within the various coapone~ts of the national 

evaluation effort and the possible impacts each conclusion,will have on 

future program development. Additional information relevant to each of 

. . 
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these conclusions call be fdund in Chapter One and in the various appen­
dices to this report. 

Overall, the YDB-funded proj ects have succes~f" :l1y operationalized the 

four goals of the Runaway Youth Act and hav.: implemented those services 

and service procedures identified as being essential to meeting the 

immediate needs of youth, resolving family problems, securing stable 

living arrangements for youth, and helping youth decide upon a future 
course of action. 

The organizational goal assessment component employed a series of 

goal-specific and generic guidelines which identified the elements of pro­

.ject functioning and service delivery which were considered essential to 

the full oparationa1ization of the four goals of the Runaway Youth Act. 

As discussed elsewhere in this report, the 20 projects within our evalua­

tion sample were found to have fully imp10mented the vast majority of the 

elements incorporated within these gUidelines. With the exception of out­

reach, aftercare, and follow-up services, the projects did not demonstrate 

any significant limitations in providing the full range of services most 

commonly required by the youth and families served and identified by 

"experts" in the field as being essential to the operationalization of 

the legislative goals. These services include individual counseling, 

family counseling, group counseling, legal assistance, medical assistance, 

placement services, and general advocacy and support services. In addi­

tion to providing services directly to their clients, the projects in the 

evaluation sample also demonstrated solid working relationships with a 

number of key service providers in their local communities. These service 

linkages facilitated not only the referral of clients to t.he projects, but 

also the referral to other service providers for reqUired services. 

The capacity of a project to operationalize the goals of the National 

Runaway Youth Program involved not only the provision of the services cited 

above but also the establishment of a host of other organizational and 

management policies. These policies, which \'Ie termed generic guidelines, 

did not directly relate to a project's capacity to operationalize a 
, ~ 
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specific goal but» rather» addressed a proj~t's overall capacity to achieve 
all aspects of its goals and objectives., 1~e aajority of the projects in 

the evaluation , llDple werl,~ found to have developed a set of written policy 

procedures; to conduct formal staff performance reviews; to have imple­

Jlcn.ted careful and thorough case management practices; to have established 

an open communication system among all staff members; and to provide 

opportunities for youth to be involved in the development of their own 

service plans. In addition» staff at the sample projects generally demon­

strated a high level of morale» with the projects experiencing limited 

degrees of unplanned staff turn~ver. 

The projects h.ave developed a number of additional» complementary local 

goals for their individual service programs in order to better meet the 

needs of their target populations and their communities. While these 

local goals varied across the projects in the evaluation sample» those 

most frequently mentioned included youth advocacy» prevent inn and out­

reach» and community resource building ~.md network participation. 

All but one of the 20 evaluation sites have developed local goals to 

better define t~e intent and purpose of their ~rograms. Generally. these 

goals are perceived as being complementary to the goals mandated in the 

Runaway Youth Act and have been developed by the projects in order to 

more adequately mold their service thrusts to the needs of their particu­

lar communities. While the local goals identified by the project directors 

and staff varied across the 20 projects, the most frequently cited local 

goals include youth adyocacy. prevention and outreach. and community re­

source building and network participation. In addition to these thhee 

categories. the projects also ci:ed as local goals such issues as educa­

tion (in terms of sex and health issues and youth rights); ~outh employ.·· 

ment; youth participation; aftercare; drug prevention; diverting status 

offenders from the juvenile justice system; helping youth develop a posi­

tive role madel; and directing seriously disturbed families into longer­

teTm C.) mseling. The development of these local goals and the proj ects' 

perceptions of the four legislative goals did not foHow any specific 

" I 
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pa~terns or correlations. In general, the project directors and staff re­

lated'the development of certain local goals to specific needs within 

their 'communities or to problems presented by their client populations. 

Project staff indicated that certain of their local goals addressed issues 
• M .... , ,~"" 

which, while not directly mandated by the legislation. were service con-

cerns which grew out of their work with runaway youth and their families. 

In many instances, the additional local goals developed by the projects 

reflected a general dissatisfaction with a service focus which is geared 

primarily at the needs of youth and families experiencing crisis situa­

tions. Aggressive prevention and community outreach efforts were, there­

fore, developed by certain projects in order to intervene sooner in a 

youth's problems, and thereby to have a more positive and permanent impact 

in terms of resolving these pToblems. Other projects strongly felt that 

the problems youth experience cannot effectively be addressed within a 

three to four day period and have established specific local goals which 

allow them to more directly focus on providing longer-term counseling and 

other assistance to youth and their families. 

In addition to expanding the range of direct services they provide 

youth and families, several projects have developed additional local goals 

directed towards improving the general condition of ~outh. improving the 

manner in which youth are treated by traditional service providers, or 

collectively increasing the capacity of their communities to more respon­

sively address the needs of the local youth population. Movement along 

all three of these fronts stems from what the project directors term a 

broader interp!'etation of the legislative goals. Many of the proj ect 

directors and staff felt that the Runaway ~outh Act mandates them not 

only to resolve the problems of those youth coming to their projects for 

service, but also to serve as advocates for youth within their local ser­

vice and political environments. In order to accomplish this end. the 

project~ have developed specific goals which address these concerns, 

focusing staff energies and resources toward such efforts as individual 

client advocacy, legislative changes at both the state and federal levels, 

and community networking. The projects which have articulated these spe­

cific goals consider them complementary to the ~egislation and, in fact. 

to be a critical part of their ongoing work with individual clients. 

\' 
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Despite their co.-on funding source and the ~le.entationof a,c~.-o~ 

set of legislative goals .. the projects funded lDlder the R~~way ~outh" , 

Act demonstUi.te considerable diversity.. and range froa being solel,y run­

away youth shelter projects to being multi-purpose youth service agencies. 
, " 

One of the .ast striking findings of the evaluation ~s ,t~e diversity 

found aJIOIlg the individual projects participating in the' stu~y. While the 

sa.ple selection precess was designed to ensure a represeniativ~ sample of 

projects along several different dimensions suCh as pr~jectlocation .. 

affiliated or free-standing status .. and project tenure .. mUch of the diver-
. . ',. 

sity fOlDld at the project level had not been anticipated. for ~xample, 
the projects were found to differ substantially in terins'~f their percep­

tions of the legislative goals. Although all projects s'har~,some common 

1Dlderstanding of the intention of the Runaway Youth Act" they were not in 

agreement either as to the relative importance placed 'upon the four goals 

or as to the specific activities necessary to achiev.~ these 'goals with 

their clients. Rather than serving as a firm. framework within ,which the 

individual projects develop their own service programs, the fo~r legisla­

tive goals seem only to loosely influence a project'~ deveiopment. For' 

example, 'iiihen the projects were asked to list the mostessentiai goals 

of their service programs, 60% of these goals were local goals developed 

at the individual project level, while 40% related'to one of the legis­

lative goals. The flexible administration of the National Program has 

encouraged the development of projects which are particularly responsive 

to 10c~1 pressures. The proje~ts, through the application of the legis­

lative goals, as wel'i as the ad{.ltion of specific local project goals, 

have developed an overall service effort that is designed to respond to 

the needs of the local youth popUlation and to their communities. 

" I 

In addition to the diversity noted among the projects ~hrough the 

organizational goal assessment, the projects were also found to have very 

different attributes through the client impact study and 'the cost analysis 

components of the evaluation. Fer example, the projects demonstrated con­

siderable diversity in terms of the age range of their client populations, 

the length of time youth were provided shelter, the extent to wh'ich 
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fOllow-up and aftercare services were being provided, and the extent to 

which additional services other than individual counseling were being pro­

vided. The cost analysis Similarly found that project staff were spending 

the majority of their time on very different forms of activities and on 

very different types of clients. While most of the projects spent well 

over half their staff time providing services to housed clients, five of 

the projects spent at least one-quarter of their staff resources serving 
non-housed youth. 

We believe that the diversity of the YOB-funded projects is one of 

the, greatest strengths of the National Runaway Youth Program. By allow­

ing the projects the flexibility to pursue those activities that best 

respond to the needs of their target populations, the National Program 

has created a positive environment for the effective delivery of community­

based services. However, this type of program flexibility is very diffi­

cult" if not impossible, to capture in an evaluation which establishes a 

formal set of assessment guidelines and client impact indicators to which 

all projects are held equally accountable. Such a standardized eyahl{,\,J',.ion 

design inevitably establishes a standardized service model to which all 

projects are expected to conform, rather than ,capturing the uniqueness 

and strength of each project studied. In an effort to offset this dilemma, 

the current evaluation has tried to identify those elements of a well­

functioning runaway youth service system without being too rigid as to 

the most appropriate way to implement each individual guideline. As will 

be discussed in Chapter Three, however, certain of the guidelines employed 

are less applicabl~ to smaller projects than to the dominant project model 
of a larger, more complex service system. ... 
The current .,~ YDB-fundedprojects are professional, well-functioning 

alternadve youth service centers which are becoming increasingly inte­
grated into their local youth service networks. 

,The stereotyped image of a runaway youth shelter in the minds of many 

is that of a "cr~sh-pad" to which adolescentg can escape from dealing with 

their problems arid their parents. Within this stereotyped View, staff at 



the runaway youth projects are generally seen as being .,re youth than 

faIrlly-oriented; as lacking the professional qualifications to provide 

counseling; -and, as ,being staffed by young and energeticper.so:ns working 

for relatively low payor siaply volunteering Blch of their tiae. TIle 

projects are th~elves stereotyped as being alternatives to existing 

service programs and as operating outside of the mainstream of their com­

munities' traditional youth service systems. 

The findings fro. the current evaluation shatter many aspects of this 

JIYtll. The projects were found to be sophisticated, well-functioning pro­

fessional organizations that are increasingly establishing formal rela­

tionships with other public and private service providers in their 

communities. Several of the projects we studied have directly challenged 

the traditional youth service system, not to fight it, but rather to work 

with the system in developing new approaches to service delivery that will 

more adequately address the needs of the current adolescent population. 

Thd organizational goal assessment found the staff at the projects studied 

to be well-educated, with most having a BA and a substantial minority 

having MSWs or other graduate-level degrees. Moreover, the majority of 

the staff had previous experience in youth services both within and out­

side the public service system. Despite these professional credentials, 

however, the counselors at several of the projects are paid slightly belO\'1 

the average pay scale for similarly qualified individuals working within 

the public service sector, while the project administrators are frequently 

paid at a level comparable to their counterparts in other social service 

programs. 
,,' 

The "professionalism" of the youth service movement does suggest to 

many a loss of flexibility. As the projects continue to establish formal 

wo~king relationships with traditional service providers and to require 

increased federal and state funding to maintain their growing organiza­

tions, they will inevitably become more accountable to public agencies 

for their actions. They may, therefore, find it increasingly,difficult 

to criticize a system in which they are becoming major actors. On the 

other hand, this new professionalism strengthens a project's position as 

it seeks changes both in legislation governing the status of youth and 

in public attitudes toward youth. The runaway youth projects have gained 
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a whole new form of legitImation in the c~yes of policy-makers and, to 

some'extent, parents. Those who are nostalgic for the runaway youth cen­

ters.of the past should keep in mind that increased pr.ofessionalism does 

not necessarily imply a decrease in a project's ability to provide viable 

'service al t'ernatives to youth and their families. On the contrary, this 

new, more sophisticated organizational structure may well be the most 

effective way to ensure the continued provision of "alternative" services. 

The real challenge facing the project directors and staff in the future 

will be maintaining their responsiveness to the youth they serve while 

at the same time operating in a more integrated manner within their local 

youth service systems. The values and philosophies of the alternative 

youth service movement, which provide youth with an active role in deter­

mining their service needs, will still he required in the future, regard-

',less of the organizational or management structures adopted by the 

individual projects. 

The runaway youth projects offer a wide range of counseling and support 

services to youth and families both directly and through referrals to 

other local service providers. However, due to their limited funding, 

most projects find it difficult to provide as wide a range of services 

a's reqUired by the four legislative goals. One area in which the pro­

jects are finding it particularly difficult to adequately address the 

legislative goals is the provision of longer-term counseling and sup­

port services to clients following the termination of temporary shelter. 

Although the pr~~cts are developing organizational mechanisms for 

providing an increasingly wider range of services, the client impact find-,. 
ings suggest that the projects .~ not delivering all of the needed ser-

vices to a large number of individual (~lients. Also, while the majority 

of projects were found to have implemented all or most of the generic 

and goal-specific guidelines, all but one project demonstrated problems 

in achieving at least one of these elements, further suggesting that the 

projects may be attempting to cover too broad an area with their current 

level of funding. Many of the problems identified during the organizational 
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gpal asses~t vere substantiated by the descriptions of services provided 

to the youth and fa.ilies in the client iapact sa.ple. For exa.ple, the 

provision of follow-up and aftercare services is not occurring in large 

nu.bers. While in a f~w instances the projects indicated that their ser­

vice philosophy It.its the emphasis they place on the provision of after­

care services, .ast of the projects do not provide this se1-vice s~ly 

because they do not have the resources to establish and .aintain an active 

aftercare service collJlOnent. The current staff resources as well as the 

general service structure of .any of the projects (i.e., the .aintenance 

of a teaporary shelter facility) are principally geared toward addressing 

the i-.ediate needs of youth and to resolving those problems which can be 

addressed within one or two weeks of service. 

Wh1le the projects are making a serious attempt to address the longer­

ter.s needs of their client populations, ~urrent realities suggest that 

this will be a far DQ~e difficult service objective to achieve than might 

be anticipated. According to our cost analysis» those projects which 

operate a temporary shelter facility have committed over 25\ of their 

staff resources to simply maintaining and operating the shelter. When 

one adds the time projects spend providing individual counseling, family 

counseling and group activities, a full 42% of all paid staff hours have 

been covered. Considering that the projects spend, on average, 40% of 

their staff time on .~inistrative and non-Client-specific functions, such 

as community education programs and general youth advocacy, roughly 18% 

of the staff's working hours remain to provide the additional services 

that the projects want to offer to their clients. The cost analysis 

found that projects currently spend very little time in.providing such 

services as follow-up (1%), placement (1%), and support and client-specific 
advocacy (2%). 

For a project to expand its service focus, it will either need to 

establish and fund a separate aftercare corrponent (an option that at 

least one project has already pursued), hire additional counseling staff 

solely to provide aftercare, expand its existing counseling staff to 

address both immediate and aftercare service needs, or consider potential 

service delivery models for the provision of temporary shelter to clients 

without consuming such a large percentage of staff time. As the cost 
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analysis demonstrated, pl~jects which provide temporary shelter through a 

volunteer network of foster homes spend, on average, $112 per client, 

while projects ope~ating a temporary shelter facility spend, on average, 

$163 per client. However, the method of providing temporary shelter has 

certain other implications. While the cost figures seem to indicate that 

the projects.can realize a substantial savings by providing shelter through 

a network of volunteer foster homes, the analysis also found that rela­

tively few youth take advantage of temporary shelter mlen it is provided 

in this setting. One conclusion that this finding suggests is that youth 

are less likely to seek shelter from a project that does not visibly 

demonstrate the capacity to provide temporary housing; they are more 

:j.ikely to go to a runaway shelter facility in search of temporary housing 

than they are to walk into a counseling center that has the capacity to 

place them with a volunteer family. If our findings are representative 

of a general limited use of the foster home shelter model, projects rely­

ing on such a system for the provision of temporary shelter may need to 

actively increase the visibility of this shelter option to their target 

populations. 

While the projects were successful in meeting the immediate needs of 

youth during the runaway episode in over 90% of the cases, the projects 

achieved more varied success, ranging from roughly 80% to 50%, on those 

indicators that address a project's capacity to achieve positive impacts 

with clients in terms of resolving family problems, pronloting stable 

living arrangements, and helping youth decide upon a future course of 

action. 

In general, the projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act are 

successfully address~ng the immediate needs of the youth they serve. The 

projects we studied were successful in providing virtually all youth (over 

90%) requiring food, shelter, and counseling with these services within 

the first few hours of the youth's arrival at the project. While the pro­

jects showed a slightly less uniform rate of success in immediately addres­

sing a youth's needs for medical and legal ass is t .... ;),ce, these needs \."ere , 
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usually met by the project during the youth's stay in temporary shelter. 

In contrast to this almost uniformly high performance level in_terms of 

Goal 1, the projects had a far more varied performance rating in terms of 

the remaining three legislative goals. For example, the projects are per­

ceived by almost two-thirds of the youth and almost half of the parents 

they serve as being helpful in resolving family problems. This performance 

level may well be a substantial accomplishment in light of the fact that 

the projects often face family conflicts that have developed over years 

of miscommunication which cannot be thoroughly resolved through the 

limited number of family counseling sessions that most projects are able 

to provide their clients. The projects were also fairly successful in 

placing youth in a context that the majority of counselors, youth and 

parents (72% to 79%) perceived as being the best place for the youth, an 

indication that the projects attempt to locate those placements which are 

most acceptable to all parties involved. Al~ost half of the youth indi­

cated, however, that they would still consider running away again if the 

problems they faced got "too bad" for them in the future. While continued 

runaway behavior may be viewed as a "positive" action and as an indication 

that the youth recognizes that he or she needs assistance, such action 

within the context of Goal 3 ques'tions the stability of the youth's place-

ment following termination. 
In terms of Goal 4, the projects had a fairly consistent rate of 

success in helping youth become better able to make decisions about the 

future. For example, 73% of the youth in the client sample inqicated at 

termination that, overall, they had had a say in what happened to them 

while they were at the project; that they felt they were better able to 

make decisions about the future; and that they had learned hO\'/' to use 

other service resources in their communities. However, the projects demon­

strated a wide range of success in resolving a number of their clients' 

non-family-related problems, such as difficulties with school (48% success), 

problems with the law (78% success), problems in obtaining a job (30% 

success), and problems about deciding where to live (88% success).l 

lAll of these percentages reflect the percent of youth interviewed 
at termination \'1ho felt that their problems in these areas had been re­
solved or some\'1hat resolved as a result of project services. 
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The level of success that the projects exhibited on certain of the 

impact indicators may represent exceptional achievements or may merely be 

average performance ratings for projects which serve youth and families 

i~ crisis. In the absence of related previous client impact research, it 

is not possible either to praise or to be highly critical of th~ observed 

performance. The varied success rates among the four legislative goals 

may be reflective of the types of difficulties cited in previous discus­

sions relating to the problems that projects encounter in attempting to 

accomplish too much given their limited resources. Considering the wide 

range of impacts covered by the legislative goals, it is not at all sur­

?rising to find that the projects cannot resolve all of the problems of 

all of the youth they serve. The fact that they were able to successfully 

resolve the youth's major problem in roughly 60% of the cases would seem 

to be acceptable, particularly given the fact that a youth'a major prob­

lem can range widely, from relatively minor communication difficulties 

with parents to more severe problems such as physical or sexual assault 

by a parent, drug-related problems, or severe depression. In addition, 

over 80% of the youth interviewed at the time of termination indicated 

theY,would return to the project for assistance if they needed additional 

counseling or support, not only suggesting that the proj ects are vie\'1ed 

as being helpful by their clients, but also that they have been success­

ful in providing youth with a positive, constructive option to dealing 

with their problems. 

While technically funded to serve runaway youth, the YDB-funded projects 

are, in fact, serving a more complex and diverse youth population, in­

c'luding sizable percentages of "pushouts," homeless youth, and youth in 

need of counseling on non-family-related issues. 

In 1977, the Congress expanded the target population to be served by 

the Runaway Youth Act to include "otherwise homeless youth." The client 

impact sample for this evaluation included a sizable number of "pushouts," 

homeless youth, and youth seeking assistance for n::1-family-related prob­

lems. While the most common type of client served by the projects continues f 
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to be runaways (44%), 16% of the client sample reported that they had been 

"pushed out" of their homes, 20% were away from home with the mutual agree­

ment of their parents, and another 19% were either contell'!plating running 

away or were at the project awaiting other long-term residential place­

ments. The client population also differed on a number of other dimensions. 

While 60% of the client sample had been living with either one or both 

of their parents or step-parents prior to seeking assistance from the pro­

jects, 12% had been living in foster homes or with other relatives, 15% 

had been living in group homes, and 13% had either been living on their 

own, with friends, or in some other type of independent living situation. 

Although the counseling staff reported that the major problem experienced 

by 53% of the client impact sample was family-related, the remaining 47% 

of the clients sought services for major problems which were non-family-

. related. These non-family problems ranged from difficulties in school 

to behavioral or psychological problems. Finally, the projects are accept­

ing a large percentage of their case loads as referrals from other local 

public and private service providers. Of the 12 projects for which we 

reported client data on an individual project level, only two received 

more than half of their clients through self-referrals. The national 

sample showed only 30% of the youth receiving shelter come to the projects 

on their own. While several of the projects continue to receive a sub­

stantial percentage of their clients through self-referrals, that percent­

age seems to be dwindling in favor of formal public or private agency 

referrals. As the projects continue to increase their service linkages 

with public and private agencies, this agency referral rate can be ex­

pected to increase. 
At the very least·, the diversity in the client population outlined 

above suggests that the projects will find it increasingly difficult to 

meet the full intent of the legislation with all of their clients. For 

example, to the extent that clients do not run from traditional nuclear 

families or do not have families with whom they can be reunited, the pro­

jects will need to spend an increasing amount of ti~e locating suitable 

alternative living arrangements for these youth. Although placing youth 

in a family setting with one or both parents or step-parents is still the 

most common placement, this occurs in only 35% of the cases. The projects 
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are required to find alternative placements for almost 65% of their case­

loads. Given the limited numb~r of placement options for adolescents, 

particularly those over 15 years of age, project staff will need to exert 

substantial energy in order to locate stable, long-term placements for 

these youth. Because making such arrangements can take a minimum of 

several weeks, the projects may well find it necessary to provide shelter 

over a.n increasingly longer period of time, thereby reducing their capa­

city to accept new'clients in need of services. In order to prevent their 

temporary shelter from becoming overburdened with these longer-term cases 

and to directly address the shortage of suitable out-of-home placements, 

several projects have developed separate service components designed to 

provide youth with the functional skills necessary to successfully main­

tain an independent living situation. It should be noted, however, that 

the projects are able to provide these service options only to the extent 

that they can locate additional funding to support them, as the current 

level of YDB funding is not adequate to support the provision of such 

services. 

Although representing an increasingly diverse population, most of the 

clients served by the runaway projects studied report difficulties with 

their families as one of their major problems. 

In what seems almost a contradiction to the previous finding, the 

client impact data also strongly suggest that the most common problem 

faced by the clients served, regardless of where they came from or the 

additional problems they face, continues to be family-related. While 

family-related problems constituted the major problem: for only half of 

the client sample, over 90% indicated that at least one of the problems 

which caused them to seek project services was family-related. The impli­

cation of this finding for futu;e program planning is that, despite the 

diverse nature of the ~rogram's client population and the wide range of 

service demands these youth place on the individual projects, the strong­

est common theme to be addressed wi thin the scope of the National Runa\oJay 

Youth Program continues to be the strengthening of family relationships. 
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While the individual clients demonstrated a wide range of other problems, 

these problems are often far too diverse to suggest any type of national 

approach to resolving them within the context of the existing Runaway Youth 

Act. While these problems -- which include such issues as drug abuse, 

adolescent or sexual abuse, or independent living problems -- clearly lend 

themselves to the development of national service strategies to resolve 

them,these strategies should not be specifically outlined within the frame­

work of the Runaway You~h Act. Any legislative changes should recognize 

the efforts that projects put into resolving these types of problems but 

should not mandate tha:t the programs address these specific non-runaway 

or non_family-related difficulties through the provision of additional 

direct services. Rather, the legislation should encourage the projects 

to establish service linkages with existing local service providers to 

ensure tl1at these needs, when presented by clients, are quickly and re-

sponsively addressed. 

Client characteristics such as age, prior runaway history, family compo­

sition or referral source did not dramatically influence the extent to 

which the projects achieved positive client impact. The analysis found 

that the projects did equally well with all types of clients, including 

those youth experiencing such complicated and serious problems as abuse 

or neglect and repeated contact with the juvenile justice system. How­

ever, certain other client and service variables were found to be im­

portant in explaining variation in client impact. The two factors tllat 

most often influenced a project's level of success with the clients in 

the sample were the motivation of the youth to work on his or her prob-

lems and parental contact with the project. 

the 

One of the underlying assumptions of the current evaluation has been 

hypothesis that the impact of project services would vary depending 

the characteristics of the youth served and the types of services 
upon 

Current \'lisdom in the field suggests, for example, 
that they received. 
that older adolescents would be more difficult to serve than younger ado­

lescents, that youth with a long history of prior runaway episodes \'lould 
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be more difficult to serve than youth who had never run away before, and 

that self-i~eferrals would be easier to serve than youth referred by the 

local juvenile justice system or other public agency officia1.s. 

1£ these types of relationships were found to exist, it would follow 

that those projects that served primarily older adolescents would achieve 

less positive results with their clients than those projects that served 

primarily younger clients, not because they were less capable of meeting 

the needs of those clients but, rather, because ,they served a more "diffi­

cuI t" client popula.tion. As outlined in the client impact report, however, 

such cl~ent factors as age, race, sex, socioeconomic status, and prior 

runaway episodes had, at most, only a marginal'association with the extent 

to which the projects were 'able to successfully achieve the various impact 

indicators. The only two factors that demonstrated a significant rela­

tionship to the extent to which positive client impact was achieved were 

the motivation of the youth to resolve his or her problems and family 

contact with the proJ·ect. For exam I tl f 'I P e, 1e am1 y problems of those youth 

identified by project staff as being more motivated than other clients 

were resolved or somewhat resolved in 72% of the cases, while only 49% 

of those youth identified as being less motivated achieved a positive 

rating on this indicator. Similarly, 61% of the more motivated youth 

said they did not feel they would need to run away again if things "got 

bad" .in the future, while only 369<0 of the 1 . ess motlvated youth shared 

t at ?a of the more motivated this o::>inion. While the counselors felt h 84° 

youth were better able to make decisions about their futures, they attri­

buted this specific skill to only 40% of the less motivated youth. In 

those cases where a youth's family had participated in project services, 

85% of the youth felt that the project had helped them understand and 

work out their problems, whereas only 70° f h ?a 0 t e youth whose parents had 

• lml arly, while 66% of not had contact with the proJ'ect felt thl'S ,.ray. S' 'I 

proJect felt their family the youth whose parents had had contact wl'th the ' 

problems had been resolved or somewhat resolved, 51% of the youth whose 

parents had not had contact with the project shared this opinion, Finally, 

while 80% of the youth whose parents had had contact with the project 

fel t that they \'lere going to the "b(~st place" following the termination 

of temporary shelter, only 68% of the youth whose parents had not had 

, 
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contact felt that the living situation to which they were going was the 
"best place." 

These findings suggest that the assistance that runaway youth projects 

have to offer can best be realized if the youth has made a serious commit­

ment to resolving his or her problems. Likewise, parental contact with 
the project and its services can also be seen as an act of commitment on 
the part of the parents to seriously face and to work on their difficul-
ties. It is most probable that those parents who contact the project or 
who agree to participate in services are those parents who feel it is 

possible to resolve the problems that they and their child are experiencing. 

Even in the absence of parental participation, however, the youth's own 

attitude towards working on his or her problems can be a powerful force 

in the resolution of these problems. The major principle suggested by 

this finding is that adolescents can, with or without the support of their 

parents, make headway in resolving their problems ,through a firm commit­

ment on their own part to accept responsibility for their actions and to 

actively work with those service agencies that will help them explore 

their alternatives. The findings further suggest that, while the projects 

can have a substantial impact on their clients by focusing their counsel­

ing efforts solely on the youth, the level of positive impact can be 

further enhanced through the willing participation of the parents. 

One way of merging these findings is to consider that adolescents 

are, in actuality, living in two different worlds: the first world is 

closely influenced by their families, and the second is focused more 

directly on their own personal development. Runaway youth projects are 

addressing clients that come from both of the worlds or who are in a 

period of gradual transition from one to the other. For those youth 

where family influences continue to dominate, it seems essential that 

the projects make every effort to involve the parents in project ser­

v.ices in order to maximize the impact of the services provided. For 

those youth who are more independent, project impact can perhaps be maxi­

mized by focusing solely on the youth. Determining which world a youth 

is most closely associated with is a clinical judgment which is not always 

easy to make. For example, not all older adolescents are ready to accept 

independent living options and not all younger ad:lcscents can be returned 

-----------

(( , 

""-

li 

Ii 
I; 
I· 

i' (: 
, 
I 

11 

II 
I' 
d 
Ii 

Ii 
" Ii 
Ii 
II 
II 
11 

I 
'~ I 

I 

I; 
I: 

I: 
b c 
~i 

I 
,I 
Ii 
I! 

(: II 
I , 

" Ii 

\! f" ~ 

!j 

( i: 
/ 

( 

75 

home. This determination is best left to the individual counselor, youth 

and parent involved. The most supportive action YDB can take on this 

issue is to recognize this basic dichotomy in the client population served 

by the projects it funds and to encourage the projects to pursue the ser­

vice course that is most appropriate for each individual client. 

The comparative analysis conducted between the organizational goal 

assessment and the client impact assessment data found the two compo­

nents to have a positive relationship. Although not fully conclusive, 

the analysis found that those projects that were identified as having 

fully operationalized the legislative goals achieved a greater level of 

success with their clients than those projects that had not fully imple­

mented all of the goal-specific and generic guidelines. 

One of the key hypotheses behind the total evaluation effort was the 

notion that a strong correlation would be found to exist between the ex­

tent to which a project had operationalized the goals of the Runaway Youth 

Act and the level of its impact on the clients it served in terms of these 

same goals. If this relationship was found to exist, it would then be 

possible to use detailed process analyses of project functioning as an 

in.direct measure of'client impact. Because detailed client impact analy­

sis is, in many instances, costly and difficult to successfully conduct, 

any evaluation system that provided program planners and funding agencies 

with some assurance that service impacts could be determined without the 

cumbersome task of undertaking a client impact analysis would be a signi­

ficant advancement in'the area of social service evaluation. In address­

ing this concern within the context of the current evaluation effort, two 

questions were explored: did those projects achieving almost all of the 

,goal-specific and generic assessment guidelines perform better in terms 

of the client impact indicators than projects that failed to implement a 

number of the goal-specific and generic guidelines; and, were the pro-

j ects operating at their full service capacity, as identified during the 

organizational goal assessment with each of their clients? 
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A positive relationship was found to exist between the organizational 

goal assessment ratings given certain clusters of projects and their col­

lective performance on certain of the client impact indicators. l In 

general, this relationship was strongest on those indicators identified 

under Goal 4 -- to help youth decide upon a future course of action. For 

example, 62% of the youth served by those projects that had achieved all 

of the Goal 4 guidelines indicated that they had participated in develop­

ing their own service plan, while only 36% of the youth served by projects 

that achieved fewer of these guidelines expressed this opinion. Similarly, 

while 75% of the youth served by the projects rated as achieving all of 

the generic guidelines felt that the project had generally been helpful, 

only 52% of the youth served by the projects failing to achieve a number 

of the generic guidelines shared this opinion. Although relatively few 

. of the client impact indicators varied according to project performance 

on either the goal-specific or generic guidelines,2 those instances where 

a statistically significant relationship was found almost always showed 

that those projects that had achieved' these guidelines outperformed those 

projects that had not a.chieved the guidelines. 

The concept of a relationship between goal operationalization and 

client impact, while validated by the current evalua.tion, is based upon 

the premise that projects fulfill their service capacities with each of 

lThese clusters, which grouped projects according ~o th~i: pe:for­
mance on the goal-specific and generic guidelines, are ldent1f1ed 1n 
Appendix D. A summary of the colle~ti~e client. impact s~ores for these 
clusters on certain key indica.tnrs 1S mcluded m Append1x E. 

20f the 98 indicators used in the client impact analysis, six ind~­
cators could not be used in the comparative analysis between the organ1-
zational goal assessment and client impact assessment data.be~ause the 
total number of cases was less than 50. Also, another 42 1nd1cators had 
to be eliminated from the comparative analysis because the aggr~ga~e per­
formance level was greater than 90%, suggesting that little var1at1on 
existed among the projects. Of the remaining 56 ~n~icators, the number 
of indicators suitable for analysis was further llm1ted by the uneven 
distribution of clients among the various clusters. 
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their clients. In other words, the hypothesis assumes a strong relation­

ship between what a proj~ct is perceived as being capable of providing, 

from an organizational standpoint, and the types of services and operating 

procedures it actually implements with each individual client it serves. 

The results of the client impact analysis, when compared to the results 

of the organizational goal assessment, however, show that projects do not 

always provide their clients with the service package or operating proce­

dures they have identified as being essential elements of their programs. 
~ " 

The variation found in the extent to which a project's performance on the 

goal-specific and generic gUidelines corresponded to its performance on 

the client impact indicators more accurately reflects not the direct rela­

tionship between goal operationalization and client impact but, rather, 

~he extent to which a project fully implemented the procedures and services 

it had identified as being able to provide in the organizational goal 
assessment. 

For example, several of the client impact indicators developed under 

Goal 4 examined the extent to which each client had been involved in 

making decisions regarding his or her service plan. 'As discussed above, 

the comparative analysis found that those projects that had been identi­

fied in the organizational goal assessment as achieving the generic guide­

lines related to youth partiCipation demonstrated a greater degree of 

success with their clients in terms of the related impact indicators than 

those projects that had failed to fUlly implement these generic guide­

lines. Because the same types of youth participation characteristics had 

been employed in determining project performance on certain of the generic 

guidelines and on the client impact indicators, a strong correlation be-...• 
tween the two sets of measures would be expected. What this correlation 

is saying, therefore, is that those projects that demonstrated the organi­

zational capacity to involve a youth in the development of his or her 

treatment plan actually succeeded in doing so with a high percentage of 
their clients. 

In terms of other aspects of project functioning or service delivery, 

however, the projects were not as Successful in providing their clients 

with the full range of services suggested by the organizational goal 

assessment. This finding was particularly true for the provision of 

, 
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follow-up and aftercare services. While the projects that were identi­

fied as having an adequate capacity to provide these services did demon­

strate a higher collective capacity to achieve success on certain of the 

client impact indicators un~er Goal 4, the reality is that the projects, 

in general, provide very little aftercare services to their clients. The 

organizational goal assessment found that only four of the 20 evaluation 

sites had a limited capacity to provide aftercare, and only seven of the 

20 sites had a limited capacity to conduct routine client fOllow-u.p. 

When we look at the service data collected during the client impact 

study phase, however, we find that only 50% of the clients had any contact 

with the project between the termination of temporary shelter and the 

follow-up interview five week$ later. In addition, only 17% of the clients 

received any individual counseling on an aftercare basis, and only 6% 

'received family counseling following the termination of temporary shelter. 

This generally low level of aftercare contact was also observed at most 

of the 12 sample evaluation sites for which we could provide project-by­

project client impact data. Of the 12, contact with clients following 

the termination of temporary shelter ranged from a high of 94% to a low 

of 33%. Individual counseling on an aftercare basis ranged from a high 

of 60% to several projects showing that no aftercare counseling services 

had been provided to former clients. Similarly, the range in the provi­

sion of family counseling on an aftercare basis varied from a high of 40% 

to no families receiving this service. 

The extent to which the projects provide clients with service refer­

rals to other agencies was also found to, be more infrequent than the re­

sults of the organizational goal assessment had suggested. While all 20 

of the evaluation site.s were found to have established adequa.te linkages 

and working relationships with other major service providers in their 

communities, only 22% of the youth in the client impact sample said that 

the project nad provided them with a specific referral to another agency. 

Again, what this finding suggests is that the mere establishment of ser­

vice linkages, or the development of the capacity to refer a client to 

another agency, does not guarantee that the linkage will be effectively 

utilized by project personnel. While certainly one would not want to 

refer every client to every possible referral soU!'''e· in the community, it 
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is highly likely that more than 22% of the cli.ent sample was in need of 

further counseling or other support services following their termination 

from temporary shelter. Al though formal referrals were not found to be 

prevalent in the client sample, 73% of the youth did indicate that the 

project had made them generally more familiar with the existence of other 

resources in their comm~nities. 

In summary, the present evalua.tion does support a relationship be­

tween project functioning and client impact, and strongly suggests that 

the operationalization of a project's goals is the first essential step 

which a project must tak,e in order to achieve positive client impact. 

While the establishment of linkages with other service agencies and the 

development of a specific follOW-Up procedure or aftercare pro~ram will 

not ensure that individual clients actual~y receive a needed service, the 

provision of such services Ican certainly not occur unless the necessary 

organizational and staff support systems are firmly in place. Although a 

detailed process analysis of project functioning will not substitute for 

a client impact analysis, such a review of the organizational and service 

delivery mechanisms of a project can set the stage for a fuller under­

standinb of the potential ways in which a proj ect mif~ht influence its 

client population. In addition, achieving a well-functioning service sys­

tem or implementing a numbel' of cohesive approaches to service delivery 

not only influences client impact but also most likely influences the 

community in which a project is located. While the current evaluation 

did not specifically test this hypothesis, our contacts with other ser­

vice agencies working with the individual projects in our evaluation 

sample suggest that those projects which are "well-functioning" are having 

a positive impact on ·their local youth sel'vice system. In referring to 

the projects we studied, other service providers would use such descrip­

tive phrases as "very professional staff," a "well organized project," 

and "very thorough in checking all alternatives for their clients." We 

suspect that the extent to which a project fully operationalizes its 

goals, both in terms of the services it provides and the manner in which 

it delivers these services, directly influences the way in which public 

and other private service providers in its community perceive the project's 

purpose and intent. 
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At a time when federal policy-makers are becoming increasingly Goncerned 

about the costs of providing services, the runaway youth projects 

studied demonstrated an exceptional .capacity to use thei.r Runaway Youth 

Act funding as a catalyst for developing additional revenue sources. 

While the average YDB grant for the sample of projects participating in 

the cost analysis was $67,000, the average operating budget for these 

projects was $146,000. In addition, the projects were able to increase 

their total resources by an average of 158% through the careful training 

and use of volunteer staff and the cultivation of donated resources.' 

With rare exceptions, the projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act 

are operating far more complex and diverse service programs than w'ould be 

possible if they relied solely upon their YDB funding. In part, this high 

level of service provision is possibly due to the substantial level of 

additional funding that the projects have been able to obtain from other 

public and private sources. The most common other funding sources utilized 

by projects include categorical grants or fee-for-service contracts obtained 

through LEAA, NIMH, Title XX, and local, state and county agencies. The 

projects also draw heavily on funds from both local and national private 

foundations. As the above figures indicate, projects, on average, have 

operating budgets over twice the size of their YDB grant levels. In addi­

tion to obtaining other direct funding, the projects also have been success­

ful in expanding their total pool of available resources through the careful 

cultivatiop of volunteer staff time and other forms of donated resources. 

The cost analysis found that the projects, on average, generate an addi­

tional $3,000 worth of .. resources per month through the use of volunteer 

labor and other donated resources. In short, YDB is receiving far more 

services from its grantees than the basic Runaway Youth Act funding level 

actually purchases. 

In addition to generating additional resources for their. own use, 

the projects are also generating a greater collective capacity within 

their communities to more effectively address the service needs of youth. 

Because they are conscious of the service gaps in their local communities 

and are aware of the types of options they cannot offer their clients due 

to a shortage of community resources, the projects often serve as catalysts 
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in their communities for the establishment of new services. In funding 

proj ects under the Runa:JaY Youth Act, therefore, YDB is supporting not 

only the direct provision of services to youth but also a networking 

effort designed to increase the total youth service capacity of local 

communities. The funded projects within the evaluation sample are playing 

a leadership rol,~ in these efforts wi thin their communi ties, often insti­

gating collective action designed to promote the provision of additional 

youth services or to alter existing statutes governing the status of 

adolescents. 

The free-standing, non-affiliated runaway youth project, which served as 

the primary servic~ model for the Runaway Youth Act, may be a model that 

projects will find increasingly difficult to maintain as they face the 

rising costs of operating both a temporary shelter facility and meeting 

the many and diverse needs of an increasingly complex client population. 

The evaluation suggests that projects are addressing this dilemma either 

by expanding into mUlti-purpose youth service centers or by formalizing 

a series of service linkages with other local service providers. 

There is no doubt that th1e temporary shelter service model has well 

served the needs of the YDB-funded projectsl client populations. As pre­

viously discussed, the goals and intent of the Runaway Youth Act are being 

successfully addressed by the projects that are currently being funded, 

the majority of which continue to place greatest emphasis on the provision 

of temporary shelter through facilities they directly maintain. The im­

plied sanctuary and general supportive environment found in small group 

shelter facilities appears to be particularly well-suited to assisting 

youth and families in resolving their problems and in providing youth with 

'a start at mapping out resolutions to more complicated problems and dilemmas 

regarding their future. However, a number of trends both within and out­

side of the youth service field suggest that the temporary shelter model 

will be increasingly costly to maintain. As prf/ious discussions have 

pointed out, the projects that choose to operate a temporary shelter 

facility can expect to allocate at least 25% of their payroll resources 
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to maintaining and supATvising this facility. In addition, they can anti­

cipate that their fixed costs (i.e., rent, utilities> etc.) will be almost 

three times those of projects that do not maintain a temporary shelter 

facility. Unless the level of support provided these projects under the 

Runaway Youth Act dramatically increases or unless the projects locate 

additional revenue sources, they will find it increasingly difficult to 

operate a temporary shelter facility and still have sufficient resources 

remaining to support as varied a service package as implied in the legis­

lation and as required by the clients they serve. It will be difficult 

for the projects to continue to support a full staff of house managets, 

family counselors, individual counselors, and an active aftercare staff. 

While the present evaluation indicates that the projects are resolving 

this dilemma by expanding their referral linkages and by developing more 

complex organizaLiona1 structures, it is not yet clear how this growth 

will affect the long-run future of the temporary shelter model. It is 

clear, however, that the free-standing, non-affiliated runaway youth 

project is becoming a rarer sight in the area of youth services. 

In addition to the issue of cost, certain findings from the client 

impact analysis also suggest that the length of temporary shelter may be 

expanding in terms of the average number of nights that are being provided. 

This expansion stems partly from the various characteristics of clients , 
such as the high percentage of out-of-home placements that the projects 

are required to locate. Also, the client impact analysis suggests that 

the length of stay in temporary shelter facilities does, in fact, corres­

pond in a positive manner to the level of success that the projects 

achieve with clients on certain indicators. For example, 90% of those 

youth who received tehtporary shelter for more than 14 days were described 

by project staff as being better able to make decisions about the future, 

while only 43% of the youth who received a single night of shelter and 

56% of the youth who stayed two to seven nights at the proj ects \<Jere 

viewed in this manner. Similarly, 72% of the youth who had stayed at a 

project over two weeks reported that the project had helped resolve their 

major problem, while only 50% of the youth who stayed one night and 42% 

of the youth who stayed two to seven nights shared this opinion. While 

additional research is certainly needed to more pre~isely determine the 
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specific impacts of longer-term shelter, the initial findings of the CU1:­

rent evaluation indicate that the projects may find it increasingly neces­

sary to retain youth for longer periods of time in order to more adequately 

resolve the problems which they are experiencing. This expanded length 

of stay for clients will result in increased costs per client, especially 

for those projects operating their own shelter facility. In the absence 

of substantial new revenues or less expensive methods of providing shelter, 

it would seem that projects will be able to provide shelter services to 

fewer clients in the coming years. 

Several projects have adopted another, less costly, method of provid­

ing temporary shelter to clients, namely the use of a volunteer network of 

foster homes. While this model is certainly attractive from a cost per­

spective, it does not seem to be as well utilized by youth as the more 

commonly used group home model. The client impact data found that those 

projects which provide shelter through a network of volunteer foster homes 

house far fewer youth than those projects which operate a temporary shelter 

facility. Of the 278 youth participating in the client impact sample, all 

but 24 were provided housing in a project-operated runaway youth shelter. 

While the 14 projects operating a shelter facility housed, on average, 18 

youth during the study period, the six projects which utilize volunteer 

foster homes housed, on average, only four youth during the same period. 

In addition, projects which did not operate a shelter facility also found 

it more difficult to provide a number of services to their clients, such 

as group counseling or other forms of structured group activities, These 

findings suggest that, while projects can substantially reduce their 

shelter costs through the use of volunteer foster homes, this model is 

not as visible to clients nor as well utilized by clients as the group 

home model. 

CONCLUSIONS 

jects 

Act. 

In summary, it would appear that, on average, the YDB-funded pro-

are effectively addressing the intent and goals of the Runaway Youth 

They have been able to do so, however, only by expanding their total 

resources with substantial volunteer staff time as well as additional 
I 
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federal,state and local funding. Even with these additional resources, 

, . our evaluat4 0n sample demonstrated clear diffi-however, the proJects ~n ~ 

culties in providing the wide range of services required to fully achieve 

all aspects of the Runaway Youth Act. In an attempt to overcome these 

shortcomings, the projects have expanded their organizational base, often 

forming coalitions or service networks with other small community-based 

youth service agencies, or evolving into multi-faceted youth service agen­

cies. This growth has moved a large percentage of the projects away from 

the free-standing temporary shelter service model that dominated the 

al ternative youth service movement in the late 1960s. While proj ect,s 

still consider the provision of temporary shelter to be one of their pri­

mary services, projects have also found it increasingly necessary to ex­

pand their services to address those issues beyond the immediate crisis 

period. Several projects are focusing their energies on preventing a 

runaway episode by encouraging youth and parents to s~ek assistance before 

a situation becomes explosive; other projects are shifting away from a 

"temporary" shelter model and have begun to provide shelter to youth for 

longer periods of time and to encourage families to enter into long-term 

counseling arrangements. The implications of this expanded service focus 

and new organizational form have been that projects have, on balance, be­

come more professional and mainstream in their working relationships with 

other service providers, and have formalized their management structures 

and internal service delivery systems. This new "professionalism," how­

ever, has not detracted from the ability of projects to provide viable 

service alternatives for youth and parents. It is quite likely that youth 

receiving assistance from the projects are youth who would not, for a 

variety of reasons, ~eek assistance from the traditional public service 

sector. The hallmarks of the alternative approach to youth services -­

namely, 24-hour availability, strong feelings regarding client confiden­

tiality, services offered free of charge, and a respect for the rights of 

youth to determine the services they will receive -- remain very much in 

place at these projects. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

STUDY DESIGN: REVIEW AND REVISIONS 

INTRODUCTION --,--

The assessment guidelines and indicators used in the organizational 

goal assessment, and the standards, criteria and indicators used in the 

client impact assessment were developed in consultation with YDB personnel, 

the project directors from each of the 20 evaluation sites, and a noted 

group of experts in the field. l The final measurements employed in the 

study represented the best collective knowledge of these individuals re­

garding the types of activities the projects need to pursue in order to 

fully operationalize the goals of the Runaway Youth Act and the kinds of 

impacts they must have on the youth and families served in order to be 

considered as having successfully achieved these legislative goals. In 

reviewing the results of the total evaluation, as well as the initial 

comments on these findings provided by the individual project directors 

and consultants, we have found certain measures to be less appropriate 

than w~ had first anticipated. Consequently, we suggest that specific 

changes be made in both the organizational goal assessment guidelines and 

the client impact criteria and indicators in order to achieve a more 

accurate and policy-relevant picture of the National Runaway Youth Pro­

gram. ShOUld this evaluation be replicated, we would suggest that the 

researchers remain open to even further revisions and modifications in 

the proposed guidelines and criteria; As the runaway youth projects con­

tinue to evolve, one will also want to alter the standards against which 

lReviewers of the evaluation's overall design, which included ex­
perts in both youth service and overall evaluation techniques, were 
William Goldsmith, Steve Lieberman, Jim Gordon, Ji:-- Statman, Harshall 
Bykofsky, Joan Bloom, Jim Baumuhl, and Brian Slattery. 

I 
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their performance is measured both in terms of their capacity to operation­

alize the program's goals and in terms of their impact on the youth and 

families they serve. 

Before addressing the specific changes we propose in the study design, 

we would like to stress the importance that future evaluations of the YDB­

funded projects carefully clarify the scope of their particular design to 

all partir·:.pants. Several of the proj ects are service components within 

mUlti-purpose youth service agencies or are individual projects operating 

within the context of a broader youth service network. While the current 

evaluation specifically addressed the extent to which these types of. 

associations increased the overall service capacity of the individual 

projects to address the needs of the clients being served, the organiza­

tional goal assessment focused primarily on the way in which the YDB 

'component addressed the goals of the Runaway Youth Act. For example, 

although the parent agency may be extensively involved in local and 

national coalitions or service ,networks, we were interested in such parti­

cipation only if it directly involved those individuals responsible for 

delivering services to clients under the Runaway Youth Act grant itself. 

This approach was taken in order to facilitate cross-project comparisons. 

Suggesting the availability of certain types of non-service related acti­

vities within the YDB-funded component because such activities exist at 

the broader agency level would place those projects without such addition­

al organizational and fina.ncial support in an unfair, less representative 

position. While the current evalua.tion stressed that our focus was solely 

on the implementation of the Runaway Youth Act, feedback from certain pro­

jects within the sample suggest that this type of "fiscal" distinction 

between programs is not usually made by project staff. As the findings 

from the cost study indicated, the projects operate with resources from 

a number of different federal, state and local agencies with the resulting 

service programs funded by these resources being closely interrelated. 

Often, a single service will address multiple project goals. While an 

independent, objective evaluator may be able to isolate that portion of 

a project-s program that directly relates to the use of its Runaway Youth 

Act funding, the project directors and staff find it more difficult to 

make these types of distinctions. We suggest that future evaluators work 
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closely with project staff during the early stages of the study to achieve 

general agreement on which areas of a project's general service package 

will be addressed within the context of the particular evaluation effort 

in question. 

ORGANIZATIONAL GOAL ASSESSMENT 

As reviewed elsewhere in this document, the organizational goal 

assessment measured project performance in terms of a series of assessment 

guidelines that captured various aspects of a project's overall organiza­

tional structure and service delivery system. These guidelines covered 

aspects of project functioning that related either directly to the opera­

tionalization of a specific goal or to the overall capacity of a project 

to fully implement all of its goals, or to achieve what we termed a "well­

functioning" runaway youth service system. The goal-specific guidelines, 

which have been summarized in Table 3.1, identified a number of services 

that the project directors and other "experts in the field" most frequently 

identified as being either essential or supplemental to the successful 

implementation of each of the four goals of the Runaway Youth Act. In 

addition to these essential services, the guidelines also identified re­

ferral linkages that projects need to establish with certain key service 

provide.rs in their communities in order to facilitate client referrals to 

and from the project. An additional service procedure, that of a project 

receiving the majority of its clients through self-referrals, was also 

identified for Goal 1. The generic guidelines, which have been briefly 

summarized in Table 3.2, identified those aspects of project functioning ... 
which, when in place and operating properly, provide a sound framework 

within which a project can develop an effective, individualized program, 

tailored to meet the needs of its client population and its community. 

These elements cut across all of a project's goals or program objectives 

and define its capacity to deliver needed services in an effective and 

appropriate manner, to maintain an efficient organizational and manage­

ment structure, and to develop in a manner that best reflects the changing 

needs of its target population. 

·1 
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Table 3.1 

~ummary of the Goal-Specific Guidelines 

Goal Essential Services Supplementary Services 

Goal I: To alleviate • outreach • family counseling 
the needs of youth • information and • medical services 
during the runaway referral • legal services 
episode • intake • clothing 

• temporary shel-
ter (including 
food) 

• individual 
counseling 

Goal 2: To reunite • individual • temporary shelter 
youth with their counseling • advocacy 
families and to • family counseling • follow-up 
encourage the • information and • aftercare 
resolution of referral 
intrafamily problems 

Goal 3: To strengthen • individual • advocacy 
family relationships counseling • aftercare 
and encourage stable • family counseling 
living conditions • information and 
for youth referral 

• placement 
counseling 

\) advocacy 

• follow-up service 

Goal·' : To help • individual • family counseling 
counseling • group counseli~g youth decide upon a 
advocacy services • follow-up serVIces future course of • 

action • information and 
referral 

• aftercare 

Necessary Service 
Linkages 

• police 
• juvenile court 
• social services 
• schools 

• other runalvay cente rs 

• family counseling 
Ct;l,nte:.'s 

• social service/wel-
fare agencies 

• other famil), 
support agencies 

• local alternative 
placement faciii ties 

• social service 
agencies 

• probation departments 

• loc,al juvenile 
au thori tics 

• educational programs 

• job placement programs 
• job training programs 
• ongoing counseling 

services 
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Table 3.2 

Summary of the Generic Guidelines 

The project shall have a functioning and supportive Board of 
Directors or Advisory Board. 

The project shall develop a set of written policy procedures 
covering administrative as well as service-related issues. 

The project shall have formal procedures for regularly reviewing 
staff performance. 

The project shall have a system for the ongoing and careful 
supervision of all counseling staff. 

S. The project shall maintain at least an adequate communication 
system among its staff members. 

6. The project shall develop and implement a responsive or deliber­
ate planning process. 

7. The project shall develop a formal training program for its staff 
and provide at least a moderate number of in-service training 
opportunities. 

8. The project shall experience low or moderate staff turnover. 

9. The proj ect shall maintain a working env::'.ronment which produces 
positive staff morale. 

10. The project shall develop and implement a workable system for 
handling referrals both to and from its program. 

11. The project shall require that all youth be involved in the 
development of their own treatment plan. 

12. The project shall demonstrate a serious commitment to the concept 
of youth participation. 

, 
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The specific changes we propose in the organizational goal assess­

ment guidelines include the following: 

• eliminating outreach as an essential service for the 

operationalization of Goal 1 and redefining this function 

as a generic guideline; 

• eliminating the use of client referral source as a measure­

ment of a project's capacity to operationalize Goal 1; 

• redefining follow-up and aftercare service procedures in 

order to capture a broader range of activities; 

• amending the generic guidelines to more adequately allow 

for differences in project size; and 

• adding the use of volunteers as a generic guideline. 

The client impact findings found that all of the projects in the 

evaluation sample achieved a positive impact with roughly 90% of their 

clients in terms of the indicators identified under Goal 1. A project's 

ability to adequately address the immediate needs of its clients does not 

seem to be affected by whether the project conducts direct client out­

reach or maintains extensive community education programs. As currently 

stated and interpreted by the projects, the mandate specifically outlined 

in Goal 1 requires the projects to develop a sufficient capacity to 

address the needs of youth seeking assistance. No particular aspect of 

this goal, or any of the other three legislative goals, stipulates that 

the projects should actively identify potential clients or address the 

needs of those youth not specifically seeking assistance. However, as 

the discussion of the projects' local goals presented in Chapter Two 

illustrated, the majol':',;i.ty of projects do not limit their "client popula­

tion" to those youth seeking temporary shelter or counseling services. 

Reaching this broader clientele will require that the projects continue 

to conduct active community education programs and to make every effort 

to increase their visibility to the general population. Also, with in­

creasing numbers of clients coming to the YDB-funded projects as referrals 

from other local public and private service providers, the projects will 

need to interact more closely with other service agencies in the community 

to make these agencies fully aware of the services they can and cannot 
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provide. In order fo-" a community service network to fUnction properly, 

each participant must have a clear understanding of the types of activi­

ties the other participants ean provide and the types of clients they are 

best suited to serve. One way to achieve this level of understanding is 

through an aggressive community education program that involves ongoing 

contact with other service providers, local civic groups, and neighbor­

hood and parent organizations. Because of the overall importance of out­

reach activities, we would suggest that the provision of outreach services 

be included in any further evaluation study as a generic guideline in that 

its implementation improve~ a project's capacity to operationa1ize all 

aspects of its service program, as opposed to only addressing Goal 1. 

While we would suggest that the projects continue to maintain a 

certain percentage of their available temporary shelter capacity for se1f­

referrals, it is not at a11 clear that a proj ElCt which relies heavily on 

referrals from other public service providers in its community )'as a re­

duced capa,:ity to operationalize Goal 1. The client impact sample suggests 

that the projects are providing services to a much larger percentage of 

youth who have been referred by the public service sector than had been 

suggested by the information compiled during the org~nizational goal 

assessment. One conclusion to draw from this discrepancy is that the 

projects continue to view themselves as being accessible to self-referrals; 

in fact, most projects always have space available to house or provide 

emergency counseling to these youth. We would suggest that this guide­

line be reworded to state that the projects should limit the number of 

public agency referrals they will accept in order to ensure that they 

maintain an adequate. capacity to address the needs of those youth seeking 
" 

project assistance on their own. 

In the organizational goal assessment, a follow-up contact and the 

provision of aftercare services was defined as occurring after a youth 

had been formally terminated as a current client by the project's coun­

seling staff. These activities were defined as those services provided 

by the project to identify the longer-term impacts of its services on 

both the youth and his or her family, to determine if new problems had 

developed, and to identify any additional counseling or other support 

services the client might need. The hypothesis behind the importance , 
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placed on these services was the belief that additi?nal contact by the 

project following the official termination of ,services increases the ex­

tent to which ,the projects can assist youth in resolving their problems. 

Those projects that provide temporary shelter to' the majority of their 

clients usually define termination as the point at which the you~h leaves 

shelter,. However, those projects that place less of an emphasis on the 

provision of shelter have developed a more complicated definition of ter­

mination. The projects in this second category tend to provide counseling 

to clients for a longer period of time, often gradually reducing the fre­

quency of the counseling sessions until the staff feel that the yout~, 

:r I 

and often his or her parents, are able to successfully resolve their prob­

lems without further project assistance. 'For these projects, "aftercare" 

services can be considered as being provided before the youth is offi­

'cially terminated. In developing our definition of follow-up and after­

care, wr: focused more heavily on the "typical" procedure, and thereby 

identified certain projects, as not providing aftercare or follow-up to 

their clients. In some instances, this classification was not appropriate 

in that the principle implied in the general concept of aftercare (i.e., 

that of providing ongoing assistance following the resolution of the 

immediate crisis) had been taken into account in the project's total 

service strategy. We would amend the definition of follow-up and after­

care to refer to those services provided beyond the assistance provided 

to address the youth's immediate reason for seeking project assistance 

whether or not they occur after formal termination. In addition, we 

would suggest that YDB consider establishing a uniform definition as to 

when termination occurs so that the provision of "aftercare" services 

can more accurately be,'measured across all proj ects funded under the Run-

away Youth Act. 
Additional feedback from the 20 evaluation sites has also led to a 

reconsideration of a number of the generic guidelines. In defining pro­

ject compliance with these guidelines, we tended to emphasize formal 

relationships or structured procedures that could be observed as being 

present or absent at the individual project level. Such formal arrange­

ments, however, are more frequently present in larger, more complex 

organizations than in smaller projects with few p&:d staff members. The 
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positive effects on staff morale and job performance provided by regular 

staff supervision and staff performance reviews, and the consistency in 

service delivery suggested by written policy procedures and formal case 

management, might well be achieved on a more informal basis among two or 

three member staff. Overall, the generic guidelines were found to capture 

those aspects of project functioning that showed a strong correlation to 

the performance of the projects studied on certain of the client impact 

indicators. A ,comparison of project performance on the generic guide­

lines and their performance on ceTtain of the client impact indicators 

found that those projects that successfully implemented a:ll 12 of the 

generic guidelines were more successful in involving youth in assuming 

responsibility for future decisions and in assisting the youth in resolv­

ing his or her major problem than those projects without these attributes. 

, This finding, therefore, strongly suggests that those proj e,cts that main­

tain a number of formal operating procedures, such as a forlinal communica­

tion system among staff members, regulaT staff performance reviews, written 

policy procedures, and staff training opportunities, will have a greater 

likelihood of achieving greater positive impact w1th their clients than 

pro j ects without these features. However,~ it is important to note that 

these findings are not fully conclusive. The comparison of project per­

formance on the goal assessment guidelines and the client impact indica­

tors was conducted not among individual p~ojects but among different 

clusters of projects. Because the comparisons of clusters was b~sed on 

the average performance of the projects within each cluster, it is likely 

that a single project within the first grouping might not have performed 

as well on the client impact indicators as a single project in another 

grouping. Given this,.possibility, we cannot state for certain that the 

projects cannot achieve the positive benefits of these formal organiza­

tional and management procedures in a more informal setting. In conduct­

ing future process evaluations, especially at those projects with fewer 

than five paid staff, researchers should realize that the absence of for­

mal mechanisms does not always imply a failure to comply with the broader 

operating principles suggested by the generic guidelines. 

In the course of developing the organizational goal assessment de­

sign, we considered three additional generic guidelines which we suggested 

.. 

, 



'! I 

94 

might be later included as elements of a "well-functioning" runaway youth 

project. These three guidelines included the following: 

• extensive or moderate use of volunteers to shore up a 

project's service capacity; 

• extensive or moderate participation in local and non­

youth service networks; and 

• the use of youth as volunteers and as members of the 

project's policy or advisory bo~rd. 

For the reasons described below, however, we would suggest that only the 

first option be included as an additional generic guideline. 

Based upon the additional information obtained on project function­

ing through the client impact assessment and cost analysis components of 

the evaluation, we would suggest that future evaluations consider the use 

of volunteers as a generic guideline. With rare exceptions, the projects 

funded under the Runaway Youth Act rely heavily on the use of volunteers 

to expand their service capacity in virtually every aspect of their pro­

grams. While the use of volunteers was cited in the organizational goal 

assessment as having a positive impact on project functioning, this study 

component did not identify any specific limitations in goal achievement 

for those projects that did not rely heavily upon volunteers. However, 

in light of the general findings of the total evaluation, which found 

projects facing an increasingly complex client population having increas­

ingly diverse service needs, it seems clear that the creative use of volun­

teers is an option that the projects cannot realistically afford to ignore. 

Moreover, the impact of volunteer staff noted in the cost analysis was 

striking: the projects were able, on average, to provide almost 150% 

more staff hours than their payroll supported through the use of trained 

volunteers. While projects may feel that the establishment of a core of 

. trained volunteers is time-consuming and may initially detract certain 

staff from their direct service functions, the benefits of such a system, 

once in place, far outweigh the initial investment of staff time and 

energy. 

Although the other two additional generic guidelines were also found 

to be common practices among. the majority of projects studied, we have 
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not suggested that they be included as formal generic guidelines in future 

evaluation studies. As discussed previously, the current legislative 

goals do not directly mandate the projects to participate in community 

networking activities or youth service coalitions. l While we would en­

courage projects to continue to pursue their activities in these areas, 

it does not seem advisable to include these functions as additional generic 

guidelines without first revising the existing goals or focus of the 

Runaway Youth Act. The final additional generic guideline, that of using 

youth as volunteers or as members of the project's policy or advisory 

board, also does not seem to be an appropriate generic guideline at this 

time. The existing generic guidelines in this area,'namely those of in­

volving youth in the development of their service plans and maintaining 

a general cO!ID11itment to th,e concept of youth participation, accurately 

capture the policy directives implied in this third additional generic 
guideline. 

CLIENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Before discussing our recommendations regarding changes in the spe­

cific criteria and in.dicators utilized in future client impact studies, 

several general comments should be made regarding certain limitations 

that our experience suggests will be found in all client impact research, 

and certain specific impact areas our experience suggests will require 

additional study. Specifically, these issues involved the problems of 

locating youth for purposes of the follow-up interviews, the need to 

develop client impact indicators for non-housed youth, and the need to 
". 

expand the concept of "impact" to include the impact projects have on 

their communities as well as their clients. In light of these issues, we 

recommend that the following procedures or conditions be carefully con­

sidered in designing all future impact research efforts: 

IHowever, the 1977 amendments did recognize the viability of these 
associations by expanding the eligibility requirements to include net­
works of non-profit agencies. 
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• Based on our experience, future studies should anticipate 

that a five-w~t~ follow-up period will result in at least 

a 50% loss in the client sample. Longer follow-up periods, 

such as t\'lO to six months, will most likely result in an 

even lower response rate. 

• Future client impact evaluations should focus more direct­

lyon those youth served by projects that do not receive 

housing, and should develop specific criteria and indica­

tors that capture the impact of project services on these 

clients in terms of the legislative goals. 

• Future studies should expand the concept of project impact 

to include the impact that projects have on their local 

communities. These studies should consider multiple site 

visits to the projects in order to better gauge changes 

in the local youth service system as a result of project 

activities. 

First, the evaluation results suggest that those clients receiving 

services from runaway youth programs will be difHcul t subj ects on whom 

to conduct any long-term follow-up studies. Even with our relatively 

short follow-up period of five weeks, close to 50% of the client sample 

was not available for the follow-up interviews. Attempts to secure youth 

interviews at the time of follow-up were unsuccessful in a number of cases 

because the youth was living out of the local area at the time of follow­

up, the youth's location was unknown (i.e., the youth had left the place 

he or she had gone following the termination of temporary shelter), the 

local interviewer wa~. unable to contact the youth, or for a numbe:r of other 

unspecific reasons. While the extension of the follow-up period might be 

desired from a policy perspective, we would anticipate that the response 

rate will decrease even further the longer the follow-up period. Given 

the mobility of the client sample (i.e., many youth have a long history 

of prior runaway episodes or a.lternative placements), locating youth for 

follow-up interviews will generally be problematic. It should be noted, 

however, that the response rate in the current study referred primarily 

to housed youth. It is qUite probable that youth who receive only coun­

seling and other supportive services from the pro~~cts on a non-residential 
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basis would be more available for follOW-Up contacts. Regardless of the 

client population being studied, however, we would suggest that future 

research efforts either anticipate at least a 50% decrease in the client 

sample population between termination and follow-up or allocate addi­

tional resources to the specific and time-consuming task of tracking 

clients using project staff or local, independent evaluators. 

Second, the client impact sample used in the current evaluation was 

limited to those 'youth housed by the projects. While we had originally 

hoped to be able to have a sufficient sample of non-housed clients in 

order to draw comparisons between the two groups, the limited number of 

non-housed youth eventually included in our sample (i.e., 29) prohibited 

such an analysis. However, even if a sizable number of non-housed youth 

had been included in the sample, much of the research methodology that 

was employed was better geared to exploring the impact that projects have 

on those youth to whom they prOVide temporary shelter than on those they 

serve on a non-residential basis. For example, many of the indicators 

referred to c;w.nges the youth experienced "while at the proj ect." This 

phrase represents a very different range of activities and period of time 

for those youth receiving shelter than for those youth not receiving 

shelter. This suggests that a client impact assessment specifically 

focusing on those youth who do not receive temporary shelter from the 

projects might be needed in order to accurately capture the impact that 

projects are having on this particular subset of their client populations. 

Such an analysis would, however, be complicated by the diverse nature of 

this non-housed client population. As our initial findings indicated, 

clients who receive only counseling from the projects share a limited 

number of common attributes. In fact, the most striking thing about the 

youth we interviewed who were receiving project services on a non-resi­

dential basis was their diversity. Some had run away from home and agreed 

to return, home while working on their problems. Others came to the pro-

j ect for assistance with non-family problems. Still others were exper­

iencing family strains and were contemplating running away. As a group, 

non-housed youth seem to receive project services on an ongoing basis for 

longer periods of time than do housed youth, and are also more likely 

than housed youth to have family involvement in p~0ject counseling. These 
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attributes suggest that client impact studies on this population will need 

to develop additional i.mpact criteria and indicators in order to more 

fully capture the impact projects are having on these youth. 

Finally, the impact component within the current evaluation focused 

solely on the impacts projects have on the youth and families who directly 

receive their services. While the organizational goal assessment dis­

cussed the relationship of the project to its local community and to other 

local service providers, no attempt was made to determine the specific 

impacts that a runaway youth project has on the quality or quantity of 

youth services in its area. The major difficulty we encountered in measur­

ing this type of impact was the single data collection site visit we con­

ducted to each project. Basically, the organizational goal assessment 

allowed for a single snapshot of project functioning as opposed to an 

ongoing examination of the way in which projects evolve over time. This 

type of "snapshot" approach was appropriate for the current study, given 

the breadth of the design and the primary interest in determining the 

relationship, if any, between the extent to which a project had opera­

tionalized the P''Jals of the Runaway Youth Act and the extent to which it 

had achieved positive impact with its clients in terms of these same four 

goals. However, the design did not allow for a careful analysis of the 

extent to which projects affect the total network of youth services in 

their corr~unities. Before one can measure change, one needs to establish 

some point of reference. Consequently, future research in this area will 

need to first obtain key baseline data on the nature of the local youth 

service co~unity, the identifiable service gaps, and the extent to which 

projects currently maintain co~unity outreach and education programs. 

This information can then be compared to the data collected at future 

points in time. This type of repeated data collection and obseIvation 

of project functioning on different occasions is essential if one is to 

capture the full impact of projects on other aspects of their communities. 

The present study represents the first effort to systematically 

measure the impacts of the YDB-funded projects on the youth they serve 

with respect to the four goals of the Runaway Youth Act. As an explora­

tory effort, this research study has not been able to refer to any earlier 

findings regarding the performance of these or similar projects against 
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these goals. By necessity, then, our findings must be tentative and must 

set the groundwOl'k for more detailed and definitive studies in the future. 

In particular, we have no way of determining whether the overall perfor­

mance level of the 20 projects we studied is better than or below average, 

or whether it would be possible to improve that performance level over 

time. In order to develop either expectations about performance levels 

or formal performance standards, it will be necessary to conduct a series 

of studies that collect data on the performance of a number of different 
projects over time. 

Future studies will also be naeded in order to determine if the 

longer-term impacts of project services can be captured through a five­

week fOllow-up period. While \'Ie believe the dati:1 collecte,d during our 

fOllow-up interviews do tap the more permanent effects of the projects, 

additional follow-up data collected at three or six months following the 

termination of temporary 'shelter would strengthen these findings. How­

ever, as previously discussed, the number of clients who will be suCcess­

fully contacted at three or six month follow-up interviews will be far 

fewer than the total number of youth and parents inte£viewed at the ter­

mination of proje~t services. Given this fact, evaluators should extend 

the data collection period (i.e., expand them from five weeks to eight 

weeks, for example) so as to ensure an adequate number of cases on \'Ihich 

to conduct analyses. The specific number of cases required for a parti­

cular analysis will depend on the types of questions the evaluator wishes 

to answer and the number of variables the study is designed to explore. 

We believe that the structured evaluation criteria and indicators 

developed in the course of this study shOUld be adaptable to the require­

ments of future research. While the particular indicators designed by 

BPA are carefully fitted to the intervie\'l responses \'Ie obtained through 

the data collection instruments we employed and would probably need to 

be adapted to the particular questions asked in any future efforts to 

collect client impact data, the evaluation criteria shOUld provide a use­

ful frame\~ork for guiding ongoing research efforts. 

The client impact analysis carefully explored the extent to which 

the values of the different indicators and criteria we utilized moved 

together, that is, the extent to which· one indi:utor could be used to 
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stand for or represent program performance in a number of areas. Factor 

f for all of the indicators under each criterion, analysis was per ormed 

and again for all of the indicators relating to each of the legislative 

Wl.·th several minor exceptions,l we found that none of the indica­goals. 

tors in any of these groups was highly correlated with any of the others; 

that is, there is no way to retain all of the information conveyed by each 

indicator if the number of indicators is reduced. 

However, rather than looking at the present evaluation structure as 

a series of 98 independent indicators that cannot be reduced to any smaller 

number, it makes sense to view this structure as consisting of responses 

relevant to 12 basic issues. These include the following: 

(Goal 1) • Were the youth's immediate needs met within 

the first few hours? 

(Goal 2) • Were project services helpful in understanding 

and resolving family problems? 

(Goal 2) • Were family problems actually resolved as a 

result of project services? 

(Goal 2) 

(Goal 3) 

(Goal 3) 

• Were family relationships improved after the 

youth left temporary shelter? 

.. Was the youth's living situation after leaving 

the project seen as the "best place" for him 

• 
or her? 

Was the youth's living situation after leaving 

t~e project a stable one? 

IFactor analysis did show that the various responses ~iven by the 
youth about whether family functioning had improved were ll.kely to ~ove. 
together as were the parents' responses on these indicators for Crl.terlon 
II-C. I~ addition, Indicators 3 and 6 under Criterion III-A move together. 
That is the parent's perception at termination as to whether the youth's 
living ~it1Jation is the "best place" closely parallels the parent's per­
ception of the same issue at follow-up. 
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(Goal 4) • Were the youth's experiences while at the pro­

ject designed to help him or her assume respon­

sibility for making decisions about the future? 

(Goal 4) • Was the youth, in fact, better able to make 

decisions about the future as a result of pro­
ject services? 

(Goal 4) • Did the youth's stay at the project increase 

his or her knowledge of other service providers 

from whom assistance could be obtained in 

making future decisions and in addressing prob­
lems should they arise? 

(Goal 4) • Were non-family problems resolved as a result 

of project services? 

(Overall). Was the youth's major problem resolved as a re­

sult of project services? 

(Overall). Would the youth or parent return to the project 

for assistance in the future? 

These 12 issues, which correspond to our 12 evaluation criteria, are 

perceived differently by different respondents and are also perceived 

differently by the same respondent at different times. This variation in 

perceptions is a natural result of the different roles played by the 

youth, parent. and counselor in the setting of trying to understand and 
resolve family conflicts. 

In order to choose the most relevant responses on, a particular 

evaluation question, it is helpful to try to clarify the policy issues 

involved. Thus. for example, after analyzing program performance on Goal 

4. the policy maker might want to select a smaller number of indicators 

to emphasize the Goal 4 findings. The specific indicators selected would 

depend upon whether the policy maker was more interested in the counselor's 

perspective. the youth's perspective. or the parent's perspective, and 

whether the policy maker was more interested in the youth's ability to 

make decisions at the termination of temporary shelter or in whether that 
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ability change over hme. Ultimately, if the objective of a particular 

evaluation is to try to increase the level of success on a given goal or 

criterion, a single respondent must be selected to indicate whether a 

youth has achieved success. This selection process is necessary because 

it will be impossible to improve the youth's performance from the per­

spective of several observers simultaneously, if the perceptions of dif­

ferent respondents fail to move together, as our findings suggest, For 

example, if the youth indicated that a particular criterion had been 

realized but the counselor felt the criterion had not been fully achieved, 

how would the policy-maker determine if the criterion had or had not been 

met? For future evaluations of the impact of the National Runaway Youth 

Program on the clients served, it would be best to frequently compare the 

perceptions of youth and counselors as to whether a goal has been achieved. 

The counselor has a perspective on the seriousness of the youth's situa­

tion and on how realistic the solutions are that the youth frequently 

lacks, while the youth's perspective is needed to ensure that the youth 

really feels that the project was helpful in dealing with the problems 

that were of most concern to him or her. The specific point of view to 

be utilized in any specific analysis can only be determined by the policy 

questions the study is designed to address. 

:t I 

COST ANALYSIS 

The cost analysis performed by Berkeley Planning Associates as part 

of its evaluation of the National Runaway Youth Program began the process 

of developing concrete baseline information regarding the costs of provid­

ing certain services '~o clients and the extent to which proj ect resources 

are used to provide these services. While the study was able to provide 

this type of baseline data, certain unavoidable features of the current 

lOur own bias on this goal, as well as on the other goals tha~ do 
not directly concern family problems, would be to give less emphasls to 
the parent's perception, and more emphasis to the youth's and counselor'S 
responses. 
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design limited the extent to which conclusive findings could be drawn. 

Specifically, the current cost study collected information from proj ects 

for a single, one-month reporting period during August 1978. Consequently, 

the information presented in the cost study is subject to a certain bias 

of seasonal fluctuations in the client populations served and the unique 

demands upon project resources that might occur during a summer month. 

In order to overcome this bias, we would suggest that future cost studies 

collect data for at least three one-month periods over the course of a 

year and base all final cost figures on the average amount projects 

spend on each of the services for all of the data collection periods. 

Second, we relied upon the projects to provide us with summary data 

of their monthly caseloads during the August reporting period and used 

this information in determining the per client costs. While we have no 

reason to suspect that the projects did not submit accurate figures, it 

is clear that the projects defined their "clients" in different ways. For 

example, some projects reported a telephone contact as being a "client" 

contact, while other projects reported only those youth who physically came 
into the project as being clients. Future studies should establish clear 

categories for different types of clients, separating the services the 

projects provide to those clients who telephone for assistance from the 

services th~ projects provide to those youth who come into the projects. 

Also, future evaluators should try to conduct at least one month of the 

cost analysis data collection during a month when they are also obtaining 

client impact data. In this way, the evaluator would have an additional 

source for ,determining the actual number of clients served by the pro-

ject during the reporting period. 

Finally, the si~gle data collection period did not provide us with 

sufficient data to make definite statements regarding the average per 

client cost of providing specific individual services. ~~ile we were 

able to develop estimates of the average costs for providing services 

for a one-month period to housed and non-housed youth, these average 

figures would vary substantially depending on the actual service mix that 

the projects prOVide to their clients. Determining a more reliable cost 

per client for each of these client types would, however, require addi­

tional, more detailed cost analyses with the objective of identifying the 
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different service delivery methods, and their associated costs, for all 

types of service categ~~ies. For example, the curren~ cost study focused 

on two distinct ways of providing temporary shelter to runaway youth, 

methods that resulted in very different per client costs. Future studies 

might want to develop cost comparisons between different approaches to 

the provision of individual or family counseling. In addition, future 

analyses would want to separate out those one-time counseling contacts 

which deal with emergency situations from those which provide basic infor­

mation or referral services. Once this more detailed type of data is 

developed, a project director would then bG able to use the cost data to 

put together a specific service package that would address the needs of 

the project's target population yet remain within the project's overall 

budget. 
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APPENDIX A 

YDB-CONTRACTED STUDIES ON RUNAWAY YOUTH AND 
RUNAWAY YOUTH SERVICE PROGRAt-iS 
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Over the past several years, the Youth Development Bureau has funded 

a number of studies designed to examine the characteristics and service 

needs of runaway youth. These include the following contracted studies: 

• Boone, Young and Associates, Inc., '~n Identification of the 

SpeCial Needs of Runaway Youth Due Primarily to Age, Sex, Race and Ethni­

city," 1977. The purpose of this contract was to identify whether sub­

populations of runaway youth have special needs and service requirements 

due to their socio-demographic characteristics, to collect information 

on the services currently provided by YDB-funded projects to these youth, 

and to propose other types of services to more effectively serve the 

special needs of runaways. 

• California Youth Authority, "Development of Reporting Require-

ments for the Projects Funded Under the Runaway Youth Act," 1975. This 

contract resulted in the development of uniform statistical (the Intake 

and Service Summary Form) and program performance (the Program Perfor-

{ mance Standards Self-Assessment and Program Monitoring Instrument) 

reporting requirements for the projects funded under the Runaway Youth 

Act. Additionally, evaluation reporting requirements (the Aftercare and 

Project Record of Follow-Up Forms) were also developed; these forms, how­

ever, were not being required of the funded projects in recognition of 

both the level of federal funding awarded to the projects and the exten­

sive staff time that would be needed to compile follow-up data from youth 

and their parents. 

• Educational Systems Corporation, "The Development of a Typology 

of Runaway Youth Who are· Unable or Unwilling to Return to Their Family 

Setting, to Identify the Services Which are Required to Effectively 

Address the Needs of These Youth, and to Determine the Additional Ser­

vices Which Should be Provided Directly by Projects for Runaway Youth 

and Through Service Linkages," 1976. The purpose of this contract was 

(1) to develop a typology(s) or classification(s) based upon individual 

and family characteristics, of runaway youth who are unable or unwilling 

to return to their family setting, or who repeatedly run away; (2) to 

identify the unmet service needs of these youth and their families on 
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both a short- and long-term basis; and (3) to identify those programs 

and service components which are currently being provided both directly 

0r through referrals to other community agencies which are essential in 

meeting the needs of these youth and their families. 

• National Network of Runaway and Youth Services, "Strategy Paper 

to Identify the Areas for Prevention at the Project Level for Youth and 

Families in Crisis," 1977. This contract was designed to develop a 

strategy paper on the state-of-the-art of preventive services for run­

away youth within projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act. 

• National Youth Alternatives Project, "An Identification of the 

Aftercare Needs of Runaway Youth and Their Families and the Services 

Which are Currently Being Provided, and the Development of Models for 

the Provision of Such Services Directly by Projects for Runaway Youth 

and Through Linkages Established with Other Service Agencies in the Com­

munity," 1976. The purpose of this contract was to develop models of 

effective continuing services for youth and their families following 

crisis stabilization. The crisis is considered stabilized when the ur­

gent needs of clients for shelter and counseling have been met and the 

focus is shifted to resolving the longer-term needs and problems of run­

away youth and their families. 

• Opinion Research Corporation, "Comprehensive National Statisti­

cal Survey," 1976, mandated by Part B of the Runaway Youth Act. As 

mandated, the Na.tional Statistical Survey on Runaway Youth was designed 

to define the major characteristics of the runaway youth popnlaticm (the 

age, sex and socioeconomic background of the runaway youth, the places 

from where and to which the youth run, and the relationship between run­

ning away and other illegal behavior) and to determine the areas of the 

nation most affected. The conduct of the survey resulted in the first 

valid national estimate of the inci.dence and magnitUde of the runaway 

youth problem. 
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• UNCO, Inc., "A Survey to Determine the Incidence of Runaway 

Youth in the United States," 1975-1977. The purposes of this study 

were to determine the incidence of runaway behavior; to gather descrip­

tive data on runaway episodes; to determine the extent of under-reporting 

of runaway behavior by parents; and to document the methodological prob­

lems that are encountered in,the conduct of a survey of this type. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL GOAL ASSESSMENT 

Data used to answer the questions posed by the organization~l goal 

assessment were gathered by BPA field staff during' week-long site visits 

to each of the 20 projects in our evaluation sample. BPA staff conducted 

intensive interviews with individuals carrying out the functions of pro­

ject director, counseling supervisor and community liaison, and distri­

buted self-administered questionnaires to the project's staff. Als~, at 

least three representatives from community agencies with which the project 

maintained its most important coordination and referral linkages were 

interviewed. In addition, interviews were conducted with at least one 

member of the project's advisory board or board of directors and a re­

presentative of the project's affiliate or parent organization, if such 

an organization existed. Brief descriptions of these interviews, high­

lighting the key information gathered from each instrument, are summarized 

below. 

Project Director Interview 

This interview collected information about the proj ect' s philosophy, 

its staffing and management policies, and its organizational structure. 

This information provided one basis for assessing the project's pOlicy 

and service capacity to meet the legislative goals, as well as its local 

goals. The interview was administered to the staff member who had the 

necessary perspective on project operations to provide these insights. 

In all instances, this was the project director or coordinator. 

Counseling Supervisor Interview 

This interview covered the major goal-specific indicators pertain­

ing to service procedures and community linkages. The project staff 

member with overall case supervision responsibilities or with project 

oversight of services was identified during the first round of site 

visits and interviewed during the more intensive data gathering site 

visit. 
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Community Liaison Interview 

This interview provided information concerning the overall community 

context as well as the project's community education and coordination 
, 

efforts. It was administered to the individual staff member responsible 

for or knowledgeable about the complete range of community-related pro-

ject operations. 

Staff Questionnaire 

This self-administered instrument was given to all volunteer and 

paid staff performing service-related roles. The instrument requested 

information related to the individual's education, experience and train­

ing, as well as his or her attitudes and priorities regarding the pro-

ject's goals. 

Communi ty Representative Inter'View 

During the first round of site visits, representatives from three 

community agencies, such as police, schools and social services, were 

identified and scheduled for an interview during the goal assessment 

visit. The information collected from the representatives essentially 

mirrored much of the community-related characteristics and service coor­

dination practices asked during the project director and community liaison 

interviews. At least three representatives from each community were inter­

viewed. We considered these interviews to represent a sufficient range of 

respondents so as to efficiently capture key agency and community perspec­

tives. Our approach was to identify and interview those representatives 

within each community who were most active in the local youth service 

system. 

Discussion Guide with Board Members 

This simple discussion guide was designed to obtain the perception 

of at least one board member regarding the goals of the project, the 

ra.nge of services the project provided, and the degree to which the board 
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infl1;1enced project operati'ons. In most cases, the discussion guide was 

administered either to the president of the board or to the board member 

having the most experience with the project's history and service develop­

ment. 

Discussion Guide with Affiliate 

This inst,rument was also an informal discussion guide designed to 

capture the affiliate's perception of the relationship between the larger 

agency and the YDB-funded runaway youth project. The instrument sought 

to identify those areas in which the project's particular affiliation en­

hanced its service capacity and to identify those areas in which some 

problems existed between the affiliate and the runaway project. Also, 

. the representative from the affiliate was asked to provide a perception 

of the runaway service component's goals and service objectives .• 

In addition to these structured interactions with the project's 

staff and community agencies, BPA field staff spent a number of hours 

at the project informally observing project procedures and operations 

relating to both administrative matters and to direct service delivery. 

As part of this observation, BPA field staff reviewed the project's 

record keeping procedures by sc~nning a random sample of individual case 

files for clarity, completeness, and procedures for ensuring confiden­

tiality. BP~ staff also obtained copies of relevant written materials 

from each site, including the current funding proposal, the curl;"ent pro­

gram budget, the project's organizational chart, and any previous written 

reports and evaluations. 

Upon returning from th7 site visits, each BPA staff member completed 

a summary catalog designed to extract the key points from the various 

interview instruments and the informal notes made during the site visit. 

This catalog included summaries of each service provided by the project 

and highlighted the project's perception of the legislative goals, the 

development of additional local program goals, and distinctive elements 

of the project's organizational and service delivery system. In addi­

tion to this written summary of the site visit findings, each staff 
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member developed a structured narrative for each project highlighting its 
unique organizational and community factors. 

CLIENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

The client sample selected for the study consisted of all youth who 
received temporary shel ter from tlle . t . 1 

proJec s 1n our eva uation sample and 
l~ft the temporary shelter system during a five-week study period. This 

sample of "housed youth" was supplemented at six pre-selected projects by 

the inclusion of "non-housed" youth." This second group of youth al1 

received project services on more than a one-time drop-in basis and were 

"terminated" from project services during the study period but were not 

in need of temporary shelter and, therefore, were not housed by the pro-
, jects. 

The inclusion of non-housed youth in the study was intended to serve 

several purposes. First, when analyzed separately from the sample of 

housed youth, the non-housed sample was designed to answer questions 

about whether this type of client differed from the youth to whom shelter 

was being proVided. We originally viewed the non-housed youth as repre­

senting the pre-runaway or preventive cases. It is now clear that t~is 
supplementary sample is much more Complex. It may include youth who have 

never run away and are still living at home; youth who are living on the 

streets or on their own; youth who are staying with friends of relatives 

because of family problems; or youth who have run away but decide to 

return and live at home while receiving project services. l 

The second purposP. of the supplementary sample of non-housed youth 

was to increase the total number of youth in the client samples for those 

projects that indicated that their total caseload might otherwise be less 

lA ' 'I 
, ,slm1 ar complexity exists within the sample of housed youth, 

WhlCh lncludes runaways, pushouts, homeless youth awaiting long-term 
placements, and other types of clients. 
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than 20 cases over the data collection period. Non-housed youth were in-

h 20 evaluatl'on sl'tes.1 cluded in the study at six of t e 

The client impact interviews were conducted by local interviewers 

hired at each of the 20 evaluation sites. These inte~iewer.s were re­

cruited through local graduate and undergraduate programs in the social 

sciences and counseling fields and through other local contact persons 

and were interviewed and hired on-site by the BPA staff person assigned 

to be the liaison for each of the evaluation sites. Criteria for hiring 

the local evaluators included the fol10w~ng: 

• familiarity with the local community; 

• di~ect interview experience and familiarity with research 

methodology and research techniques; 

• possession of a bachelor's degree and, preferably, some 

graduate training in areas related to human services; 

and, finally, 

• experience in youth-related services. 

The hired local interviewer and a project representative from each 

of the 20 evaluation sites were brought to Berkeley on April 27 and 28, 

1978 for an intensive two-day training conference. Ouring this confer-' 

ence, the local interviewers and,proj~ct liaisons learned about the over­

all purpose of the National Evaluation of the Runaway Youth Program and 

about how the client impact data would be used, Each local interviewer 

also received 'intensive training in interviewing techniques. Role-playing 

exercises were used to familiarize the local interviewers with the con­

tent and wording of the individual interviews and to provide the inter­

viewers with experience in asking questions and probing for complete 

answers. 

IContrary to our expectations, the number of non:housed youth included 
in this study as a result of this supplementary sampl1ng ~rocedure totaled 
only 29 youth across all six projects. As a result of th1S low number, we 
have been able to do very little analysis of non-housed youth as a separate 
client group. , 
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The BPA data collection design provided multiple support systems for 

each local interviewer. Not only was each local interviewer given a 

specific BPA staff person to contact when problems arose, but they were 

also encouraged to work closely with the project liaison who had attended 

the training conference. This project liaison was responsible for ensur­

ing that the local interviewer was notified when a youth had been termi­

nated from the project, seeing that informed consent was obtained prior 

to the conduct of each interview, and resolving any scheduling or communi­

cation problems between the local interviewer and the project's counseling 

staff. 

The BPA liaison for each site also played an active role in providing 

day-to-day support for the local interviewers. BPA staff were contacted 

by telephone whenever a question arose about whether t,o include a youth 

in the study or when difficulties occurred in contacting respondents. In 

addition, the BPA liaison for each site made a site visit to the project 

during the data collection period and reviewed completed interviews to 

determine if there were any obvious problems in the interviewer's proce­

dures for conducting interviews or recording responses. While these pro­

cedures generally ensured the smooth collection of the impact data, certain 

difficulties did emerge during this period. 

After all'six interviews for a specific case were completed, the 

local interviewer clearly marked the interview booklets with the BPA case 

number, removed all client identifiers, and shipped the interview instru­

ments to Berkeley. After receiving the client impact instruments from 

the field, BPA staff carefully reviewed each interview to ensure that the 

recorded information was clear, accurate, and unambiguous. A coding 

scheme was then developed for all of the interviews, and a coding manual 

was prepared in order to 

• facilitate the actual coding of the data; 

• minimize the possibility of coding errors; 

• efficiently accommodate all of the collected data 

while retaining a high level of detail; and 

• facilitate later stages of data analysis . 

C" ).'" 

\. 
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At the beginning of October, 12 individuals were recruited and hired 

to code the data. The coders attended an all-day training session, which 

consisted of carefully reviewing the content of the interviews, learning 

coding techniques, and practicing coding using mock client impact question-

. Th tId' ccurr d during the two-week period from October 9 nal.res. e ac ua co l.ng 0 e 

to October 23, 1978, with the coders working under the, close supervision 

of the BPA staff. 

The data were then keypunched and verified by a reputable data pro­

cessing firm. After the data were keypunched onto cards, they were read 

onto a magnetic tape. The data were then checked again for possible key­

punching or coding errors. These numerous reviews of the data were con­

ducted to ensure that the data used for the analyses were of the highest 

quality and accurately portrayed the impacts of runaway youth programs on 

the young people they serve. 

COST ANALYSIS 

All 20 projects being evaluated as part of the National Runaway 

Youth Program Evaluation were invited to participate in the cost analysis. 

The Youth Network Council in Chicago was excluded from the sample early 

in the study because of its unique or&anizational structure and indirect 

service functions. l Two remaining projects -- Project Contact in New 

York City and Prodigal House in Denver, Colorado -- failed to submit 

any cost data to BPA. Therefore, the remaining sample consisted of the 

following 17 projects: 

• Country Roads, Montpelier VT 

• Huntington Youth Bureau, Huntington NY 

s Second Mile, Hyattsville ~ID 

• Voyage House, Philadelphia PA 

• Patchwork, Charleston WV 

IAn individualized cost study was conducted at the Chicago site and 
the results reported in Chicago Youth Network Council: Supplemental 
Report to the National Evaluation of Runaway Youth Projects. (Berkeley 
Planning Associates: December 15, 1978.) 
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• Center for Youth Alternatives, Louisville KY 

• Oasis House, Nashville TN 

• Crossroads, Charleston SC 

• Safe Space, Cleveland OH 

e Ozone House, Ann Arbor MI 

• Pathfinders, Milwaukee WI 

• The Greenhouse, New Orleans LA 

• Amistad, Albuquerque NM 

• YES, University City MO 

• Berkeley Youth Alternatives, Berkeley CA 

• Open Inn, Tucson AZ 

• Skagit Group Ranch Homes, Burlington WA 

During the June/July site visits, project staff were instructed in 

the use of the Time Allocation Form (Example A), the primary instrument 

used to collect information on 'staff hours from individual project staff, 

and the Cost Monitoring Booklet (Example B), which requested informa­

tion on payroll, non-payroll expenses, project funding, and client sta­

tistics for August. Actual data collection began on August 1, 1978 and 

continued throughout the month. Although projects were encouraged to 

forward the forms as soon after August 31, 1978 as possible, delays in 

receiving the information from projects resulted in the actual analysis 

beginning November 1. 

In general, the Time Allocation Forms and Cost Monitoring Booklets 

submitted by the 17 projects participating in the study were carefully 

and completely filled out. In those instances where additional informa­

tion or clarifications were required, phone calls were made by BPA per­

sonnel to project staff. The area which showed the greatest inconsistency 

was in those sections of the Cost Monitoring Booklet which dealt with the 

number of clients served. \f.hi1e one would expect to find a close corre­

lation between the number of youth a project reported as receiving ser­

vices and the total number of clients the project accepted for services 

during the month of August, this was often not the case. This discre­

pancy is partially due to the different ways in which projects defined 

clients, with some proj ects reporting a telephone contact as a "client" 

~ I 
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----- -------- -. .... ::.: Ie other proj ects reported only those youth \,'ho physically 

~~~e ~~= ~::'e project seeking assistance. These types of discrepancies 

.. 'e::-e ::'e~: ~ ~d t:h by taking the average of the two numbers in cases where 

~::'e =--:":::=-=a~:'on \,'as not in agreement. 
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AIlf.IIN I !ilRA"rtVI! : Includes Clerical, SUrr Meetlnls, Starr Recrul tllent and 
---Trnlning;-Tiin.t-Ralsln& and the "riUnl of Proposals, Bud,etlnll, 1Io0kkeepinl, 

~lceting~ with Advisory Boards or Boards of Directors, etc. Evaluation of 
project 5ervice5. 

f.ASE "ANAnr:J.IENT, SUPERVISION ~ REVIF.W: Includes staff lleetings lnvolYinl case 
review. mnintRlnin~ project re~o~s on cases, and other work related to the 
client ~n~elopd, 5uch n5 rc.vl5lng treatment plans, etc. 

Y!lYINTF.llR RI!CIIIIITINr., TRAINING Ii SUrERVISION: TIM ;jM!nt locatlns, screening, 
trninlng and supervising volunteers. 

!illm.TF.R ~Ii\NAGf.!.IF.NT 1\ COVERAGE: Includes shelter house .anageaent, Ileal prepara­
- tinn, laundry, houseclennlng activities, buying household supplies, buying 

~lothinR for client5, and other Ectivities required to run and staff the 
~helter component. 

CClf'ruNITY CONSULTATION ~ COORDINATION: General policIes relatins the project's 
cn~elonil to the ~ol!l1lUnity, such as estAblishing set 'ice linkages in the COII­

munlty, setting up cooperative working rel.tlonship~ and exchange agreem~nts 
with Rgencle5 such as the rrohation Depart.ent, County Mental Health Depart­
ment, other youth crisis projects, and the like. 

I.oRBYING Ii I.EGISI.ATIVe: Nntionol nnd regional and local runaway networks and 
. conlitlons; 106hylng and legislative activities; all polltical activities. 

AROAn CeJ.UNITY EDUCATION EFFORT: ActivIties which brln, the project to the 
- nttentlon of the community, as a lIeans of reaching out toward the client 

population and making the co~unity aware of services available at the 
project; public relations (IrR"), public speaking engagellents such as 
addre5S I ng local PTA or church group~; radio or television appearances; 
mnklng flyers and roster5; rubllcity events such as dances and other events 
held to ruhllclze the project; trainina other ~eMbers of the ca..unity in 
youth-crl5ls 51<1115 through workshops; and the like. 

F.~Il:RGENCY COIJNSEI.ING
f 

INFOR~IATlON 6 REFERRAL SERVICES: Includes Hot-Line 
-- telephone counsel ng, information and advice, drop-In counseling, crisis 

Interventions, street outreach workers acting as crisis Intervention units. 
Includes IIIOSt first-tlllle or one-tille contacts with the project. 

INTAkE: In-rerson !nltial Interview and case evaluation to dete~in. appro-
-prrate treat~nt and assl~tRnce. May occur followinll ENERGENCY COUNSELING, 

IN~ORMATION 5 REFERRAL SERVICES above. Includes Initial consultation with 
other n~l'incies, sorting ollt fAmily history and present circUIIstRnces, and 
develol,lng R rlan for treAtment. noes oot inClude clue reviews after the 
Initial Intake and dl.Rno~tic process l;-Colllpleted; tille srent on such review. 
(n.~., developIng a revised service rlAn) should ~o under CASB MANAGEMENT, 
!iIll'I;RVISItIN Ii REVIIiIf. Include, nny coun5elin~ which occur!! durlnB intake. 

. " 

------~---------------

INDIVlllllAl. CUINSIlI.INr.: Any one-to-one contlCt hetw",en a client and a "'t'r of 
--tJiCproject 'starr:- May include worll on rerloMI or r81111y "roblc.~, hut .. , 

a!!lo .Inclllde cOUl'l,ellnll on lellnl antten, c.pI o)l ... ·nt. orllOrtllnl t I"" tlltorlnll 
or other help with .chool, or any subject of concern to the youth. Would 
also include Situation. In which IIIOre than one starf works with a .In.le 
client. The focus in this catellory is on the sin,le client. I~wever, a. 
ca.pared to 6IERGENCY cotINSEI.ING, INFOR~Ii\TION 5 RIWF.RRt\I., or to I NTI\kl! , thll 
represents ongolnll conUct wi th the youth. 

FAMILY AND PARENT COUNSELING: Any contact between the client, one or IIOre ~­
bers o( the (allllly, and one or IIOre ~bers ?f the project st.rr. May Include 
work on per,onal or fnllily proble~s, but •• y al,o Include legDI coun~"llnll, 
elllployaent counseling, or other topics of concern to the·rnmlly. nil' youth 
.ny or •• y not be present. Couples counsellnR thu, falls under thh cat~gory. 
The focus is on the family. This category reJlre~ent5 on~oil1ll ~ontnct. 

GROUP ACTIViTIES: Events such as ,roup counseling, wllderne" trip" arts and 
crafts clftsses, music classes, IIOvles ,plcnlc~, hikes, dances. Thelle 
events .ay include only housed clients, only non-housed clients, or lIay 
include both housed and non-housed clients. Unlike the nnnAn CeJ.ftJNITY EOU­
CATION EFFORT, these events are ll.ited to people directly 3,!ociated with 
the project, as opposed to conaunlty-wlde ~vents. Time spent prep~rlnK for 
the group event should be included, as well as tiMe spent at the nctual event. 

PLACF.MENT ACTIVITIES: Effort' Made to find either legal Foster hOllle~ or yolun­
tear foster living situations for the youth. Assistance In ohtalnlnA indo­
pendent living would also be included here, as would efforts which resulted 
in placCllent outside the nuclear fa~lly, such as with an older ~arrled 51~ter 
or grandparent, and the like. This represents longer-term placement' after 
eMergency shelter needs have been met. 

SUPPORT' ADVOCACY ACTIVITIES: Referral to other sources of services or ald, t:I:1 
such as help In fInding eaploywent, educational assistance, client advocacy I­
in court, with the 5chooh; medical referrals; transportation; and the llke. t.,< 
Unlike the COUNSELING categories, these efforts may inVOlve third person~. 
Any one-to-one efforts with the youth are defined as COUNS~LING. lIowcver, 
SUPPORT G ADVOCACY ACTIVITlnS either Involve or re5ult fro~.direct contact 
with the client, 83 opposed to tho IIIOre general o~lnistratlve cDt~~or)l of 
CASE "'~NAGEMENT, SUPERVISION 6 REVIEW. Activities ,uch as making a phone 
calion behalf of a client, going with hi_ or her to court or to school, 
~eferrin, hi_ or her to other agencies, are SUrl'ORT 6 ADVOCACY ACTIVITIES. 

FOLLOW-UP: Brief (often one-ti.e) contacts with foraer clients, either in perton, 
by telephone, or by Mail. Hay inClude evaluation of former clients. 

PRESENTLY I~SED CLIENTS: Clients who are currently livin, In the project'., 
shelter facUltlr 

PREVIOUSLY IJlUSF.O C:LrENTS: Any client who has ever been sheltered at the 
project In the Ilast but excludin, clients pre~ently !heltered. 

NEVF.R I~SED CLII!NTS: Clients who have never stayed at the proJectls shelter 
facUlty • 
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EXAMPLE )3 
PROJECT NAME: __ -------

COST MONITORING BOOKLET 

In~tructions: 
for the month beginning 

Please fill in this booklet 1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

August 1. . 
. nificant costs are included. 

Please be sure that all Slg 1 list include all staff 
It is esse~tial that th~ pers~~~~her or not paid! a~d.that 
associated· \oJi th the proJ e~\; returned for each mdlVldual 
a time sheet for t~e mont e 
on the personnel llSt. 

d ble counted. 
sure that no costs are ou 

Please be 
. to be given before taxes. 

Salarles are . 
. e benefit rat.e (for fundlng . 

If your project uses a f~l~iat dollar sum for each employee, 
purposes, etc.) 0: ~ses the fringe benefit rate or the flat 
please indicate elt er 
dollar sum here: $ /(month, 

% or Flat sum amount: (CIRCLE .ONE) 
Fringe benefit rate: 

- a fringe beneH t ra.te,· and if 
If your project ~oes ~otd~~~erent for different staff, pl~~se 
the f~inge beneflts are 1 frin e benefits for each sta 
fill in the dollar amou~~G~f AHOUN~ on the Personnel Form. 
in the column marked FR I 

Pension plans; life 
. . lude' health plans; d the 

Fringe benefl~s.ln: edu~ational/tuition assistance; an 
insurance pOllcles, 
like. 

Contents 

~OR.\\ 
PAYROLL l' EXPE~SE FOR.\\ 
NO;~-P:\YR~LL F' PROJECT SERVICnS 
QtlA~TITIbS 0 ~l 
SI-,!.~.\r\RY FISC~L O'\T:\ FOru 

year) 

BERKELEY PLANNING ASSOCIATES 

\ 
\ 

\. 
J •. 

I. 
LI 

, , .....,.. 
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PAYROLL FOR,.\\ PROJECT NAf'.IE : _________ _ 

Instructions: Please tlll i~ this form for all persons associated with the 
project whether or not they are paid and regardless of source of funding for 
the position. The listing should include unpaid volunteers ane consultants 
as we~l as paid staff. This means that all persons who fill out the Time Allo­
cation Form should appear on this Payroll Form. Show percent time employed at 
the proj ect, e. g. 100~o for full time, 50% for ha.lftim~, etc ~ If the fringe amount 
is not a straight percentage of all project salaries,' or the same flat dollar 
amount for all employees, please enter the dollar fringe amount in the Fringe 
column. The Gross Pay is the monthly salary before taxes. , , 

% Time Gross Pay for : 
at Time Spent At Fringe BPA Use 

Name Title Project Status* Project Amount - only 

, 

I 
I 

I 
. 

I I J 
I 
I 

I I 
I I 
I 

I 

I 
I I 

i 

I 
I I 

i I , 

·Status categories: R = Regular full- or part-time staff. C = Consultant, usually 
a professional who may ~onute or be paid for his or her time. 5 = Substitute or 
temporary staff (if one regul;1r staff substitutes for another regular staff because 
of illness or some other unexpected event, these staff are ~ coded as 5, but as 
R). RV = R~imbursed volunteer, or volunteers who receive lunch money or transportatio~ 
V = ~onraid volunteer. expenses. 

;;:. __ .. ~":::":::::~"'::'_~~·"::::··7-.-: ~_ .. __ .-

I, 
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NON~PAYROLL EXPE:-JSE FOR~t 

PROJECT NN-1E: ----------------------
Instructions:~ Enter ALL Non-Payroll expenses for the cost accounting month. 
These will include rent or mortgage payments, property taxes if applicable, 
utilities, telephone bills, purchases of food, groceries and other supplies,· 
office supplies, emergency funds and financial aid to youth, transportation 
expenditures including car or van payments, insurance payments, gasoline and 
tolls, and other Client-related transportation expenses such as bus tickets 
home or staff-related transportation expenses such as airfare to workshops 
and conferences. Please include also all purchased services such as linen 
services, laundry services, secretarial services, payments to volunteer foster 
parents, medical or counseling services purchased from another agency, and the 
like. Finally, also include all donated resources and their estimated value to 
you. These may include floor space, such as space made available by churches 
or housing/shelter space made available by volunteers, clothing, food, and the 

like. Purchased (P) 

Item 
or Donated (D) ~tonthly Amount 

- . 

- -" 

. 
, 

'J I .-

I' 

\ , 
I 

l 1\ Q 
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I' 
I 
I 
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B-17 
QUA~TITIES OF PROJeCT SERVICES PROJECT NAli";; 

" 
Instructions: 

1. For each service provided by the provided this mont~ , project, please indicate total quantity 

Where two different units' , ~ossible. are glven, please Indicate both quantities if 

Where "average numbers" are requested 1 ,,' 
on any given day (or night) this month,P ease lnd~cate the average number 

2. 

3. 

h~icrring to the year Aug. 1, 1977 through July 31 1978 th~ numbe:s of clients or amounts of services ' , please estimate 
for the lIghtest month (your best guess). for the heaviest month and 

4. 

Est. Est. 
Quantity Quantity in Quantity in 

ServJ.ce 
This Lightest Heaviest 

Units Month ~lonth I ~fonth 

CASE MANAGE~tENT 
& REVIEW ' 

SUPERVISION IAv. no. of I youth/day 
VOLUNTEER RECRUIT~tENT, TRAINING No. of 
& SUPERVISION volunteers 

ON-SITE SHELTER ~tG~rr & COVERAGE Av. no. of 

OFF-SITE SHELTER MG~IT & COVERAGE 
housed youth/ -

E~IERGENCY COUNSELDIG INFORNATION 
night 

, No. of I 

& REFERRAL SERVICES persons I 
No. of . 

INTAKE youth 
I~DIVIDUAL COU~SELI~G: Presently No. of 
houaed clients youth 
INDIVIDUAL COUNSELING: Clients No. of 
Ereviously housed ("Aftercare") youth I 
INDIVIDUAL COUNSELING: Clients No. of 

, 

never housed youth -FAMILY & PARENTS COUNSELING: No. of 
Presently housed clients families 

No. of 
sessions 

FA"\II~Y & PARE~·ns COU>-lS~uLI~G: Clients No, of 
prevlously housed ("Aftercare") families 

No. of I 
sessions 

F:\'\II LY & PARENTS COU~SELING: No. of 
Clients never housed families 

No. of 
sessions 

GROUP ACTIVITIES: Presently No. of 
housed clients sessions 

or events 
GROUP ACTIVITIES: Previously No. of 
housed clients sessions 

I or events I GROUP ACTIVITIES: Clients never No. of 
housed sessions 

or events 
, 

CONTI~UED ON FOLLOI\'ING PAGE 
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QUru~TITIES OF PROJECT SERVICES, 'continued 

cst. 
Quantity in 

Quantity Lightest 
Service Units 'This Month Month , 

~ROUP ACTIVITIES: Other No. of. 
, ~ (e. g., parent groups) , sessions 

or events 
PLACEMENT ACTIVITIES: Presently No. of 
housed clients clients placed 
PLACEMENT ACTIVITIES: Nonhoused No. of 
clients clients placec 
SUPPORT & ADVOCACY ACTIVITIES: No. of 
Presently housed clients clients 
SUPPORT & ADVOCACY ACTIVITIES: No. of 
Nonhoused clients clients 

No. of 
FOLLOW-UP (not "Aftercare") clients 

No. of 
contacts 

7 I 

Est. 
Quantity in 

Heaviest 
Month 

,. 
1 , 

" 

( 

• :te, ' 1!._l . 
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SU~~LO\RY FISCAL DATA FORM PROJECT 

1. 

II. 

III. 

-------------------------
Client Data: 

Number of Cases Accepted for Service This Mon~h ________________ --.,_ 

Numbers of Cases Terminated or Stabilized This Month -----------------
Total Number of Clients Housted at Project This Month 
(A1l clients housed at any time during August) ---------------

Total Number of Clients Seen This f'.lonth Previously Housed at Proj ect 
(All clients seen who were housed previous to August) ----

Total Number of Clients Seen This Month Never Housed at Project ----------

Budget Data: Please list all sources of project fundifig whether or not these 
funds are YDB funds or other youth-related funds. THESE SHOULD BE ANNUAL 
FIGURES. 

A. What is your total operating annual budget? $ ----------------------
B. Youth-Related Funding: 

YDB grant _____________________________ __ 

LEAA grant _________________ _ 

NUIH grant ____________________ _ 

CETA grant ______________ _ 

Matching funds for YDB grant: Source _____________________________ __ 

Amount 

C. Other youth-related funding: 

SOURCE: _____________________________ Amount: ______________ __ 

SOURCE: Amount: -----------------
SOURCE: Amount: 

--------------~ 

Background Data: 

The cost monitoring will reflect project expenditures and costs for one 
month only. In order to determine whether or not the cost monitoring month 
is representative of "the average month," we would like you to answer the 
follo\'ling questions concerning the proj ect' s experiences over the past year 
(1 Aug 1977 - 1 Aug 1978) 

I, 
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smIW\RY FISCAL DATA FORM cantinued 

III. Background Data: 

A. Staff. Please describe changes in the following over the 
past year (i. e. since Aug. 1977) which have had significant changes in 
your staff and time allocation. 

1. Changes in number of staff associated with the project. 
(This may include an increase or decrease in volunteered 
staff, an increase or decrease in number of paid staff, 
the addition or loss of a highly skilled or trained staff 
person such as an M.D. or Project Director, etc.) 

2. Changes in salary levels within the project. If there 
has been a flat across-the-board salary increase, if 
cer~ain s~aff have received raises, if certain staff have 
received promotions with attendant significant changes in 
salary level, please describe. 

3. Changes in full-time equivalents (FTEs) and part-time 
staff .. If certain staff have gone from full-time to 
part-time, or from part-time to full-time, please describe 
the change and its impact on the project, 

B. Could you please briefly describe the reasons why service volumes 
this month might be different from other months? 

C. Changes in fundjng levels. Please describe any significant 
ne\." sources of funding \."hich may have altered project capabilities, 
or the loss of expected funding which may also have affected project 
capabilities. 

II 

I ! 

J, 

! 
I 
! 
l 

f ' , I 

' .. ( '~ 

l'--j) '\ , 
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. SUr.fi\fARY FISCAL DATA FORM, continued 

III. Background Datu, continued. 

D. Changes in donated 'resources Th' , , 
staff time, but ruther the d~nati~~ l~rn~~ to lnclude volunteer 
church recreation hall space key ( sSl) of key space, e.g. 
donated lunches 0 " non-payro I expenses such as 
adjustments in do~a~!~t~~~~u~~e~r:~~~~rt:tionff' and ot~er significant 

m y a ect proJect capabilities, 

E. Changes in physical facilities, such 
f '.' . as new location, additional aCl.l.l tles, etc. 

F. 
Any other changes in resources, expenditures, and costs in the 
past year which you feel has signi~icantly affected proJ'ect capability. 

I. 

:~ 

·'1 

I 
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APPENDIX C 

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORTS 
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I 

The following summarizes the major and supplemental reports Berkeley 

Planning Associates has developed as part of its contract with the Youth 

Development Bureau to evaluate the National Runaway Youth Program. 

• Report #1: Draft Proposal Review Analysis (November 1977) 

This document presents the results of the review BPA conducted of 

the grant proposals submitted by the 127 projects funded by YDB during 

FY 1977. Through a series of matrices and summary tables, the report 

highlights a number of aspects of project functioning at all sites, in­

cluding community context, target area served, client characteristics, 

budgets, range of services provided, project goals, philosophy or pri­

mary focus, and staff attributes. 

• Report #2: The National Runaway Youth Program: Overview and 
Case Studies of Projects Funded by the Youth Development Bureau 
(December 1977) 

This report reviews the summary description of the pr~jects funded 

under the Runaway Youth Act in light of the additional information ob­

tained through comprehensive site visits to ten of the YOB-funded pro­

jects. The report includes detailed case studies on these sites as w.eU 

as a summary of the changes this additional information had on our initial 

perceptions of the depth and breadth of the National Runaway Youth Program. 

• Report #3: Comprehensive Study Design for the National Evaluation 
of Runaway Youth Service Projects (March 1978; revised April 1978) 

This report presents a detailed discussion of the methodology and 

analytical approach employed in both the organizational goal assessment 

and client impact study components of the evaluation. For each component, 

the report presents the rationale behind the key questions to be addressed, 

the data collection methods to be employed, and the data analysis plan to 

be implemented. The data collection instruments are included in the 

appendices. 

Preceding page blank 
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• Report #4: Survey Report of On-Site Organizational Goal Assess­
ment of the National Runaway Youth Program (September 1978) 

This document includes an overview of the organizational goal assess­

ment including the key policy questions being addressed and the format to 

be followed in the Draft Special Study Report; a detailed description of 

the process followed in obtaining the data used in the analysis and the 

key problems faced during data collection; a brief summary of our initial 

findings in reviewing the data; and a suggested outline for the Draft 

Special study Report on the State-of-the-Field of Runaway Youth Programming. 

• Report #5: Draft Specia~ Study Report on the State-of-the-Field 
of Run~~ay Youth Programming (October 1978; revised December 1978) 

This document summarizes the findings of the organizational goal 

assessment. The report looks at project perceptions regardin~ the goals 

of the Runaway Youth Act, the range of and ratio~ale for the development 

of specific local goals, and the relationship at the project level be­

tween the legislative and local goals. After first looking at the gen­

eral differences among the projects in terms of their organizational 

contexts, service delivery and service management systems, and manage-

ment styles, the report documents the specific performance of the pro~ 

jects in terms of the goal-specific and the generic assessment guidelines. 

Appendices to the report include the data collection instruments, summaries 

of each project's capacity to operationalize its goals, a sutmnary of the 

services provided by the projects, and detailed case studies of each 

evaluation site. 

• Report #6: Survey Report on the Client Impact Study Phase: 
National Runaway Youth Program Evaluation (October 1978) 

This report presents an overview of the client impact component, 

including the key policy questions being addressed, a detailed descrip­

tion of the process followed in obtaining the client impact data, a 

description of the various stages in the data analysis process, a dis-' 

cuss ion of the key problems faced during data collection, and a suggested 

outline for the final client impact report. 

'! I 

... 

I 
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• Report #7: Draft Client Impact Study Report: National Runaway 
Youth Program Evaluation (January 1979) 

This document summarizes the findings of the client impact component, 

including a profile of the youth served by the 20 runaway projects in­

cluded in the study and a profile of the services provided to these youth 

and their families. The report also presents the extent to which the 20 

projects accomplished each of the four goals of the Runaway Youth Act with 

the youth served during the study, and presents an analysis of thef1uctua­

tions in client impact associated with variations in client characteristics 

and the services provided to each client. 

In addition to these reports, BPA also produced a series of supple­

mental reports which covered the two remaining components of the evalua­

tion and highlighted unique aspects of one of the 20 sample sites. These 

supplemental reports include the following: 

• Supplemental Report #1: The YDB Intake and Service Summary Form: 
Reliability and Overall Suitability (May 1978) 

This document includes the findings of our initial analysis of the 

reliability and validity of the YDB Intake and Service Summary Form. The 

report h~ghlights the extent to which the Form was found to produce reliable 

client data and pinpoints those sections of the Form which proved parti­

cUlarly problematic for participants'during a mock interview process. 

Specific revisions to the current Form to improve its reliability are also 

outlined. 

• Supplemental Report #2: Chicago Youth Network Council: Addi­
tional Information to the National Evaluation of Runaway Youth 
Service Projects (December 1979) 

This report examines the organizational framework of the Youth Net­

work Council (YNC), one of the 20 projects within our evaluation sample. 

In general, it was felt that the Youth Network Council represented an 

important aspect of the National Runa\'1ay Youth Program, that of the gro\"I­

ing tendency of projects to develop cooperative service networks not only 

to meet the immediate direct service needs of their clients but also to 

expand their influence in the general area of youth advocacy. Because 
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. 
not all. of these attributes could be discussed within the framework of 

the organizational goal assessment, this supplementary report was developed 

to provide additional information regarding the types of services that 

networks can provide and the various time constraints required of staff 

to develop a network service system. 

• Supplemental Report #3: The YDB Intake and Service Summary Form: 
Further Analysis and Review (January 1979) 

This report summarizes our findings from the second review of the 

YDB ISS Form which compared the responses that the project counselors 

recorded on the Form with those provided on the BPA client impact inter­

view instruments. Additionally, this report addressed how the data 

gathered by the current YDB Form might best be used in guiding future 

changes in the Runaway Youth Program and what types of information can 

best be collected through .. a self-administered questionnaire. 

• Supplemental Report #4: Cost Analysis: National Evaluation of 
Runaway Youth Service Projects (January 1979) 

This document presents the findings of the cost analysis conducted 

in 17 of the 20 evaluation sites. After first presenting those findings. 

that are most relevant to future program planning, the report outlines 

the specific findings at both the national and project-by-project levels. 

These include summaries of the various amounts of staff time required to 

provide various services, the impact of volunteer time and other donated 

resources on a project's total pool of resources, and the comparative 

c.osts of providing different types of· services. 

~r I 
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ORGANIZATIONAL GOAL ASSESSMENT: SUPPORTIVE DATA 
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TABLE 0-1 
* Perceptions of Legislative Goals 

National Runaway Program Evaluation Sites 

GOAL 1 GOAL 2 GOAL 3 

~ 
Alleviating Reuniting Promoting 

Project 
Immediate Youth With !)table Livin 

Needs Family Arrangement 

Montpelier A C 0 

New York City B C 0 

Huntington A B B 

Hyattsville A B 0 

Philadelphia B B A 

Charleston, WV 0 0 0 

Louisville B C B 

Nashville B B 0 

Charleston, SC B B 0 

Cleveland A C 0 

Chicago B B 0 

Ann Arbor A D 0 
. 

Milwaukee D 0 0 
. 

New Orleans 0 C D 

Albuquerque B C B 

University City A C B 

Denver D A B 

Berkeley A B 0 

Tucson . A C 0 

Burlington A A 0 

*See code. on following page. 

Preceding page blank 

GOAL 4 

Future 
Course of 
Action 

B 

A 

D 

B 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

B 

A 

B 

D 

0 

A 

B 

B 

B' 
1: 

B 

0 

I 

i ' 
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The typology developed to capture the importance individual projects . 
place on each of the four legislative goals include the following classi-

fications: 

e Type A: Goal is seen as one of the most important goals of 

the project, 
• Type B: Goal is seen as secondary in importance compared to 

• 

• 

other goals. 

Type C: Goal is seen as having limited application at the 

project given the nature of its clientele. 

Type D: Goal is seen as a goal of the proj ect but is not 

given any priority rating (i.e., is neither more nor less 

important than other goals). 
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. 
Project 

Montpelier 

New York 

Huntington 

Hyattsville 

Philadelphia 

Charleston, \'IV 

Louisville 

Nashville 

Charleston, SC 

Cleveland 

Chicago 

Ann Arbor 

Milwaukee 

New Orleans 

Albuquerque 

University City 

Denver 

Berkele)' 

Tucson 

Burlington 

TABLE D-2 
Local Goals 

Natiorinl Runaway Program Evaluation Sites 

Youth Advocacy Networking 
Prevention and Community 

Client System and Outreach Resource Building -
0' f .; 

.; l .; 

.; .; 

.; .; .; 

.; .; .; .; 

.; 

f .; 

.; 

.; 

.; .; .; 

.; .; .; 

.; I .; 

.; 

I ,I ,I 

,I ,I 

,I .; 

.; 
., .; .; 

.; 

.; 

Otheli Local Goals 

Aftercare 

Youth involvement; Follow-
up: Volunteer involvement· 

Recreation; Staff 
development'" 

Reduce number of repeaters: 
Help youth develo~ respon-
sible roles in family and 
society '0 . 
Get families into long-
term counseling when 
necessary 

M~intain collective 
structure; be place of 
"last resort" for youth 
in crisis 

Prevention of drug abuse 

Provide alternative ser-
vices to youth 

In-depth therapy: assis-
tance for cases of abuse 
and neglect 

Educate youth as counse-
lors: provide an alterna-
tive to the juvenile 
justice system 

Agency survival 

Youth employment: develOp-
ing independent living 
skills 

Provide pos i t h'e ro I e 
model for famll)' function-
ing 

Keep status offenders out 
of the juvenile justice 
system 

• rroject does not see theRe as local goals per se but rather as "program objectives" that have been 
developed in light of the legislative goals. 

•• 
Project developed these goals in conjunction with the Y~~A. 
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~ Crisis versu~ 
I'roj<'ct l:xp:III!1ed 
= , ,=Z 

~Iont pc I I er Crl:ds 

New York Ilxpanded 

lIuntington Expanded 

lI),attsvl lie Crisis 

Philadelphia Crisis 

Charleston, wv Crisis 

1.01lis1l1 lie Ilxpanded 

N:t~hvi lie Crisis 

CharleHon, SC Crisis 
--
Clcvcllllll.l Crisis 

~.-

Ch ira!:n Expanded 
. -----
fliln flrhllr Crisis 
--
~Ii Iwmll..uc Cri.sis ----
New Orlealls Crisis 

Albu411erque Expanded 

University City Crisis 

Denver Crisis 

Berkeley Crisis 

Tucson Crisis 

Burllngton Crisis 

TARI.!! II-~ 

!~~!~.!»~!!~~L~~ 

Clinical versus 
Support 

--
Support 

Clinical 

Clinical 

Support 

Clinical 

Support 

Support 

Support 

Support 

Support 

Clinical 

Support 

Clinical 

Support 

Clinical 

Support 

Support 

Clinical 

Support 

CI inic:ll 

Youth Focusl 
Falli ly I:ocus· 

Youth 
"' 

Youth 

Youth "' 
Youth "' 
Youth 

"' Youth 
"' 

Youth "' 
Youth "' 
Youth 

"' 
Youth 

Youth 
"' 

Youth 

Youth 
" 

Youth 

Youth "' 
Youth "' 
Youth 

Youth 

Youth 

FUMily 

• 't\luth "' Ind Icates that the project considers both the youth and parents liS its prhl3ry client. 

r 

" 

.. 

Shelter versus 
Non-Shelter 

Si:'.'lter 

Shelter 

Non-shelter 

Shelter 

Shelter 

Shelter 

Shelter 

Shelter 

Shelter 

Shelter 

Non-shel ter· 

Shelter 
: 

Shelter 

Shel~er 

Shelter 

Shelter 

Shelter 

Shelter 

Shelter 

Non-shelter 

• 
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TI\BLE D-4 

Organizational Structure and Project Para.eter Guideline, 

~ 
Project Board 

Support Project 
Development Receives from Degree of 

Projl.'ct Status Affi I iation Affiliate Role of Board Influence 

Montpelier New Component Substantial Policy Minimal 

New York CIty Established Affiliated Substantial Policy Influential 
f-.. 

11t.,lt ington New to Runaway Affiliated (Pub.) Substantial Advisory Influentia I 

lIyattsville Established Free-Standing -- Policy Influential 

Philadelphia Hr. tab 1 i shed Component Minimal Policy Influential 

Charleston, WV New Component Substantial Policy Minilllal 

Louisville Estahlished Affiliated Subs tantial Policy Influent ial 

Nl!!):lVi l!e Nmi to ltunmiilY Component Minimal Policy Infi.uential 

Charleston, SC Nt'II' Affiliated (Pub.) Minimal Project has no local policy or advisory 
board 

Cleveland Neli to Runaway Affiliated Minimal Policy Minimal 

Chicago Estllb! ished Component Substantial Policy Influential 

'i .,' • Al:bcn' Hstahlished Mfi lin ted Minimal Advisory to 
Minimal· i Collective -, -. 

m!waukee I:stahlished Affiliated Minimal Policy Influential 

Nel4 Orleans Iistahlished Component Substantial Policy Minimal 

Albuquerque New Componl.'nt Minimal Advisory Minimal 

Uni vcrs! ty Ci ty I:stabli shed I'ree-Stllnding -- Policy i Influential 

Denver Nelt Affiliated Minimal Policy Minimal 
-

Berkeley Ilstnblished Free-Stllnding -- Advisory Minimal 

Tucson New Free-Stnndlng -- Policy Minimal 

Burlington New to Runaways Component Minimal Policy Influential 

*All decisions regarding administrative policies or service strategies are made by the Ozone House Collective. 

Number of Beds 
For Temporary Shelter 

20 volunteer homes 

14 beels 

34 volunteer homes 
. 

7 beds 

10 volunteer homes 

10 bedg 

16 beds 

9 beds 

10 beds 

12 beds 
87. volunteer hot.les/ 
12 beds in shelter 
10 foster homes 

8'heds 

16 beds 

10 beds 

12 beds 

14 beds 

10 beds 

10 beds 

2 foster home beds 
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AVlIl'nh'e MJIJur NOII- YIIB 
Proj('ct I'nid V()llIntccr~ frll'" Affllilito Runawny COIII,'onent YUB-Grsllt i:uIII'lng 
:~. ~-~ .. . - . ._- .:==----;..:. - -
~!Iontl'elier 3 211 4 $ 47,000 $ 46,000 School lunch progra. 

-
New York City 9 4 7 $163,000 $ 73,000 Private donations 

lIuntington 6 3·1 8 $ 97,000 $ 67,000 Youth Bureau (i.e., 
the IIffi liate) 

"yat tsville 7-1/2 15-20 -- $100,000 
. 

$ 68,100 United Way 

Phi 1IIIIeiphiu 7 10-20 -- $ 81,000 $ 73,000 CETA/private 
donations 

Charleston, .I~V 7-112 17 -- $102,400 $ 71,400 Ponations/manpower 
funds 

l.ouisviJ Ie 9 14 37 $119,750 $ 75,000 IIc·pt. "uman Serv.1 
private donations 

Nashvi lle 10 10 -- $143,000 ~ $ 75,000 Title XX/VISTA Vista Vol. 

Charleston, SC II 12 $103,000 $ 73,000 Affiliate: State 
1 Dept. Youth Servo 

Cleveland 13 10 $170,000 $ 85,000 Cleveland -- Foundation 

Chicago lU varies by site 8 $23I,U73** $133,600 I'rivate donations 

Ann Arbor 40 $ 89,700 $ 70,000 Cutholic Social 
9 -- Services 

Milwaukee 11 25 -- $137,000 $ 80,000 County reimburse-
ment/United Way 

New Orleans 14 30 $188,000 $ 79,000 Sl'Ilool lunch pro--- gram/Title XX 

Albuquerque 9 3 professionals -- $118,000 $ 73,000 St~te Oept. of Human 
ServicesiLIlM 

University City 13 65 -- $161,000 $ 66,000 United Way 

Henver 14 2-5 -- $190,000 $ 67,000 Department of 
Soci a 1 Services 

DerJ..eley 9 5 -- $182,208 $ 70,104 Gt:TA/Alamelia c~U'iit'Y 
I'rohation Ilept. 

Tucson 13 9 -- $151,]00 $ 64,800 LIlM/City of 
Tucson 

Burl ington " 6 $ 75,Oll0 .. 26,000 LEM -- " 
* All bUdge figures arc PI seal Ycar 1978. 

·*l'il:ure .• cstinmte bused on the actual resources (j .c., staff time and dona(:,;) agencies participating in the 1111' spend on pr::\viding the prog(() 
\~ 

" 

-----~---~----------~--

c , .... 
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~' Pl'oject ~I:li/ltllins 
I~rittcn l'oliey 

Project 1','uccdul'lls 

~Iontpelier Yes .-
r-;e'~ York Yes 

Huntington \"'5 

lIynttsvi 11e Yes 
-

Philadelphia Yes 

Charleston, I'I,V. Yes 

Louisvi lie Yes 

Nashville Yes 

Charleston, S,C. Yes 

Cleveland Yes 

. ('hicngo Yes 
I -" 
I 

"nn Arbor Yes 
,. 

Mi l,~aukee Yes 

New Orleans Yes 

,\ lbuquerque Yes 

University City Yes 

Denver No 

!lerkeley Yes 

Tucson Yes 

lIurl ingtnn Yes 

-----.,---

Table D-S 

Project MU~~~~IR~.~ide~ 

Project Conducts Extent of 
Regulllr Staff Staff 
Performance Reviews Supervision 

No Continuous 

Yus Continuous 

No Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

No Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

No Limited 

Yes Continuous 

Yes Continuous 

"-
No I/imited 

-

, 

Planningl 
Program 
Developmont 
Technique 

Itesponsive 

Deliberate 

DeUberate 

Responsive 

Deliberate 

Deliberate 

Deliberate 

Limited 

Limited 

Responsive 

Responsive 

Delibernte 

Deliberate 

Responsive 

Responsive 

Deliberate 

Limited 

Dell berate 

Ruspollsive 

Limit('d 

-

Overall Staff 
Communication 

Adequate 

Adequate 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Adequate 

Excellent 

axcellent 

AtIequElte 

Incomplete 

Adequate 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Excellent 

Adequate 

:'ncomplete 

Incomplete 

flxcellent 
"--

Atlcquate 

~, 

I 
I" 

.... ~ . t 

\ 

, 
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~C Key IIi rinll Cl'i tUl'ia 
i'roject fOl' t:~,IIIISclol'!i 

MOlltpel iel' Ph i I o!ioph) lSI.. i J l!i, 
1:111'111111 I:ducal i till 

~CI~ York HXI'Url~'"cc~ 
cat ionlPhi lusnl'h)' 

lIuntin!!ton l:lIuca t lori? 
I: xl'c r i Clll'e 

lIyattsvLlle Phi lo~oph}' 

Philadelphia Phi 10soJlh)~l!xpu-

I-- riellcc/EJuctltion 

Charl"'itoll, ILV. Phi losophy 

Louisville Pit i I oS()Jlh}~ 
I:xllcr I CIIC~' 

Nashville 1:t1uca ti 0111 

I!xperiel1ce 

Charleston, S.C. I!xpel"icllccl 
Philosophy 

Cloveland Philosophy7 
Experiellce 

Chicago Philosophy? 
Experience 

AIIII Arbor Philosophy 

m Ilwukee Hducat ionl 
I:xperience 

New Orlenns Philosophy! 
I!ducation 

Albuquerque 
Youth Experience/ 
Communi ty Knowl. 

Uni versi ty City Experiencel 
Philosophy 

Denver I!xperience/ 
Phi losoplw 

Berkeley 
Hxpericnce/Affir-
mative Action 

Tucson Experiencel 
Hducatlon 

Burlington 
Uductlt ionl 
Hxpcrience 

'I 

.~ 

--------------------------------------

, I-

Tuble D-6 
Stllff Chllrllctcristics Guidelines 

Aliurllgc Ed. I,C\'tll of Staff Training Overall 
Counsclin!: Stuff Program Staff Turnover Staff ~Iorale 

Il.A. lloderate I.ow Exr;ellent 

11."./ SOhlU colle!!e I!xtensive LOI~ Average 

~411StCI"S Hodcl-llte I.Oli l!xce Ilant 

II. S .I(./II.A. .... Extcm; i ve l.ul~ Excellent 

II.A.~ IklJcl':lte Ltl'" IlxceJlent 
" -

R:IIl!!c Hxtcn~ i Vl' LOll Excellent 

II.A. I!xtcnsive Modl'l'Utc excellent 

~1. A. Hodul'ate lIi!!1t Average 

II.A./sollle college Limited lIi!!h Problems 

Some college /foderate I.O\~ Avertlge 

Range Hxtel1sive l/ull C I'U t C Excellent 

B.A. /foderate lIigh l!xcellent 

B,S.I~./B.A. lIodernte LO\~ Uxcellent 

M.S.I~. Hoderate Lo\~ I\verage 

B.A. Limited Mudol'nte Excellent 

fligh School Iloderate LON Average 

H.S.I~. Hoderate tfodernte Problems 

B.A. Moderate LO\~ I\vertlRe 

H.S.I~. llolierute Low I!xcellent 

If.S.W. Lllllitetl I.()\~ I!xccllent I ---- -~ 

i 

,. 

----------------

Use'of Volunteers 

Essential 

Supportive 

Essential 

Essential 

Essential 

Supportive 

Essential' 

Supportive 

Essential 

Supportive 

Essential 

Essential 

Essential 

Essential 

Supportive 

Essential 

Supportive 

Supportive 

Supportive 

No 
Vo I untcllrs 

t:J 
I .... 
'"~ 

, 

" 

\ 

, 
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~ Street I~orkers 
Project Yes/No 

Montpelier ""es 

New York Ye~ 

Iluntington Yes 

lIyattsvi lIe No 

Philadelphi.g No 

Charleston, I~.V. No 

Louisville No 

Nashville No 

Charleston, S.C. No 

Cleveland No 

Chicago Yes 

Ann Arbor No 

Milwaukee No 

New Orleans No 

Allmquerque No 

University City No 

Denver No 
" 

Berkeley No 

Tucson No 

Burlington No 

.. ,.:, 

" 

, , 

\' .,' 

... 
, ( 

'Table D-7 
Direct S~~~ice Procedure Guidelines 

Outreach 

,,"-'. 

Community Key Source of 
Education Efforts Client Referrals 

Extensive Self or friends 

Extensive Other alternatlve 
service agencies 

tloderate Self 
\ 

Limited Self 

Moderate Self or friends 

Moderate Self 

Extensive Self 

Limited Juvenile Courts 

Limited Pollce II 
Social Scrvi.ces -------

Extensive 

Extensive 

Extensive 

Moderate 

. tloderate 

Moderate 

Limited 

lloderate 

Moderate 

Limited 

tloderate 

-~ 
't' ., 

1-

Self 

Courts & PoJ.ice 
---_. 

Self 

Self 
---

Self 
Dept. Human Ser-
vices & Probation 
Juvenile Court Ii 
Setf-referrals 
Social 5erVlces & 
Probation 
Police & Self 

Juvenile Courts 

50lf/& Schools 

Does Project Have 
11 Consistent 

24-Hour Intake? 

Yes 

Varies 

Varies 

Yes 

Varies 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

YGS 

Varies 
,-, 

Varies 

Yes 
t-. 

Yes 

Varies 

Yes 

Yes 

Varies 

Yes 

Yes 

,." ... __ • ...0 _ .. --------

.". ) 

Time During Which 
Parents Are 

Usually Contacted 

24 hour·s : 
I 

Only called if i 
under 16. 24 hrs; 
4 hours 

, 15-24 hours 

48 hours 

within 10 hours 
.• -

within 10 hours 

l'hour 
(state law) 
24 hours 

24 hours 

2·3 hours 

2 .. 4 hours 

1-6 hours 

24 hours 

24 hours 

1.·2 hours 

24 h:lUrs \ 

2-3 hours 

24 hours i 

1-2 hours 



'! 

Table fI-7 (continued) 

~ Pl!rl'ont uf Cl jClIl~ ~1:tl(illlll1n St U)' Avorago Length of Projoct Involvoment Projel!t's • Project's' 
I:ollo\~-Up Aftercaro 

PI'll,icct lI'huso Fund Ii e~ A 1I0II'od fur Shol ter Stuy in Sholter in Placement Procedures Program 
lIol:elve ~ervlces Procoss . . No I'orlllal 

IIl1nlpellel' BO-!l"'. !III dup; 14-21 days Mod~rate 
Procedures In-house .-

1/3 llxtensive No Formal 
~l'l~ Yorl.. Los:; than 311 du)'s 30 days 

Procedures 
In-house 

lIuntlngton 50~ 14 days 5-6 days Moderate Fonnal In-house 

lIyattsvllle 65-75% 30 duys 8-10 days Moderate NO I'ormal 
Procedures 

Philadelphia 70". 14 days 2-3 days l!xtensive Formal Referral 

Charleston. \'I.V. aO\ 14 days 4 days Modernte Formal In-house 

Louisville 60-70'1. 14 days 4 days Moderate Formal Referral 

Nashville 95~. 30 days 14 days Moderate Formal In-house 

Chnrleston. S.C. 50\ 7 days 3-4 days • ~Iodernte Formal In-house 

Clevelnnd 50% 14 days 7 days ExtensiVe Pormal In-house 

ChicIlgO gO" 30 dnys 3-4 days Extensive Formul In-house 
-

.\nn Al'hol' 75\ 14 days 3 days Moderate Formlll Referral 

~Ii /I,aul.ee 65-70% 14 daIS 5 days Moderute Formal In-house 

:\l'l~ Ol'l ellllS 50'. 30 da)'s 10 days Extensive No Formal Llmlteu 
Procedures Program 

,\llIlIlIlIel'I(lIo 4U"o 30 days 16 days Extensive Formal In-house 

Un I vel'~ It)' CI ty SUo, 14 days 12 days Extensive Formal Limited 
PrORrOni 

Uellver 511" .. 21 days 14 days Limited NO /'ormal Limited 
Procodures PrOl!ram 

l3erl.cley 811'~ 30 da:rs 14 days Extonsive No Formal Referral Procedures -' . 
Limi ted Tuc~UI\ 50'!. 7 d:lY~ 3.,4 day~ Modl!rllte Pnrmal 

-- -~ 
I'ropram 

11111'1 I II I: tUII !UI':, 311 "ay~ 7 day~ Ibtlonlilve No !lol'mal In-houlie 
Procedures 

"Aftercare and fo! luw-up service!; refer to the ::Jditlonal counseling and support services projects provide their clients following 
the resolution of the Ilmnediate crlsls episode. (:or rnost projects, these services occur after the youth ha:; left temporary shelter, 
However. ,11 number of projects •. such as the evaluation sites in ilurlinllton. WA. and IIuntjngton, NY, which lieI'Ve a sizable number of 
)'outh on 11 non-hou~('(l hllsls. the point or tc.rminlltion is not os cleurly definod, Consequontly, much of thl! :Ictlvltles considered 
a~ ''(If'tC/'CUI'O'' 01' "rullow-up" by prujcct!l uptJl':atlng tClllporar'y Shl'lll:r I'lIdllties ure.: provided lIoo-holJ~etl yuuth i.rlor to turminatlon • 

.. ". 

o , .... 
'" 

. I 

\ 

, 
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Table D-8 

Community and Client Characteristics Guideli"es 

~ 
Client Characteristics· 

Project Most Common Unique Client Features Key Community Barriers Project Location Placement Cited by Projects 
- Rural- 50\ from single )larent Montpelier Return 1I0me Few placement options. Non-cooperative social service agency. 

Small TOlm fnmi I i ell -
New York City lIrban out-of-llome 8U\ minorHYi 70\ from single Non-responsive public service system. Laws relating to 

parent famiBes 1';.1 R V"R'I" nl,le: 

Iluntinllton Suburban Return hJme Mostly white, working class youth Li~ited placement options. Basically few problems. 
from problem families 

IIpttsville Suhurban Return Home Mostly white middle class runaways Limited money for placements. Past problem with juvenil~ 
from local area justice system. 

Philadelphia Urban Return lIome 66\ black, most from poor Lack of placement resources. Problematic relations with 
famil ies police. 

Charleston. WV Rural Return Home 63\ are runaways, most'IY local Conservative laws/public attitudes. Few placement 
youth options. 

Loui sv ill e Urban Return Home 58\ are previous runaways; 25\ Conservative community. De[nstitutlonallzation very low. 
are blacl Strict licensing. 

Nashville Urban Return Home 110\ arc females; mostly runaways Stnct regulations for runaway house. Cannot do outreach. 
from local area Very conservative. 

Charleston. SC Urban Return Horde Sizable number' from military Few resources for youth servfces. -Isolated from other 
families runaway services. 

Clevelund Ul·l.mn Out·of·H()I~~ 
40\ black; "difficult inner city Public agency in~fighting. Limited placement options. youth" 

Chica(:o IIrhnn Return Home Varies among YNC's eight parti- Out-daccd foster care regulations7no regulati.ons for 
cipatinR si tes temporary shel ters. " -

Ann Arhor Urhan Return Ilome 72\ female; 86\ runaways from ess not helpful in makin~ placements. Local "Harboring 
IQI'"lll area Law" 
Roughly 1/4 to 1/3 minority youth; 

, 

mlwaukee Urhan Return 1I,,~e 25\ are chi ld abuse victims, Lack of interim/long term placement. 

New Orleans Urhun Return lIorne 75~ come from single parent Uninterested locaJ public service agencies. fami lies' 30\ hlack 

Albuquerque Urban Out-of-llome 50\ Chicano; 80\ are previous Shortage of .id-term plar~ments. Problems t:egllrding 
runaways dein~titutionalization. 
Mostly rynaways from local area, 

, 
University City Suburban Return 1I0me 80\ white No particular difficulties. 

Denver Urban Rewrn 1I0me 90\ ure runaways from local L.ack of lAid-term shelter facilities/state fiscal crisis. area .. -
3b\ minority; majority local Proposition l3. City youth service diJision competitive Berkeley Urban Return lIome runaway youth l;Ii th BYA. 

Tucson Urban Return lIome Mostly runaways from local area; Transient community. Lack of shelter options. Problems 
milita:rv transient famil lell with schools. 

~, 

t1.ostly runaways from local Burlington Rural Ro,,;urn 1I0me Confusion around new system for status offenders. area 

·These characteristics were reported by the project staff often based on profiles developed on last year's client population as well as the staff's 
i r'es~ions of their client pGpulut!on • 

o , ... 
III 

, 

\ 
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MllIItJl('1 iel' 
., --
~(,N York Ci ty 

----_._-,,, 
Ifuntington 

Hyattsville 

I'hil!lde!phia 
-
Charlestun. w\' 

Luui sv i 11(' 

Nashville 

Charleston, SC 
-

Clcvl')/Jnd 
.. 

Chicllgo 

Ann Al'hor --_. 
~Ii JlmJkee 

N('w Ot'l ealls 

Alhuquerquc 

University Cl ty 

Oenver 

Berkeley 

Tucson 

I Burlington 

( 

Tahl~ 11-8. continued 

. -------------._------ . 
Nl't!~Ol'k Affil intYons Extent of 
.-._-----,--- ,- Netl'lork 

Loclil Typ~s Non-Local Types Part ici pation 

S ta t e clli I dCIl-r"e Ai"sociat ion -
lIuman Services 

lind YSBs 
~k)derate 

-YOuth Advocacy/ Yi;utili\'1 ternat i ves -
Suhstuflce Abuse Sllrvi ces/Ilunllways 

Moderate 

Ilii.eragcncy Coordin- v"mltllAiTcriWti ves 
a t.!.!!l: Counc il Services 

Moderate 

AI tCl"llat ive Services/ Runaway Netwol'k Extensive 
_.!!£.~.1 d t'!ll.!:: I Cn re 

- Yc..uth Service/Runaways Extensive 

Youth Services Youth Workers/Runaways Extensive 

- .llIv • .Justlce/YOutll Mtern. Extensive 
Servi l·e:;jHum"~:.!X.:o; 

"rnerg~ncy Services Cllildcafe AHqn~jes/ Moderate 
Juvenile Justice -

Youth Altcrnutives 111I1ll"'IIIYS ~Ioderate 

- .Juvcni Ie .Justice/Status 
Offl'nJors 

Moderate 

Youth Serv I ccs/ You'ih Sl'rv ices BUl'cllu/Juv. Extensive 
Alt('rnlltive Services .Ius./ AI tern. Serv./Runaways -
- Ihlnllways/ AI ternat i ve 

Sel'vh'es 
Extensive 

Alcohol ism/llotline I; 
Cr is I s/ChHrI Prosti- Itunm'lays Moderate 

....;~t~!!LY~uth ~£!:.~.~~ 
Alternative ServIces Ihma',luys Extensive 

Gruup !lume Assl'. !\unu\,/uys/Youth ~foderate 
Chi Idren's Lohby Services 

Child AbUse/Neglect Youth Services/Childcare/ Extensive 
!lunawlIYs 

f-~<?I!tl~ ~£.~'!.~_._ 
YOllth SCI'V I cl's/Youth - Moderate 

J:mployment/Community-
Runaways nxtensive 

IIH~cd St'rvices 
cJii ilJrcil7V:imi Iy 

Runaways Extensive 
Scrv i ccs -_ ........... ,-
Youth Services Chi Id Care Association Moderate 

.' 

, . 

Key Service 
Link/Jges /leveloped 

For AI I <;oa15 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Quality of 
Existing Service 

Linkages 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Sol id 

Solid 

~olid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

Solid 

I 

1:1 , -0\ 

, 

, 

\ 

, 



Table D-9 

Youth Partict~ation Guidelines 

I 

~ Project Involves Project Includes 
Youth in Youth on I'roject 

Project Developing Own Plan Advisory/Policy Board Youth Used as Volunteers 

~Iontrel ier Yes No Yes 

New York Yes Yes Yes 

lIuntington Yes Yes No 

lIyattsvi lie Yes Yes Yes 

Philadelphia Yes No Yes 

Charleston. W.V. Yes .Yes I Yes I 

Louisville Yes Yes Yes 

Nashvi lie Yes No Yes 

Charleston. S.C. Yes No No 

Cleveland Ycs No Yes 

Chicaj:o Yes Yes Yes 

Ann Arhor Yes Yes Yes 

mlw8ukce Yes Yes No 

New Orleans Yes No Y('ts 

Albuquerque Yes Yes No 

IIni vcrsl ty City Yes Yet Yes 

I)envcr No No No 

Berkeley Yes Yes No 

Tucson Yes Yes Yes 

IIl1rlin~ton Ycs No No 
--

.. ' • 

..---------------------------------------------------~---------

'r 

I 

I 
Overall Coui,tlllent to 
Youth Participation 

Substantial 

Substantial 

Moderate 

Substantial 

Substantial 

Moderate 

Substantial 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Substantial 

Substantial 
: 

Moderate 

Moderate 

Modei'ate 

Substantial 

Limited 

Substantial 

Iofoderate 

Limited 

o , .... 
" 

\ 

, 

"",." 1 
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Table D-lO 
,. 

Summary of the Goal-Specific Guidelines 
'{'i,' .. 

., 

I. GOAL SPECIFIC GUIDELINEf FOR GOAL 1: TO ALLEVIATE THE NEEDS OF 

YOUTH DURING THE RUNAWAY EPISODE 

A. Service Capacity 

1. The project shall establish adequate capacity to provide the 

following services: 

• outreach; 
• information and referral; 

• intake; 
• temporary shelter (including food); and 

• individual counseling. 

2. In addition, the following services have been identified as 

supplementary services, which will assist a project in achiev-

ing Goal 1: 

• f~ily counseling; 

• medical services; 

• legal services; and 

• clothing. 

B. Service Procedures 

1. The project shall maintain referral and coordination linkages with . 
all of its key referral sources, including: 

., police; 

• juvenile courts/probation; 

• social services; 

• schools; and 
• other runaway centers/crisis intervention units. 

- ~------

II. 

, A. 

B. 

( 

D-19 

2. The project shall receive the majority of its clients from 

self-referrals, referrals from other youth, or referrals 

from other community-based youth-serving agencies. 

GOAL SPECIFIC GUIOELINES FOR GOAL 2: to REUNITE THE YOUTH WITa 

FAMILIES AND TO ENCOURAGE THE RESOLUTION OF INTRAFAMILY PROBLEMS 

Service Capacity 

1. The project shall establish adequate capacity to provide the 

following essential services: 

• individual counseling; 

• family counseling; and 

• information and referral services. 

2. In addtion, the following services have been identified as 

supplementary services, which will assist a project in achiev­

ing Goal 2: 

• temporary shelter; 

• advocacy; 

• follow-up; and 

• aftercare. 

Service Procedures 

The project sh~ll maintain referral and coordination linkages 

with those agencies offering extended support to parents and 

families, including: 

• family counseling centers; 

• social service and welfare agencies; and 

• other family support agencies. 

, 
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III. GOAL-SPECIFIC GUIDELINES FOR GOAL 3: TO STRENGTHEN FAMILY RELATI0NSHIPS 

AND TO ENCOURAGE STABLE LIVING CONDITIONS FOR YOUTH 

A. 

B. 

~, I 

Service Capacity 

1. The project shall establish adequate capacity to provide the 

following essential services: 

• individual counseling; 

• family counseling; 

• information and referral services; 

• placement counseling and advocacy; and 

• follow-up services. 

2. In addition, the following services have been identified as 

supplementary services, which will assist a project in achiev­

ing Goal 3: 

• advocacy; and 

• aftercare. 

Service Procedures 

The project shall maintain referral and coordination linkages with 
those community agencies involved in providing long-term, out­

of-horne placements for youth, including: 

• local alternative placement facilities; 

• social service agencies; and 

• probation d,epartments and local juvenile court authorities. 

.-

........ 
I, 

' ........ 

-(~I , ' 
~ 
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IV. GOAL-SPECIFIC GUIDELINES FOR GOAL 4: TO HELP YOUTH DECIDE UPON 

A FUTURE COURSE OF ACTION 

A. 

B. 

Service Capacity 

1. The project shall establish adeqt~Zl.te capacity to provide the 

following essential services: 

G individual counseling; 

• advocacy services; 

• information and referral; and 

• aftercare. 

2. In addition, the following services have been identified as 

supplementary services which will assist a project in achiev­

ing Goal 4: 

• family counseling; 

• group counseling; and 

• follow-up services. 

Service Procedure, 

The project shall maintain referral and coordination linkages with 

community agencies that can provide assistance to youth in 

resolving a wide range of problems, including: 

• educational programs; 

• job placement programs; 

• job training programs; and 

• ongoing counseling services. 

I, 
: 

, 
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Table 0-11 

Project Capacity to Operationali:e Goal 

Essential Supplemental Service 
Services Services Procedures' 

11\ . CI) 
CI) u 

..... e() c: ' . ... 'E 0'" t>O <0 
<0 C .... rc c U ..c :> .... ....... . ... CI) bIl 

U ... "1;)'" oj ... 
>.~ 

... III C 
<0 CI) CI) .... CIl ct!! <0 .... 
CI) ~ ... :> !.t, ... 11\ U .... ..c ... oj ... .... c .e~ .... c .... r:l ... .... .... CI) 'tI :> E :t "1;) t>O 0 
:t C ..c C 0 C '" 0 

CIl CIl ... 
I 2 0 .... III "'u ~ .... I.l.U :t ...1 U 

Grou2 A: Projects which meet all requirements 
lor 02erationali:ing Goal 1 

Ann Arbor, m .; ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 

Burlington, I~A ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 

Cleveland, OH ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 

Charleston, I~V ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I I ,I ,I ,I ,I l ,I 

Louisville, I\Y ,I ,I ,I I ,I ,I I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ',1 

mlwaukee, IH ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 

~Iontpelier, \'1 ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 

~ew Orleans, LA ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,-
New York Cit)' ,I ,I ,I ,I I I ,I ,I .' ,I ,I , 

r 
Philadelphin, \':\ .; I . I I , , ,I .; , 

" " I I' . , I 

Group B: Proiect:, Idli.:h 2ro\'ide all essential 
ser\'ices, but l:lck, :;0"," other reguirements 

ChicaRo, IL .... ,I ,I ,I .; ,I ,I .; ,I .; " 0 

lIuntingt,,m • ;>;\' ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ! .; ,I 0 ,I .; 

TuclIon, .\: ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 0 

Uni\'~rsity City, ~IO ,I ,I I I ,I ,I ,I ,I 0 ,I 0 

Grou~ c: 1'1'0.i C'.:t ~ I.h i.:-h lnck some essential 
~~ 

,\lbLiIILl~l"ILI':. ;';~1 0 ,I ,I ,I ,I .; ,I ,I ,I ,I 0 
-

Ber"l' I c~', C.\ 0 ,I ,I .; ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 0 

Ch:lr IC'ston, SC 0 ,I ,I ,I .; ,I ,I 0 ,I I ,I 0 -, 
Dt:n\'cr, CO 0 .; ,I .; ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 0 

lIyattlwillc, ~\l) 0 I , 
,I ,I ,I r l ,I ,I ,I 

" 
" v II - . "-

!\ash\'ille, '1:-; i ,I .; I ,I v' i: 
I ,I ,I ,I 

I ,I 0 0 , ! I 

* 
SCr\·i.:~ Pro':l'Jure I: Project maintains referral and --Ser\'ices listC'd under the Chica~o project apply to 

those l'l'o\'idC'd by lieH TOI,'n Communi t)· Serdces, one coorJln~tion lln"a~es with dll of its "ey referr~l 
sources, 

SC'rvi.:e Procedure:!: ProiC'.:t receives a rnninrit\· of 
it:; cl ient:; from :,elf-refcrrals, referrals frol:l . 
other youth, or referrals from other communi ty-based 
routh-~er\'in~ a~C'ncies, 

of the- eiRht agcnciet' participatinll in the \outh ( 
!\ctl~or'" Counci I' s rOB-funded Temporary Housing 
ProJect. 

"er: • s Ser\'ice capacitr or procedure in place 
U S~r\'i.:e .:apa.:ity or pro.:C'Jura linitcJ 

or 1.1 C 1.1 n;: 

I 
! ~ 

I 
Ii 

" II 

1/ 
I, 

.j 

)) 

Table 0-12 

Project Capacity to Operationalize Goal 2 

GraUE A: Projects which meet all requirements 
lor 02erationali:ing Goal 2 

Albuquerque, hPl 

Ann Arbor, m 
Berkeley, CA 

Charleston, SC 

Charleston, WV 

Chicago, IL" 

Cleveland, OH 

Huntington, NY 

Louisvi lle, J(Y 

Milwaukee, Wi 

Philndelphia. P,\ .. 
Group D: rroiC'ct~ which ~rovide all essential 
sC'r\'icC's. hut lad other reguiremcnts 

Burlin~ton , I~A 

Denver, CO 

lI)'uttsville, ~Ir\ 

~lontpe1icr, \'1 

Na~h\'i lIe, TE 

New Orleans, LA 
.. ,. 

New York Ci t)' 

Tucson. A: 

Uni\,ersity City 

"er: ,I. Service capacity or procedure in place 

• 

o • Service capacity or procedure limited 
or lacking 

I 

Essential Services 

C 
.... 1>0 bO 0-as C c: .... rc 
::l .... .,.; ....... 
." ... .... '01 ... 
.... CI) >'CI) E CI) 
> 11\ ... 11\ ....... 
... c .... C o CI) 
'tI::I E :t 11'10: 
c: 0 III 0 c: ... u u.u ........ 

,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I I 
,I r 

I 

" I I! 
,I ,I 

I 
.' 

.. 
I I .. ., 

! ~ 

I 
~ 

,I ,I I ~ , 
" 

,I ,I .' it . 
,I .; l ii 

~ 

,I ,I .' 

,I ,I . I 

.; ,I I ~ 
,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I 

.; ,I ,I 

Service 

Supplemental Services Pro-
cedure 

>. 
CIl ... 
u· ... . CI) c.. C c: 

'. >. ... ::l '" ::I 11\ .... U 10 I C E CI) 
CI) <0 U :J CIlEbIl ... u ... 0 .... 0 as ... 0 CI) ... CU"': 
CI) > ... ... .... ~ 

..c 'tI .... 0 <:I ........ 
III "' "' c"., :to...1 

,I ,I ,I ,I .; 

,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I ,I I 

,I .; ,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 

,I .; ,I ,I ,I 

,I ,I ,I ,I ,I 

,I 
I 

.' 
. 

" ,I ,I I ! I 
Ii 

I I 

,I I .; ,I 0 ,I 

,I I ,I I II 0 ,I 
I . .' I I .; 0 ,I , 

I 
.' 

, I ,I 0 ,I " 
l ! ,t I 0 I ,I ,I 

I 

,I ,I ! 0 I 0 ,I 
I 

,I ,I .; I 0 ~ ,I 

,I ,I 0 " ,I . 
,I ,I 0 I .; ,I 

I 

Services listed under the Chicago proje.:t apply to those provided b}' West Town Communi t)' Services, 
one of eight agencies participating in the Youth Network Council's YOB-funded Temporary Housing 
Project, 

>.. . 
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Table 0-13 

Project Capacity to Operationali:e Coal 3 

Essential Services 
Supplementary Pro-Iiserdce 

Services cedures 

l o· 
. , , ' 

..... 
r: 0 ... c.c bO 0 .... 

Ol r: r: Po. .... os ... 0:> 0:>>. :I .... .... = ... '" r: >. '" ~ ... ~ 
"tI .... .... , 

tU '" 0:> U .. =.- :" .... ill >'GI :& [;~ e os u 
I;!§~ > II: .... tII 0 GI U '" .... r: .... r: .... o C) u 0 0:> 11:=-'" "tI :I e :I ... ... ..: tU > ... .~ e = r: 0 tU 0 0 r: .... "tI ... ~ c·-.... u u..u u.. .... "" c. < < ::.:t,;-: 

Group A: pro~ects which meet all 
re9uiremen~s ~or operationali~ing 
Goal .3 

~ 

Albuquerque. N~I I I I I I I ,I J I 

Ann Arbor. MI .; I .; .; I I I " .; !! 

Charleston, SC \ I ,I .; I ,I I \ 
.; II 

,! .' 

Charleston. IIV .; ,I I I I I I 
.; ,I I! I 

Chicago. IL" I ,I I I I • I I 'I I .' !I .; 

Cle\'elanu, 011 / I l I I I .' • I II , I , 
Huntington, :-''Y ,I .; ,I ,I ,I ,I I .; Ii .' 

Louisville, KY ,I .; .; I ./ .; .; II ,I 
1/ 

I ,I ,I I I I .; , I ,t 
.. 

,I Mi lI~(l\lkee. In " I it 
C 

Nash\'ille, I I ,I ,I / l i I !I I T~ , • , 
" 

I I I ,I / I I Philndelphia, PA " 
, ! " 

GrouE B: Proicoct!l which provide all 
essent i:ll ~('r\· i~t.!5. but \\'hi en lack 
other reJuir~~e~ts 

Tucson, . .\: I I I ,I .; I 0 ,I 

Uni \'er::: i t y Cit)'. ~IO I I I ,I I I 0 I 

Group C: Proie.:ts \,·hi.:h lack some 
ess~nti:ll !'er\·ic(.' 

Berkeley. CA I .; 0 I I ,I ,I I 

Burlin;lton, I\A I I 0 I I .; .' I I 
I 

Oem·cr. CO ,I ,I 0 ,I 0 ,I 0 I I I 
I 

lIyattHille. ~ID 
I I 0 I ,I I I .; I , 
• • " 

Hontpelier, VT ,I .; 0 .; I .; ,I ,I I: l I 

Xc,", Orleans, LA , I ,I 0 ,I " I 0 .; 

XC"" ,"ork Cit)' ,I ,I 0 I ,I I ,I .' • 

Ker: , S~rvice capacit), or procedure in place ·Ser\'icc~ listed undcr the Chicago project _~ 

'! i 

o Service capacit), or procedure limited 
or lading 

.~ 

applr to those prodded by liest To\\'n Con-
munity Services, one of the eiGht agencics 
participatin; in the Youth Xetwork Council's 
YOB-funued Temporary Housing Project. 

·'f: 

---------------------------------------

,"' I , 
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Table 0-14 

Project Capacity to Operationalize Goal 4 

GrouE A: Prolects which meet 
lor 0Eerationalizln& Goal 4 

all requirements 

Albuquerque, NM 

Charleston. WV 

Louisville, k'Y 

Mil\\,aukee. WI 

Nashville, TN 

GrouE B: 
services, 

Projects which Erovide all essential 
but which l~ck other reguirements 

Ann Arbor, HI 

'. Berkeley. CA 

Burlington. WA 

Charleston. SC 

r.hicago, IL· 

Cleveland, OH 

Huntington, NY 

Hyattsville, ~ID 

Montpelier. VT 

Xe\~ York C1 t>· 
, 

l'hilaucl phia. PA I' 

,.,...,.-
Grollp C: Projects which lack some essential 
seT\'ic~s 

Den\'cr, CO 

:\Cl>' Or I cans, LA 

Tucson, ,\: 

Uni vcrs i tr City. MO 

Key: .; = Sen·ice capacity or procedure in place 

o = Service capacity or procedure limited 
or lacking 

.. 

Essential Services 

r: .... bO 
tU r: 

0_ 
:I .... >. 

.... 01 '&1-
"tI .... ... '" '" (J 

as '" tU .... GI III [;~ (J > til U .... r: 0 o II) 
J.o 

"tI:I > f.l.<c: 
GI 

r: 0 ... 
.... u 't:I r: f.I.< < .... "" < 

,/ .; ,/ I 

,/ ,I ,/ I 

I .; ,I I 

,I .; I .; 

.; .; ,I I 

.; .; ,/ .; 

I .; ,I I 

,I .; ,I .; 

,/ ,I ,I I 

I ,I ,I .; 

I ,I I ,I 

.; ,I ,I I 

,! .; .; I 

.; .; ,I .; 

.; .; .; .; 

.; ,I " ,I 

,I I I 0 

.; ,I ,I 0 

,I ,I I 0 

,I .; ,I 0 

Supplementary Service 
Pro-Services cedure 

>. 
GI'" °Co bO u·", e: r: Po. r: c: .... ..... = as :::: V) 

>.Q; .... I r: = GI GI :& GISt><! 
.... til Po. til 0 "'OtU .... c: :I r: .... r:U,.l( 
.. :I o :I .... .... r: 
tU 0 

'" 0 0 ns r..a... 0,-4 
IJ-U t.:lU u.. ';:O..l 

,I ,I I ,I 

I I ,I ,I 

,I I ,I I 

.; I I .j 

,I I I .; 

.; 0 ,I ,I 

.; I 0 ,I 

I " 0 .; 

,I 0 I I 

I 0 I I 

,I 0 I .; 

,I 0 I .; 

" ,I 0 .; 

.; .; 0 I 

,I .; 0 ,I 

.; 0 I ,I 

,I I 0 .; 

.; .; 0 I 

,I ,I ,I I 

,I ,I I ,I 

Services lis~ed under the Chicago proj ect apply to those pro\'lded br I\'est TOlm Conununi ty Ser\'lces 
one ?f rhe ~lght agencies participati ng in the Youth :\etwork Council's YOB-funued Temporarv . , 
Houstng ProJect. . 

, 
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Table D-15 

Summa-ry uf the Generic Guidelines 

A. Essential Guidelines 

1. The project shall have a functioning and supportive Board of 

Directors or Advisory Board. 

Board shall be perceived by the staff as an essential part 
of the pro j ect. 
Board members shall demonstrate a familiarity and under­
standing of the project' 5 goals and se.cvice delivery system. 
Board shall meet regularly with the majority of Board 
members in attendance. 
Board shall make decisions which have direct influence on 
the project's dev~lopment. 

2. The proj Get shall develop a. set of written policy procedures 

covering administrative as well as service-related issues. 

3. The project ;: "i.t '~ve formal procedures for regularly reviewing 

staff perforrr,~:nce. 

Project director and/or counseling supervisor shall meet 
at least once a year with individual staff members to 
discuss the quality and consistency of their work. 
Performance reviews shall provide staff with an opportunity 
to provide the project director and/or Board members with 
specific feedback regarding overall project functioning. 

4. The proj ect shall have a system for the (\ngoing and careful 

supervision of all counseling staff. 

Written c "~ J'~"cords shall regularlyQ~:,. ~"eviewed by the 
proj ect.! \Jetor or counseling superv: :~.;. 
All '..!.ctivc cases shall be reviewed by ..:I.: least one other 
·,'i.:.aif member. 
Regular staff briefings shall be held to discuss the 
progress of all clients. 
Project shall uevelop all other pract5.ces, \I/ritten or 
verbal, neces~ary to ensure the counseling staff is 
given adequate support. 

5. The project shall mai.ntain at least an adequate communication 

system amon~ its staff members. 

Complet,; orj'.li.ation of all ne\oJ staff to the project's 
goals a:." '~""I"'::·.:·.ing procod'.1l'es shall'::: provided by the 
project. 

- ------ - ------- ~---
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All staff shall be kept well informed as to changes or addi­
tions to the goals of the project. 
Regular staff meetings shall be held, with a1l staff fully 
participating. . 
Project's internal communication system shall be designed to 
eff~ctive~y deal with communication problems when they occur. 
ProJect dl.rector shall utilize formal and informal communica­
tion mechanisms to communicate policies and procedures to thft 
staff. 
Project's record-keeping system shall be well maintained and 
include detailed descriptions of all services provided to 
each client. 

6. The project shall develop and implement a responsive or deliberate 
planning process. 

Project shall have a formal mechanism for planning (i.e., 
some staff member and/or board committee is designated as 
being responsible for developing the project's planning 
process). 
Staff input shall be formally sought in developing a new 
program. 
Project's p~anning mechanism shall be designed to respond 
to new fundl.ng sources as they emerge either on the national 
or local level or shall be designed to systematically 
determine the community's unmet needs and develop a program 
to address these needs. 

7. The project shall develop a formal training program for its staff 

and provide at least a moderate number of in-service training 
opportunities. 

Project shall maintain a formal orientation program and 
frequently schedule ad hoc training seminars. 
Project shall 0udget resources to provide staff financial 
assistance to attend training conferences and seminars. 

8. The project shall experience low or moderate staff turnover. 

Project shall experience limited staff changes during the 
program year. 

9. The project shall maintain a working environment which produces 

positive staff morale. 

Staff shall support each other and shall understand each 
other's roles and functions. 

I 
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Project director shall place an emphasis on creating oppor­
tunities for staff to have input into project policy 
decisions. 

10. The project shall develop and implement a workable system for 

handling referrals both to and from its program. 

Project shall develop clear procedures for contacting or 
being contacted by other relevant service agencies. 
Project shall develop specific procedures to transport 
youth between itself and other service agencies. 
Referrals shall be made or received in a manner which 
ensures the continuity of care fo r the client Ci. e. , 
the use of "staffings"). 
When appropriate, the project shall follow up on clients 
to see that they have arrived safely at the agency to 
which they have been referred. 

11. The project shall require that all youth be involved in the 

development of their own treatment plan. 

Youth shall work with the counseling staff in identifying 
their problems, discussing service options, and selecting 
an appropriate course of action. 
Counseling staff shall not make any final decisions regard­
ing a youth's service plan without first discussing the 
plan with the youth. 

12. The project shall demonstrate a serious commitment to the concept 

of youth participation. 

Project shall develop and.maintain at least one mechanism 
through which youth can directly participate in the project's 
operations other than as a client. 
Optional: f':.:oject director and staff shall consider youth 

participation to be a "local goal" of the project. 
Optional: Staff shall spend time and energy training and 

supervising youth volunteers. 

B. Additional Guidelines 

The following procedures have been identified as additional guidelines 

which, while not required. will assist a project in achieving a well­

functioning system: 

, . 
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• the extensive or moderate use of volunteers to shore up a project's 
service capacity; 

• extensive or. moderate participation in local and non-local youth 
service networks; and 

• the use of youth as volunteers and as members of the project's 
policy or advisory board. 

... ~ 

, 
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Table 0-16 

Project CapacAty To Achieve a Well-Functioning System 

" ~ Projects 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

Montpelier 0 1 0 

New York I I I 

Huntington I I 0 

Hyattsville I I I 

Philadelphia I I 1 

Charleston, W.V. 0 1 1 

Louisville 1 1 1 

Nashville I 1 I 
; 

Charleston, S.C. 0 I 1 

Cleveland 0 I I 

I Chicago I I 1 

Ann Arbor 1 I 1 

Mil"'aukee 1 I I 

Nelo/ Orleans 0 I I 

r---
' Albuquerque 0 I 0 

I """""r C"r I 1 I 

0 0 0 Denver 

Berkeley 0 I I I 
Tucson 0 1 I 

Burlington 1 1 ** 

I ~umber of times 
guideline not met 5 

*GlIidelines 

1. board influence 
2. written policy procedures 
3. regUlar performance reviews 
4. staff supervision 
5. Jtaff communication system 
6. planning 

1 1 

I I 

I 2 

I 2 

1 I 

1 2 

1 2 

I I 

I I 

I 1 

I 2 

1 2 

1 2 

I 2 

I 2 

I I 

0 0 

1 0 

1 2 

** 1 

2 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

12 • 

1 I 

I 2 

I I 

I 2 

1 1 

I 2 

1 2 

I 0 I 

0 0 

0 1 

I 2 

1 I 

I I 

I I 

I I 0 I 
I I I I , , 

0 I 

I I I 
I 1 

0 ** 

5 3 

staff training 

sta ff turno\'er 

staff morale 

referral linkages 

1 2 1 

1 I I 

I 2 1 

I 2 I 

I 2 I 

1 2 I 

1 2 1 

0 I 1 

0 0 1 

1 I 1 

I 2 I 

0 2 1 

I 2 1 

1 I I 

I 2 I 

I I I 

I 0 I 

1 1 
I 

I I 
I 2 I I 

1 2 I 1 

3 2 I 0 

youth participation in own program 

overall commitment to youth participation 

• wBecause of the relatively small number of paid staff at the Burlington project, these generic 
guidelines, as currently worded, do not apply in this case. 
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Table E-l 

Table E-2 

Table E-3 

Table E-4 

Table E-S 

Table E-6 

Table E-7 
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Table E-23 Variation in Success on Criterion V-A, Indicator 3, 
According to Key Client and Service Characteristics 

Table E-24 Client Variables: Variation Among Projects 
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NlImber of 
Iluused Youth 
in the BI'A 

Project Sump!e 

Montl,ell er 6 

New YOl'k CI ty 19 

~.tinllton 2 
1I)':ltts\'ille 18 

f!~ludelphlu 8 

~:ha 1'1 e:, ton. II'V Hi 

I.ollisville t---.- 17 

N:I~hville __ 1_6 _____ .. __ .-.. _-----
£:)1.;11' !.c.:.s.!~I!t!....:'if ____ 17 

£I~\:.!::.I!~. 18 

Chi~o 
~. .'---'-'- ---!-----
f--'~!I!!~rJlor -_. ._..1. ____ 

~Ii 1\,:Il,J.l'C 
~.-------------

___ 2~ .. _____ ... 

Nl'I,' O,'ll':lIIS 
1--'--- - .. --.----. 

__ ,til 

r1.! htlll~·~I.I.I_C ____ • 10 

St, 1,1I11! S .. -~---..... -----_ .. _---_. -_. 
IIl'I\vl'r 21 ... '_ ........ __ .. -... _--

.J~~'r~!: .. ll·L •• _ •• .. -'.' • ... _ .... f-. _ .. _ .... 
'l'III':lIIl1 .!l1 , . 

Ihll I ill," 1111 .1 
, t ., . 
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Key: C1' - Counselor at Termination 
Y1 - YOllth at Termination 
I'T - l'ul'elit lit Tl'rmilllltian 
CF - Counselor :It Follow-Up 
YI: Youth at Fa llow-Ilp 
PI: - Jlarullt at FollOW-III' 

Table Ii-I 

Dimensions of the eli ent Impact Data Set for Houlied Youth 

NlIillher of Nllillher of Number of Numher of 
Youth Nith )'ollth Id th YOlith with Youth I~ith 
COlllpl cted COllipluted COlilpleted COJilpieted 
C'I' IntervleN YT Interviel~ lIT I nterv! e\~ CF Interview . 

6 6 4 6 

19 7 1 19 

2 2 1 2 

18 14 5 17 

8 I 0 7 

16 12 10 16 

IS 13 2 16 -
15 6 2 IS --------. ---------
17 14 7 17 1-----------------
111 18 14 18 --

I 1 1 1 
,1 3 2 4 -------- .---

22 IS 9 22 

18 IS 7 18 

10 7 5 9 

31 25 18 31 

21 ., 2 21 

5 2 0 3 .... -_0 .. _ .... , .. _ .... _ . ........ -.. -- .. __ u . .... .. -.. 
211 17 1<1 lh . , .. ... .., . ... 

:1 :1 I ;1 -- ... _--.-._ . .. _.- -_ .... _- -- , .. __ . . _-- -_._--
275 . 185 105 271 

'. 

Number of 
Youth with 
Completed 
YF Interview 

6 

1 

2 

8 

0 

7 

3 

0 

9 

8 

1 

2 

9 

9 

3 

18 

1 

I . , 
12 

I -----_ .. -_.- "-"-
101 

Number of 
Youth wfth 
Completed 
I'F Interview 

4 

1 

1 

5 

0 

9 

1 

0 

5 

11 

1 

2 

7 

7 

2 

18 

I '---'------
II 

L! . . 
I ,,- .... -. . _ .. _ .. _---

88 

) 

fT1 , 
V1 

'" 

" 
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Table E-l, cont. 

Data Source 

Youth at 
Termination 
Question 35 

Youth a..: ' 
Follow-Up 
Quesdon 12 

Counselor at 
Termination 
Question 1 , 

Counselor at 
Termination 
Question 1 

I
counselor at 
Termination 
Question 2 

r 

7. 

E-6 

d. Individual or family counseling 
referrals made by project (N=184) 
Yes 
No 

e. Contact ''lith referral agencies sug­
gested by project within five weeks 
of termination (N=98) 

Yes 
'No 
No referral 

Characteristics of Counselor for Each 
Youth Served 

a. Counselor!s age (N=271) 
Under 21 
21-30 
Over 30 

b. Counselor's sex (N=275) 
Male 
Female 

c. Educational level of counselor 
(N=270) 
No bachelor's degree 
Bachelor's degree 
Master's degree in field related 

to counseling 
Master's degree in non-related 

field 

(n) 

40 
144 

23 
21 
54 

9 
180 

82 

128 
147 

50 
121 

86 

13 

% 

22 
78 

24 
21 
55 

3 
66 
30 

47 
53 

19 
45 

32 

5 

(~: 
~ 

::,;. 

II 
II 
I , 

I 
I 
f 

~ 
J! 
1 
I , 
I 

) 

1 
I 

J! 
t' 

tl 
I ' 
1: I 

. ! r i 
}, I , I 

k~i 
cd 

(, ) 

Data Source 

Total 

YDB ISSF* 
Question 7a 

YDB ISSF 
Question 7b 

YDB ISSF 
Question 7c 

Youth at 
Termination 
Question 6a 

YDB ISSF 
Question 8a 

Cont. 

E-7 

Table E-2 

Profile of Housed Youth 

1. Sex (N=278) 

Male 
Female 

2. Age (N=274) 

9-12 
13-14 
15-16 
17-18 
Over 18 

3. ~ (N=273) 

4. 

5. 

American Indian/Alaskan native 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black/~egro ~- not of Hispanic origin 
Cauc~s~an/WhJ.te -- not of Hispanic 

orl.gJ.n 
Hispanic 

Previous Runaway Incidents as R d 
by Youth (N=174) .,,- eporte 

None 
One or two 
Three-five 
Six-ten 
More than ten 

Prior Juvenile Justice Involvement (N=260) 
Never arrested 
Arrested for status or criminal 

offense 1 

*Intake and Service Summary Form 

(n) 

278 

123 
155 

11 
72 

125 
65 

1 

4 
1 

59 

184 
25 

52 
54 
34 
20 
14 

151 

109 

% 

100 

44 
56 

4 
26 
46 
24 

1 

22 

67 
9 

30 
31 
20 
11 

8 

58 

42 

IThe condition of the data did not 11 
of arrests. a ow us to distinguish between types 

, 
" ..... 

l 0' 

, 
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Table E-2, cont. 

Data Source 

Counselor at 6. 
Termination 
Question 6 

, YDB ISSF 7. 
Question 4 

YDB ISSF 8. 
Question 5d 

YDB ISSF 9. 
Question 5e 

Counselor at 10. 
Termination 
Question 7 

Cont. 

E-8 

Living Situation Before Arrival at 
Project (N=268) 

Home with single parent or step-parent 
Home with two parents and/or step-

parents 
Home with foster parent(s) 
Home with other relative(s) or 

guardian(s) 
Group home, secure institution, or 

other non-family setting 
On own or with friends 
Other 

Client Status (N=275) 

Away from home without parental ,permis-
sion (runaway) 

Pushed out of home 
Away from home by mutual agreement 
Contemplating run 
Other 

Distance Ran (N=133) 

Less than 10 miles 
Between 10 and 50 miles 
50 miles or more 

Jurisdiction From Which Ran (N=137) 

Sam", county 
Different county, same state 
Different state 

Referral Source (N=27l) 

Self or friend 
Parent 
.Juvenile justice system 
Other public agency 
Private agency 
Project outreach 
Other 

(n) 

62 

102 
15 

16 

40 
26 

7 

121 
45 
55 

4 
50 

77 
'29 
27 

88 
30 
19 

85 
11 
67 
62 
20 
13 
13 

% 

23 

38 
6 
I 

6 

15 
10 

;, 

44 
16 
20 

1 
18 

58 
22 
20 

64 
22 
14 

31 
4 

2S 
23 

7 
5 
5 

.. 

• 

C'" 
" () 

! 
I 

i. 

j' 
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Table E-2, cont. 

Data Source 

YDB ISSF 
Question 9c 

Counselor 
at Termination 
Question 12 

Youth at 
Termination 
Question 11 

YDB ISSF 
Question 2 

Cont. 

11. Employment Status of Parents (N=194) 

At least one parent employed 
All parents homemakers or retired 
All parents unemployed or on public 

assistance 

12. P~imary Problem, as Reported by 
Counselor (N=263) 

Parents or guardians 
Other family members 
School 
The law 
Friends 
Sex 
Job or job skills 
Behavioral or psychological problem 
Other 

13. Primary Problem, as Reported by Youth 
(N=l77) 

Parents or guardians 
Other family members 
School 
The law 
Friends 
Sex 
Job or job skills 
Behavioral or psychological problem 
Other 

14. Existence of Physical or Sexual Abuse 
(N=278) 

Sexual or physical abuse reported 
Sexual or physical abuse feared by 

youth 
Sexual or physical abuse not reported 

as one of five major problems 

(n) 

154 
18 

22 

138 
2 
1 
8 
7 
6 
4 

42 
S5 

112 
4 
2 
5 

4 
13 

7 
30 

43 

20 

215 

% 

79 
9 

11 

52 
1 

3 
3 
2 
2 

16 
21 

63 
2 
1 
3 

2 
7 
4 

17 

16 

7 

77 

, 
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Table E-2, cont. 

Data Source 

Counselor at 
Termination 
Question 50 

Counselor at 
Termination 
Question 51 

Counselor at 
Termination 
Question 13 

- . 

15. Youth Motivation Relative to Other 
Youth Served (N=272) 

More motivated 
About the same 
Less motivated 

16. Family Motivation Relative to Other 
Families Served (N=272) 

More motivated 
About the same 
Less motivated 
Mixed -- some family members more, 

some less 

17. Severity of Youth's Situation Relative 
to Other Youth Served (N=273) 

Less serious 
About as serious 
More serious 

.-

(n) 

94 
85 
93 

43 
52 
55 

27 

47 
125 
101 

% 

35 
31 

'34 

24 
29 
31 

15 

17 
46 
37 

(( I; 
CY 

C"",' . 'i 

, 
" 

I 

i 

() 

Data Source 

Counselor at 
Termination 
Question 3 

Counselor at 
Termination 
Question l4a 

Question l5a 

Question l6a 

Question 17 

Question 18 

Question 19 

Question 20 

Question 21 

E-ll 

Table E-3 

Services Received by Housed Youth 

1. Length of Time in Temporary Shelter 
(N=274) 

One night 
Two-seven nights 
Eight-14 nights 
15-21 nights 
22-28 nights 
Over 28 nights 

2. Services Received Prior to Termination 
a. Individual counseling (N=275) 

Yes 
No 

b. G;roup counseling (N=275) 
Yes 
No 

c. Family counseling (N+275) 
Yes 
No 

d. Employment assistance (N+274) 
Yes 
No 

e. Medical services (N=273) 
Yes 
No 

f. Legal services CN+274) 
Yes 
No 

g. Educational services (N+27S) 
Yes 
No 

h. Transportation services (N=275) 
Yes 
No 

(n) 

36 
108 

74 
23 
10 
23 

259 
16 

176 
99 

102 
173 

43 
231 

74 
199 

36 
238 

35 
240 

135 
140 

% 

13 
39 
27 

8 
4 
8 

94 
6 

64> 
36 

37 
63 

16 
84 

27 
73 

13 
87 

13 
87 

49 
51 

I; 
I, 

! 
I 

I; 
I, 

II 
I, 
II 
li 
Ii 
jl 

I; 
Ii ;1 
ii 
Ii 
ii 
11 
I, 
i 1 

1\ 

, 



Table E-3, 

Data Source 

Counselor at 
Termination 
Question 22 

Counselor at 
Termination 
Question 26 

Counselor at 
Termination 
Question l4c 

Counselor at 
Termination 
Question l6c 

Counselor at 
Follow-Up 
Question 1 

Counselor at 
Follow-Up 
Question 5 

Counselor at 
Follow-Up 
Question 5 

Cont. 

cont. 

i. 

E-12 

Financial assistance (N=275) 
Yes 
No 

3. Youth's Family Had Contact With 
Project (N=275) 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Yes 
No 

Number of Individual Counseling Sessions 
Received Prior to Termination (N=254) 

One-three 
Four-ten 
Eleven-20 
More than 20 

Number of Family Counseling Sessions 
Received Prior to Termination 

One 
Two-three 
Four or more 

Aftercare Services Received 

a. Contact with project after 
termination (N=27l) 
Yes 
No 

(N=lOO) 

b. Individual counseling received 
from project after termination 
(N=270) 
Yes 
No 

c. Family counseling received from 
project after termination (N=270) 

Yes 
No 

.-

, \ 

(n) 

60 
215 

156 
119 

96 
111 

33 
14 

48 
36 
16 

135 
136 

47 
223 

17 
253 

% 

22 
78 

57 
43 

38 
44 
13 
6 

48 
36 
16 

50 
50 

17 
83 

6 
94 

C 
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I 
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I 
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Table E-4 

Crl teri:1 anti I ntllc:!tor~ for roO:!1 I 

I. A~comnl ishment of Goal I: To Alle\'iate the Needs of Youth During the Runaway Episode 

, , 
~ 

, 
I , 
I 

I 
i , , 

! 
I , 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 

Criterion I-A. Did the project respond to the youth's immediate need for shelter within the first few hours after 
the \'outh' s nrrival at the project? 

Ittdic:ltor 1: The youth reported thnt his or her ill1l1lediat" need for shelter was met wi thin the first few hours. 
Data So~rce: Youth Termination Question B. 

Indicator ~: The project staff reported that the youth's immediate need for shelter was met within the first 
few hours. • 
Data Source: Staff Temination Question 10. .. • 

Indicator 1 is applicable to all youth who reported an immediate need for shelter. Indicator 2 is applicable to 
all cases where staff reported the youth had an immediate need for shelter. 

Criterion I-B. Did the project respond to the youth'~ imm~diate need for food within the first few hours after the 
youth's arrival at the project? 

Indi!=ator I: 

Indicator 2: 

The youth reported that his or h~r immediate need for food was met within the first few hours, 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 8. 

The project staff reported that che youth's immediate need for food was met within the first few hours. 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question 10. 

Indicator 1 is applicable to all )'outh who reported an immediate need for food. Indicntor 2 is npplicable to all 
cases where staff reported the youth had an immediate need for food. 

Criterion I-C, Did the project respond to the youth's immediate need for counseling or support within the first few 
hours after the youth's nrrival nt the project? 

Indicator I: The youth reported that his or her immediate need for cllunseling or support was met within the 
first few hours. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 8. 

Indicntor ~: The project staff reported that the youth's immediate noed for counseling or support was met within 
the first few hours. 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question 10. 

Indicator 1 is npplicable to all youth who reported an immediate need for counseling or support. Indicator ~ is 
npplicnble to all cases where staff reported the youth had an immediate need for counseling or support. I 

Criterion I-D. Did the project respond to the youth's immediate need for medical help within the first few hours 
after the youth's arrival at the project? 

Indicator 1: The )'outh reported that his or her immediate need for medical help was met within the first few hours. 
Datn Source: Youth Termination Question 8. 

Indicator :: The project staff reported that the youth's immedinte need for medical help was met within the first 
few hours. 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question 10. 

Indicator I is applicable to all youth who reported an immediate need for medical help. Indicator 2 is applicable 
to nil C:1ses ,,-hol'e staff reported the youth had an inrnediate need for medical help. 

Criterion I-E. Did the project respond to the youth's immediate need for legal help wit~in the first f~w hours after 
the youth's arri~a. nt the project? 

Indicntor 1: Th~ icuth reported th:1t his or her immediate need for logal help was met within the first few hour$. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 8. 

Indicator 2: The project staff reported that the youth's immediate need for legal help was met within the first 
few hours. 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question 10. 

Indicator 1 is applicable to all youth who reported an immediate need for legal help. Indicator 2 is applicable 
to nil cnses where staff reported the youth had an immediate need for legal help. 

Criterion I-F. Did the project respond to the youth's immddiate need for transport3tion.within the first few hours 
after the youth' 5 arrivnl nt the proj ect1 

Indic:1tor I: The youth reported that his or her immediate need for transportation was met within the first f:H 
hours. 
Datn Source: Youth Termination Question B. 

}ndlcator 2: The project stllff reported that the youth's immedi:1te need for transportation Ims DIet within the 
first few hours. 
D:1tn Source: Staff Termination Question 10. 

Inlli.:3tor I Is 1ll'P1lcabie tll all )'ollth .. ho reported an itUllcdiat,e need for transJlort:1tion. Indiclltor:! is IIpp1l­
c:lhle to all c:t~es where staff reported the )'outh had an imn,cdi:1te need for transport:1tion • 
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Table E-5 
Performance on Goal 1: 

To Alleviate the Needs of Youth During the Runaway Episode 

Were the youth's immediate needs met 
within the first few hours after N"" Youth Percent Youth 
arrival at the project? W:ith Need With Need Met 

Criterion I-A: Shelter 

Indicator 1 : Youth at Termination 161 95 

Indicator 2: Counselor at Termination 268 96 
... 

Criterion I-B: Food 
Indicator 1: Youth at Tepnination 112 92 

Indicator 2: Couns~'lor at Termination 215 95 

Criterion I-C: Counseling , 
Indicator 1 : Youth at Termination 132 86 

Indicator 2: Counse10r~t Termination 240 93 

Criterion I-D: Medical He1E 
J... . 

Indicator 1 : Youth at Termination 21 57 

Indicator 2: Counse,lor at Terminlation 25 .. 
-

Criterion I-E: Le~a~, He1E 
Indicator 1: YOUt}:l at Terminaticm 27 44 

Indicator 2: Counse10:r; at Termination 27 S6 
i 

Criterion I-F: TransE-:-rtation 
Indicator 1: Youth .at Tetmination 31 36 

Indicator 2: Counseltor at Termin.ation S4 32 
• >"_. .. ~ -

Criterion I-G: Financial Assistance 
,. 

Indicator 1 : Youth at Tel;mination i 40 20 

Indicator 2: Counse~clr at Ter:mination 28 43 
-

Criterion I-H: C10t~in~ 

Indicator 1 : Youth at Termination 44 41 

Indicator 2: . Counselor at Termination 47 51 
.- f .. 

Data available for fewer tt:tal'l 2S cases. 
I 

! 
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Criteria lind Int!i~Utors I'or Coul 2 

It. Accomplishment of ConI 2: To Padlitute the 1Ii.l~ollition of Intl'ufamil\' I'rohlems 

Criterion II-A. \~ere project services viewed as being helpful in understanding ant! resolving family 
- problems'! 

Indicator 1: 

Indicator 2: 

I nc.licator 3: 

Indicator 4: 

Indicators 1 
tors 2 nnd 4 

At the termination of temporar)' shelter, the youth rt'ported that bein~ at the project had 
helped him or her and his or her famil)' understand and work out. problems. 
Dnta Source: Youth Termination Question 28. 

At the termination of temporary shelter, the parent reported that the project had helped 
the f:unil)' understand and .ork out problems. 
Data Source: Parent Termination Question lb. 

At the time of the follow-up interview, the routh reported that services recei "ed from the 
project or another referral agency had helped him or her and his or her family understand 
and work out problems. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Question 25. 

At the time of the follow-up intervie~·, the parent reported that sen'ices from the project 
or another referral agenc)' had helped the famll)' understanc.l and I<ork out problems. I 
Data Source: Parent Follol;-Up Question 23. 

and 3 are applicable to all youth in the client sample "ho reported familr I?roblems. Indica-! 
are applicable to all )'outh in the client sample where parents reported famlr problems. I 

Cri terion II-B. \~as progress made in resolving the youth's family problem(s)? 

Indicntor I: 

Indicator 2: 

At the termination of temporar), shelter, the youth reported that his or her fnmily prob­
lem(s) had been somewhat or completely resolved. 
Datn Source: Youth Termination Question 27. 

At the termination of temporary shelter, the project stnff reported that the routh's 
fnmllr problem(s) had been somewhnt or completely resolved. 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question 31. 

Indicator 3: At the tennination of temporary shelter, the youth's parent reported that the famil)' prob­
lem(s) had been somewhat or completely resolved. 
Data Source: Parent Termination Question IS. 

Indicator 4: At the time of follOW-Up interdel;, the routh reported that his or her famil)' problem(s) 
had been somewhnt or completel)' resolved. 

Indicntor 5: 

Indicator 6: 

Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Question 23. 

At the time of the follow-up interView, the pro.iect stnff re:orted that the youth's fnmil)' 
problem(s) had been somewhat or completely resolved. 
Data Source: Stnff Follow-Up Question 14. 

At the time of the follow'-up inten·ie., the routh's parent reported that the youth's 
family problem(s) had been some~·hat or completel~' resoh·ec.l. 
Data Source: Pnrent Follow-Up Question l~. 

Indicntors 1 and 4 are applicable to nIl youth in the client sample I;ho re~orted fumilr ~rohlems. Indi­
cators 2 and 5 are applicable to nil youth in the client sample .here .. 5t,~f~ rep"rtc~ famlly problems. 
Indicntors 3 nnd 6 nrc applicable to all )'outh where parent reported tarolll) problem •. 

Cdterion II-C. 

Indicator 1: 

Indiclltor 2: 

Have fnmil)' relntionships improved since the )'outh left thl.' I'r'),1l.'ct7 

At th"e- time of the follow-up intervie~', the routh l'erort(.'J that he or <hI.' f,'1t hetter 
about his or her famll)·. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Question 24. 

At the time of the follOW-Up interviel,·, 'che pari.lnt n'portl'J th.lt he 01' she fel t het tel' 
about the vouth. 
Data Sourc~: Parent Follow-Up Question 21. 

Indicator 3: At the time of the follow-up inter\·ie., the puent reportl'c.I that he or she fel t better 
nbout familv relations. 
Ontn Source': Pnrent Folloli-Ur Question ::. 

Indiclltor 4: 

Indlcntor 5: 

I nt! i cn tor (,: 

At the time of the folloW-Up interdew, the )'"uth n'portl.'d that at Il',I$[ one ~~reement 
mnde with his or her pnrents hnd been kept. 
Dntn Source: Youth foolloh-Up Question 1\1. 

At the time of the follow-up interl'il.'w, the parl.'nt reportl'J that at 1"3H one (\!:reemc:nt 
mnde with the youth hat! heen kept. 
Data Source: Parent Follo,,-Up Question IS • 

At the time of the follOW-Up interl'ie~, the youth reported that he or ~he spent more timi.l 
.i th his or her fami I)'. 
Dntn Source: Youth Pollow-Up Question 22. 

, 
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Table E-7 

Performance on Goal 2: To Reunite ~outh with Their Families 

and to Encourage the Resolution of Intrafamily Problems 

Percent N= Number of Cases 
Positive Where Indicator Criteria/Indicators Outcomes is Defined 

II-A: Were Services HelEful? ; 

Indicator 1 : Youth at Termination 
, 

81 156 
Indicator 2: Parent at Termination 50 88 
Indicator 3: Youth at Follow-Up 67 92 
Indicator 4: Parent at FOllow-Up 44 80 
n-B: Was Progress Made in Re- o 

solving FamiIl Proolems? 

Indicator 1 : Youth at Termination 61 158 
Indicator 2: Counselor at Termination 62 243 
Indicator 3: Parent at Termination 63 94 
Indicator 4: Youth at Follow-Up 

I 
72 94 

Indicator 5: Counselor at Follow-Up 76 70 
Indicator 6: Parent at Follow-Up 71 75 

II-C: Have Family RelationshiEs 
ImEroved? (Responses at Follow-Up) 
Indicator 1 : Youth Felt Better 

About Family 62 91 Indicator 2: Parent Felt Better 
About Youth 55 73 Indicator 3: Parent Felt Better 
About Familf 51 70 Indicator 4: Youth Said' ~t Least One 
Agreement Kept 88 43 Indicator 1:;:. Parent Said At Least oJ. 

Indicator 6: 
One Agreement Kept 
Youth Said More Time 

61 36 

Was Spent With Family 50 82 Indicator 7: Parent Said More Time 
Was Spent With Family 35 75 Indicator 8: Youth Said Easier to Talk 
Over Problems with Parents 51 82 Indicator 9: Parent Said Easier to Tal~ 
Over Problems \oJi th Youth I 45 72 

.-
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Table E-8 

Variations in Success on Criterion II-A, Indicator 1, 

According to Key Client and Service Characteristics 

Performance on Criterion II-A, Indicator 1: 
Did being at the project help the youth and 
family understand and work out problems? Number 
(Youth at Termination) of Cases 

Entire Client ImEact SamE1e 156 

1- Bl Sex (N=156) _.,r. 

a. Female 89 
b. Male 67 

Chi Square Significance Level = .14, 

2. Bl Familr Motivation Relative to Other 
Families Served, (N=94) 

a. More motivated 29 
b. About the same 37 
c. Less motivated 28 

Chi Square Significance Level = .03 

3. Bl Length of Star in TemEorarl Shelter (N=153) 

a. One night 20 
b. Two to seven nights 58 
c. Eight to 14 nights 43 
d. Over 14 nights 32 

0<, 

Chi Square Significance Level = .41 

4. Bl Fami1r Contact with Project (N=153) 

a. No 47 
b. Yes 106 

Chi Squar~ Significance Level = .06 

Percent 
Success 

81 

85 
75 

90 
81 
93 

75 
76 
88 
81 

70 
85 

" 

.' . 

I 
" I' 

I 
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Table E-8, cont. 

Performance on Criterion II-A, Indicator 1 Number 
of Cases 

5. Br Participation in Familr Counseling (N:::l5,3) .. 
82 a. No 
71 b. Yes 

Chi Square Si~aificance Level ::: .03 

,<' 

Percent 
Success 

73 
89 
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Table E-9 

Variations in Success on Criterion II-B, Indicator 1, .----. 
According to Ker Client and Service Characteristics 

Performance on Criterion II-B, Indicator 1: 
Were the youth's family problems somewhat or 
completely resolved? (Youth at Termination) 

Entire Client ,Impact Sample 

1. Br Sex (N:::158) 

a. Female 
b. Male 

Chi Square Significance Level::: .35 

2. Br Previous Runawar Incidents (N=l50) 

a. None 
b. One or two 
c. Three to 50 

Chi Square Significance Level = .33 

3. Br Living Situation Before Arrival at Project' 
(N=l52) 

a. One natural or step-parent 
b. Two natural or step-parents 
c. Foster parent(s), group home, or 

secure institution 
d. With other relatives, on own or with 

friends, or other 

Chi Square Significance Level = .38 

4. By Client Status (N=155) 

a. Away from home without parental 
permission (runaway) 

b. Pushed out of home 
c. Away from home by mutual agreement 
d. Other 

Chi Square Significance Level::: .53 

Cont. 

Number 
of Cases 

158 

89 
69 

47 
48 
55 

~59 

71 
21 

21 

72 

22 
32 
29 

Percent 
Success 

61 

65 
57 

66 
54 
67 

69 
59 
67 

48 

57 

64 
S9 
72 
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Table E-9, cont. 

Performance on Criterion II-B, Indicator 1 Number Percent 
of Cases Success 

5. Bl Famill Motivation, Relative to Other 
FalJlilies Served (N=96) 

a. More motivated 30 80 
b. About the same 37 49 
c. Less motivated 29 59 

Chi Square Significance Level = .07 

6. ~ the Severity of the Youth's Situation, 
Relative to Other Youth (N=154) 

a. More serious 46 54 
b. Less serious or about the same 108 65 

Chi Square Significance Level = .30 

7. By Length of Stay in TemEorary Shelter (N=155) 

a. One night 19 74 
h. Two to seven nights 60 52 
c. Eight to 14 nights 43 58 
d. Over 14 nights 33 76 

Chi Square Significance Level = .08 

. 

8. Bl Family Contact with Project (N=155) 

a. No 41 51 
b. Yes 108 66 

Chi Square Significanc'e Level = .12 

• -r,j,," 

9. By ParticiEation in Family Counseling (N=155) 

a. No 84 55 

b. Yes 71 69 

Chi Square Significance Level = .10 
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Tabie E-IO 

Variations in Success on Criterion II-B, Indicator 2, 

According to Key Client and Service Characteristics 

Performance on Criterion II-B, Indicator 2: 
Were the youth's family problems somewhat or Number 
completely resolved? (Counselor at Termina- of Cases 
tion) 

Entire Client ImEact Sample 243 

1. Br Primary Problem, As Reported by Youth 
(N=159) 

a. Family problem 111 
b. Non-family problem 48 

Chi Square Significance Level = .02 
. 

2. Bl Youth Motivation Relative to Other Youth 
Served (N=240) 

a. More motivated 82 
b. About the same 79 
c. Less motivated 79 

Chi Square Significance Level = .01 

3. Br Length of Stay in TemEorary Shelter (N=242) 
a. One night 31 
b. Two to seven nights 97 
c. Eight to 14 nights 66 
d. Over 14 nights 48 

Chi Square Signi:fficance Level = .00 

4 . Br Family Contact with Project (N=243) 

a. lio 94 
b. Yes 149 

Chi Square Significance Level = .02 

5. .!!l. ParticiEation in Family Counseling (N=243) 

a. No 145 
b. Yes 98 

Chi Square Significance Level = .00 

Percent 
Success 

62 

73 
52 

72 
64 
49 

39 
59 
76 
65 

52 
69 

54 
75 
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Table E-ll 

Criteria and Indicators for Goal 3 

III. To Secure Stable Living Conditions for Youth Following the Termination of Temporary Shelter 

Criterion III-A. Is the youth's living situation after leaving the project viewed as being the 
"best place" for him or her? 

Indicator 1: At the termination of temporary shelter, the project staff thought that the youth's 
placement was the "best place" for him or her. 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question 37. 

Indicator 2: At the termination of temporary shelter, the youth thought that his or her placement 
was the "best place" for him or her. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 31. 

Indicator 3: At the termination of temporary shelter, the parent thought that the youth's place­
ment was the "best place" for him or her. 
Data Source: Parent Termination Question 20. 

Indicator 4: At the time of the follo\~-UP interview, the project staff thought that the youth's 
placement was the "best place" for him or her. 
Data Source: Staff Follow-Up Question 11. 

, Indicator 5: At the time of the follow-up interview, the youth thought that his or her placement 
was the "best place" for him or her. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Question S. 

Indicator 6: At the time of the follow-up interview, the parent thought that the youth's place­
ment was the "best place" for him or her. 
Data Source: Parent Follow-Up Question S. 

Indicators 1 through 6 are applicable to all youth in the client sample. 

Criterion Ill-B. Docs the youth's living situation after leaving the project seem to be a stable one? 

Indicator 1: At the time of the follow-up inter\'iew, the youth reported that he or she had not 
run away since leaving the project, 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Question 7. 

Indicator 2: At the time of the follo\>'-up inter\'iew, the youth reported that he or she had not 
changed lh'ing situations since leaving the project. 
D:lta Source: Youth Follow-Up Question 3. 

Indi.cator 3: At the termination of temporary shelter, the )'outh said that he or she would probably 
not need to run aI~ay if problems arose in the future. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 33. 

Indicator .I: ,\t the time of the follo\~-up interview, the youth said that he or she would probably 
not need to t:1I~ a\~ay if probl ems arose in the future. 
D:lta Source: Youth Follo\>'-Up Question 8. 

Indicators 1 through .I arc applicable to all youth in the client sample. 
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Table E-12 

Performance on Goal 3: To Strengthen Family Relationships and 

To Encourage Stable Living Conditions for Youth 

Criteria/Indicators 

III-A: Is the youth going to (livi~ 
in) "the best place?" 

Indicator 1: Counselor at Termination 

Indicator 2: Youth at Termination 

Indicator 3: Parent at Termination 

Indicator 4: Counselor at Follow-Up 

Indicator 5: Youth at Follow-Up 

Indicator 6: Parent at Follow-Up 

111-8: Is the youth's living 
situation stable? 

Indicator 1: Youth has not run away 
(Youth at F611ow-Up) 

Indicator 2: Youth has not changed 
living situations (Youth at Follow-Up) 

Indicator 3: Youth probably won't run 
in future (Youth at Termination) 

Indicator 4: Youth probably won't run 
in the future (Youth at Follow-Up) 

,,~" 

Percent N= Number of Cases 
Positive Where Indicator 
Outcomes is Defined 

. 

79 238 

76 167 

72 90 

81 170 

78 100 

84 74 

79 97 

73 101 

54 170 

62 95 
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Table E-13 

Variations in Success on Crit,erion III-A, Indicator 2, 

According to Key Client and Service Characteristics 

Performance on Criterion III-A, Indicator 2: 
Is the youth going to "the best place"? Number 
(Youth at Termination) of Cases 

Entire Client ImEact SamEle 167 

1. By Sex (N=167) 

a. Female 91 
b. Male 76 

Chi Square Significance Level = .12 

2. Bl Youth Motivation Relative to Other Youth 
S~rved (N=16~) 

a. More motivated 67 
b. About the same 54 
c. LASS motivated 42 

Chi Square Significance Level = .12 

3. Br Length of Star in Temporary Shelter (N=163) 

a. One night 20 
b. Two to seven nignts 57 
c. Eight to 14 nights 48 
d. Over 14 nights 38 

Chi Square Significance Level = .15 

.<, 

4. Bl Family Contact with Project (N=164) 

a. No 60 
b. Yes 104 

Chi Square Significance Level = .14 

~, ''''F •• _~~,~ ......... ~,~~ .~~~.,.._._._~, ~_ <> ..... , 

Percent 
Success 

76 

81 
70 

84 
74 
67 

75 
74 
69 
90 

68 
80 

.' 
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Table E-14 

Variations in Success on Criterion III-B, Indicator 3, 

According to Key Client and Service Characteristics 

Performance on Criterion III-B Indicator 3: 
Will the yoUth run away if problems arise in Number 
the futu~e? (Youth at Termination) of Cases 

Entire Client ImEact SarnEle 170 
. 

1. Br Previous Runawar Incidents (N=160) 
a. None 49 b. One or two 52 c. Three to 50 59 

Chi Square Significance Level = .07 

2. Bl Youth Motivation .• 
Youth (N=166) 

Relative to Other 

a. More motivated 62 b. About the sarne 57 c. Less motivated 47 

Chi Square Significance Level = .02 

3. Bl Famill Motivation, Relative to Other 
Families (N=97) 
a. More motivated 29 b. About thesarne 37 c. Less motivated 31 

Chi Square Signi~icance Level = .32 

4. Bl Length of Stay in TemEorarl Shelter (N=166) 
a. One night 19 b. Two to seven nights 60 c. Eight to 14 nights 48 d. Over 14 nights 39 

Chi Square Significance L~vel = .28 

Percent 
Success 

54. 

. 57 
62 
41 

61 
60 
36 

45 
51 
68 

42 
48 
58 
64 
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Critcri~ 3nd Indicator~ for Goal .\ 

IV. 1\~l!omJlI i~llI"<'lIt llf Goal .\: To Hclp Runalo;ar Youth Dl'.:iuc lIpon n ('utm'!! Cour~c of Action 

Criterion 1\'-,0\. 

Indicator I: 

Indicator S: 

[lid the project assist the youth in assuming responsibility regarding his or her future? 

The )'outh reported that he or she had had a say in what happened to him or her while at 
the project. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 26. 

The youth reported that he or she participated in developing his or her own service plan. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 26. 

The youth reported that he or she participated in developing his or her own service goals. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 26. 

Indicator 4: The youth reported that he or she had a say in deciding where he or she would live after 
leaving the project. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 26. 

Indicator 5: The youth reported that he or she had a say in other choices for the future. such as 
school or jobs, 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 26. 

Indicators I. 2. 3. 4. and S are applicable to all youth in the client sample. 

Criterion IV-B. Is the youth better able to make decisions about the future than before he or she came to 
the project? 

Indicator 1: At the termination of temporary shelter. the project staff reported that the youth was 
better able to make decisions about his or her future. 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question 33. 

Indicator 2: At the termination of temporary shelter. the youth reported that he or she was better able 
to make decisions about his or her future. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 36. 

Indicator S: At the termination of temporary shelter. the parent reported that the youth was better r,(~ 
able to make decisions about his or her future. \l_ 
Data Source: Parent Termination Question 18. 

Indicator 4: At the time of the follow-up interview. the proj ect staff reported that 'the youth was 
better able to make decisions about his or her future. 
Data Source: Staff Follow-Up Question 23. 

Indicator 5: At the time of the follow-up interview. the youth reported that he or she was better able 
to make decisions about his or her future. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Question 26. 

Indicator 6: At the time of the follow-up interview. the parent reported that the youth was better able 
to make decisions about his or her future. 
Data Source: Parent Follow-Up Question 20. 

Indicators I through 6 are applicable to all youth in the client sample. 

Criterion IV-C. 

Indicator 1: 

Did the project assist the youth in learning how to obtain help from other community 
resources? . ~. 
At the termination of temporar), shelter, the youth reported that he or she had learned 
how to get help from or to make use of different kinds of agencies and resources in the 
community. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 3.\. 

Indicator' 1 is applicable to all youth in the client sample. 

Criterion IV-D. Did the project help the )'outh resolve non-famil), problems? 
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Table 1:-15. cont. 

£!!.mkon IV-D-l. Oid the projcl!t help tho youth resolve his or her problllm5 with school? 

Indicator I: At the termination 01' temporar), ~helter. the )'outh reported that his or her school prob­
lems had been resolved ,or somewhat resolved. 

Indicator 2: 

Indicator 3: 

Indicator 4: 

Data Source: Youth Termination Question 27d. 

At the termination of temporary shelter. the project staff reported that the youth's 
school problems had been resulved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question SId. 

At the time of the follow-up interview. the youth reported that his or her school problems 
had been resolveu or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Question 23d. 

At the tiuc of the follow-up interview. the p~oject staff reported that the youth's school 
problems had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Staff FOllow-Up Question 14d. 

Indicators 1 through 4 are appli.cable to all youth who reported school problems at termination from 
temporary shelter. 

Criterion IV-D-2. 

Indicator 1: 

Indicator 2: 

Indicator 4: 

Did the project help the youth resolve his or her problems with friends? 

At the termination of temporary shelter. the youth reported that his or her problems with 
friends had been resolved or som~whnt resolved. 
Data Source: YOUth Terminatioii question 27f. 

At the termination of t.emporary shelter. the project staff reported that the youth's 
problems with friends had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question Slf. 

At the time of the follow-up interview. the youth reported that his or her problems With 
friends had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Question 23f. 

At the time of the follow-up interview. the project staff reported that the youth's 
problems with friends had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Staff Follow-Up Question 14f. 

Indicators 1 through 4 are applicable to all youth who reported problems with friends at termination from 
temporary shelter. 

Criterion IV-O-3. Did the project help the youth resolve his or her problem with the law? 

Indicator 1: At the termination of temporary shelter. the youth reported that his or her problems with 
the law had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 27e. 

Indicator 2: At the terminntion of temporary shelter. the project staff reported that the youth's 
problems with the law had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Staff Termination Quest,ion 31e. 

Indicator 3: At the time of the follow-up interview, the youth reported that his or her problems with 
the law had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Question 23e. 

Indicator 4: At the time of the follo~-up interview. the project staff reported that the youth's prob­
lems Iii th the law had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Staff Follow-Up Question 14e. 

Indicators I throug~..j are applicable to all youth who reported problems with the law at termination 
from temporary shelter. 

Criterion IV-0-4. Did the project help the youth resolve his or her problem with sex? 

Indicator 1: At th~ termination of temporary shelter. the youth reported that his or her problems with 
sex had becn resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Question 21g. 

Indicator 2: At the termination of temporar), shelter. the project staff reported that the youth's 
problem~ with sex had been resolved or somewhat resolved, 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question 31g. 

Indicator 3: At the time of the follow-up interview. the youth reported that his or her problems with 
sex had been resolved or some\~hat resolved. 
Data Sour~e: Youth Follow-Up Question 23g. 

Indicator 4: At the time of the follow-up interview. the project staff reported th:lt the youth's prob­
lems with ~ex had heen resolved or somewh:lt resolved. 
Data Source: Staff Follc~-Up Question 14g. 

Indicators I through 4 arc applicable to all youth who reported problems with sex at termination from 
temporary shelter. 
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Criterion 1\'-0-5. Did the proJcct help the ~h !l'esoive his or her prob1e1l with eettina: a job or job 
tr:linins1 

llldic3tor 1: At the uraination of telllpOrary she 1 ter. thr. youth reported that his or her probleas with 
letting a job or job tr~ining had b~n r~solved or soeewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Terainati01'l Question 27g. 

Indicator 2: At the terainati01'l of tempora~' shelter, the project staff reported that the youth's 
proble.s with getting a job or job training h3d been resolved or ~ewhat resolved. 
03ta Source: Staff Teraination Question 31g. 

Indicator 3: At the time of the follow-up interview. the youth reported that his or her probleas ~ith 
getting a job or job training had been resolved or soaewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Question 23g. • 

Indicator 4: At the tillC of the follow-up interview, the pro)ect staff'rePorted that the youth's 
probleas with getting a job or job training had been resolved or sOllCwhat resolved. 
Data Source: Staff Follow-Up Question 14g. 

Indic3tors 1 through ~ are applicable to all youth who reported problcss with getting a job or job 
training at tcraination f~,~ tcuporary ,helter. 

Criterion IV-D-6. Did the project help the youth resolve his or her behavioral or psychological probleas1 

Indic3tor 1: At the teraination of temporary shelter. the youth reported that his or her behavioral 
ur psychological probleMS had been resolved or soaewhat resolved. 
Data Sourcc: Youth Termination Questions 27i, j. 

Indicator 2: At the teraination of temporary $helter. the projcct staff reported that the youth's 
behavioral or psychological probleas had been resolved or soacwhat rcsolved. 
~ta Source: Staff Termination Questions 31i. j. 

Indicator 3: At the tt.e of the follow-up interview, the youth reported that his or her behavioral or 
psychological problems had been resolved or ~oaewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Questions 23i, j. 

Indic3tor 4: At the time of the follow-up interview, the project staff reported that the youth's 
behavioral or psychological problems had been resolved or somewhat resolved 
Data Source: Staff Follow-Up Questions 14i, j. 

Indicators I through 4 are applicable to all youth who reported behavioral or psychological probleas at 
termination from teaporary shelter. 

Criterion IV-D·7. 

Indicator 1: 

Indicator 2: 

Indicator 3: 
i , 

Did the project help the youth resolve his or her problems about where to live? 

At the termination of temporary shelter, the youth reported that his ~r her problcss about 
where to live had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Questions 27i. j. 

At the termination of temporary shelter. the project staff reported that the youth's 
problems about where to live had been resolved or somewhat resolved, 
Data Source: Staff Termination Questions 31i, j. 

At the tiae of the follow-up interview, the youth reported that his or ~er probleas about 
where to live had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Questions 23i. j. 

Indicator 4: At the time of the follow-up interview. the project staff reported that the youth's prob­
lems about where to live had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Staff Follow-Up Questions 14i. j. ........ 

Indicators I through 4 are applicable to all youth who reported problems about where to live at teraina­
tion from temporary shelter. 

Criterion IV-D-S. Did the project help the youth resolve his or her problems with alcohol or drugs? 

Indicator 1: At the termination of tempor3ry shelter, the youth reported that his or her problems with 
alcohol or drugs had been resolved or some'Oh3t resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Termination Questions ~7i, j, 

Indicator ~: At the termination of temporary shelter. the project st~ff reported that the youth's prob­
lems with alcohol or drugs h~d been resolved or soaewhat resolved. 
Data Source: St3ff Termination Questions 31i. j. 

Indicator 3: At the time of the follow-up interview. the ~outh reported that his or her problems with 
alcohol 01' drugs h3d been resolved or sOlOCwh3t reSOlved. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Questions ~3i, j. 

Indicator 4: At the time of th~ follOW-Up inteT\'iew. thr. project staff reported that the youth's prob. 
lems wi th alcohol or drugs h3d been resoh'ed or so_hat resoh'ed. 
Data Source: Staff Follow-Up questions 141. j. 

Indicators I throu~h 4 are applicable to all youth who reported problea~ with al~ohol or dru~$ 3t 
termin3tion from temporary shelter. 
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Table E-I6 

Performance on Goal 4'. To H 1 Y th 0 'd e p ou eCl e Upon a Future Course of Action 

Criteria/Indicat.ors 

IV-A: Did project assist the youth in assuming responsibility? 

Indi~ator 1: Youth had a say. overall 

Indicator 2,: Youth helped develop service plan 

Indicator ,3: Youth helped develop service goals 

Indicator 4: Youth had a say in where to live 

Indicator 5: Youth had a say in other choices about future 

IV-B: Is the youth better able to make decisions about the future? 
Indicator 1: Counselor at termination 

Indicator 2: Youth at termination 

Indicator 3: Parent at termination 

Indicator 4: Counselor at follow-up 

Indicator 5: Youth at follow-up 

Indicator 6: Parent at follow-up 

IV-C: Did the youth learn about other community resources? 

Indicator 1: Youth had learned (termination) 

IV-D: Did the project help resolve non-famil), problems? 

.!Y:Q.::l Did the project help resolve problems about school? 

Indicator 1: Youth at termination 

Indicator 2: Counselor at termination 

Indicator 3: Youth at follow-up 

Indicator 4: Counselor at follow-up 

~ Did the project help resolve problems about friends? 
Indicator 1: Youth at termination 

Indicator 2: Counselor at termination 

Indicator 3: Youth at follow-up 

Indicator 4: Counselor at follOW-lip 

~ Did the project help~~esol\'e problems with the law? 

Indicator 1: 

Indicator 2: 

Indicator 3: 

Youth at termination 

Counselor at termination 

Youth at follow-up 

Indicator 4: Counselor at follow-up 

IV-D-4 Did the project help resolve problems about sex? 

Indicator 1: Youth at termination 

Indicator 2: Counselor at termination 

Indicator 3: Youth at follow-up 

Indicator 4: Counselor at follo\~-up 

.!Y:.Q.:§.. Did the project hcI.p rcsoh'e problems about getting a job? 
Indicator 1: Youth at termination 

Indicator:!: Counselor at termination 

Indicator 3: Youth at follow-up 

Indicator 4: Counselor at termination 

Percent 
Posi tive 
Outcomes 

73 

51 

53 

60 

36 

63 

37 

67 

76 

51 

73 

48 

53 

54 

* 

* 
46 

* 
* 

78 

6S 

* 
* 

• 
45 

• 
* 

30 

67 

* 
* 

N= Number of Cases 
\\'here Indicator 
is Defined 

184 

184 

184 

184 

184 

252 

113 

89 

67 

68 

57 

184 

56 

70 

26 

18 

21 

46 

14 

9 

32 

55 

14 

18 

16 

47 

9 

13 

50 

43 

23 

16 

Ii 
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Table E-16, cont. 

Percent N= Number of Cases 
Positive Where Indicator 

Criteria/Indicators Outcomes is Defined 
" IV-D-6 Did the project help resolve behavioral or psychological 

problems? 

Indicator 1: Youth at termination .. 8 
Indicator 2: Counselor at termination 57 68 
Indicator 3: Youth at follow-up .. 4 
Indicator 4: Counselor at follow-up • 13 

IV-D-7 Did the project help resolve problems about where to live? 
Indicator 1: Youth at termination 88 25 
Indicator 2: Counselor at termination 85 34 
Indicator 3: Youth at follow-up, • 11 
Indicator 4: Counselor at follow-up .. 11 

'IV-D-8 Did the project help resolve alcohol and drug problems? 
Indicator 1: Youth at termination .. 5 
Indicator 2: Counselor at termination .. 19 
Indicator 3: Youth at follow-up .. 0 
Indicator 4: Counselor at follow-up .. 6 

.. 
No client impact finuings are reported for this indicator, since we have data on fewer than 
:!5 cases. 
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Table E-17 

Variations in Success on Criterion IV-A, Indicator 1, 

According to Key Client and Service Characteristics 

Performance on Criterion IV-A, Indicator 1: 
Did the youth have a say in what happened 
to him or her while at the project? (Youth Number 
at Termination) of Cases 

Entire Client ImEact Sample 184 

1. Br Race or Ethnic Origin (N=180) 

a. White 127 
b • Non-white S3 

Chi Square Significance Level = .02 

2. Br Youth Motivation Relative to Other Youth 
(N=180) 

a. More motivated 68 
b. About the same 60 
c. Less motivated S2 

Chi Square Significance Level = .00 

3. Br Length of Star in TemEorarr Shelter (N=180) 

a. One night 23 
b. Two to seven nights 63 
c. Eight to 14 nights Sl 
d. Over 14 nights· 43 

Chi Square Significance Lev~l = .01 

4. Br Family Contact with Project (N=181) 

a. No 68 
b. Yes 113 

Chi Square Significance Level = .3S 

~ 
Percent 
Success 

73 

79 
60 

88 
63 
62 

48 
70 
80 
81 

68 
7S 

, 
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Table E-18 

Variations in Success on Criterion IV-B, Indicator 1, 

According to Key Client and Service Characteristics 

. 
Performance on Criterion IV-B, Indicator 1: 
Is the youth better able to make decisions Number 
about the future? (Counselor at Termination) of Cases 

Entire Client ImEact SamEle 252 

1. Bl Youth Motivation Relative to Other 
Youth (N=249) 

a. More motivated 83 
b. About the same 79 
c. Less mDtivated 87 

Chi Square Significance Level = .00 

2. Bl Length of Stal in Teryorary Shelter 
(N=25l) 

a. One night 35 
b. Two to seven nights 98 
c. Eight to 14 nights 67 
d. More than 14 nights 51 

Chi Square Significance Level = .00 

3. Bl Famill Contact with Project (N=252) 

a. No . ...... 106 
b. Yes 146 

Chi Square Significance Level = .00 

4. Bl ParticiEation in Family Counseling 
(N=252) 

a. No 155 
b. Yes 97 

Chi Square Significance Level = .01 

Percent 
Success 

63 

84 
67 
40 

43 
56 
63 
90 

51 
72 

57 
73 
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Table E-19 

Variations in Success on Criterion IV-C, Indicator 1, 

According to Key Client and Service Characteristics 

Performance on Criterion IV-C, Indicator 1: 
Did the youth learn about other resources 
in the community where he or she could get Number 
help? (Youth at Termination) of Cases 

Entire Client Impact SamEle 184 

1. By Race or Ethnic Origin (N=180) 
a. White 126 
b. Non-white 54 

Chi Square Significance Level = .02 
'---~ 

Percent 
Success 

73 

68 
85 

1'1 

, 
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Table E-20 

Criteria and Indicators to Address Overall Program Performance 

V. Standard for Overall Program Performance: To Assist Youth in Addressing Their ~Io~t Important Problems 

Criterion V-A. Did project services assist in the resolution of the youth's most important problem(s)? 

Indicator 1: At the termination of temporary shelter, project staff reported that the services pro­
vided had helped the youth overall with his or her problem(s). 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question 32. 

Indicator 2: At the termination of temporary shelter, the project staff reported that the youth's 
major problem(s) had ~een resolved or somel~hat resolved. 
Data Source: Staff Termination Question 31. 

Indicator 3: At the termination of temporary shelter, the youth reported that his or her major prob­
lem(s) had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth Terminar,ion Question :!7. 

~ndicator 4: At the termination of temporary shelter, the youth's parent reported that the youth's 
major problem(s) had been reisolved or somel,'hut resoh'ed. 
Data Source: Parent Termination Question IS. 

Indicator 5: At the time of the follow-up interview, the project staff reported that the youth's ma5 .... r 1,1 

problem(s) had been resolved or somel~hat resoh'ed. , 
Data Source: Staff Follol~-Up Question 1-1. Ii 

\l"" 

;,r I 

Indicator 6: At the time of the follow-up interview, the youth reported that his or her major prob-
lem(s) had been resolved or somewhat resolved. 
Data Source: Youth FollOW-Up Question 23. 

rnd ientor 7: At the time of the follow-up interviel~, the youth's parent reported that the youth's 
major problem(s) had been resolved or somewhat re~ol\'\)d. 
Data Source: Parent Follow-Up Question 19. 

The indicators for Criterion V-A are applicable to all youth in the client sample. 

Criterion V-B. Nould the youth and/or his or her family return to the project for help in the future? 

Indicator 1: At the time of the follow-up interview, the youth said that he or she would consider 
going back to the project for help in the future. 
Data Source: Youth Follow-Up Question 27. 

Indicator 2: At the time of ,the follOW-Up interview, the parent said that he or she I~ould consider 
going back to the project for help in the future. 
Data Source: Parent Follow-Up Question 24. 

Indicators 1 and 2 are applicable to all youth in the client sample. 
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Table E-21 

Performance on Overall Program Standard: 

To Assist Youth in Addressing Their Most Important Problems 

Percent N= Number of Cases 
Positive Where Indicator 

Criteria/Indicators Outcomes is Defined 

V-A: Did Eroject assist in resolution 
'of louth's major Eroblem? 

Indicator 1: Did project services help 
the youth overall? (Counselor at 
Termination) 72 271 

Indicator 2: Was the major problem re-
solved? (Counselor at Termination) 59 252 

Indicator 3: Was the major problem re-
solved? (Youth at Termination) 53 174 

Indicator 4: Was the major problem re-
solved? (Parent at Termination) 47 96 

Indicator 5: Was the major problem re-
solved? (Counselor at Follow-Up) 70 76 

Indicator 6: Was the major problem I re-
solved? (Youth at Follow-Up) 60 96 

Indicator 7: Was the major problem re-
solved? (Parent at Follow-Up) 52 73 

V-B: Would the youth or familr seek 
helE ~~'i'om the Eroject in the future? 

Indic.:.wr 1 : Youth at Follow-Up 82 100 

Indicator 2: Parent at Follow-Up 61 86 
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Table E-22 

Variations in Success on Criterion V-A, Indicator 1, 

According to Key Client and Service Characteristics 

Performance on Criterion V··A, Indicator 1: 
Did project services help the youth overall 

Number with his or her problems? (Counselor at 
Termination) 

of Cases 

Entire Client ImEact SamEle 271 

l. By Youth Motivation Relative to Other Youth 

(N=268) 

a. More motivated 91 

b. About the same 85 

c. Less motivated .92 

Chi Square Significance Level = .00 

2. B}: Length of Stay in TemEorary Shelter (N=270) 

a. One night 36 

b. Two to seven nights 104 

c. Eight to 14 nights 74 

d. Over 14 nights 56 

Chi Square Significance Level = .01 

3. B}: Family Contact with Project (N=271) 

a. No . . :a 117 

b. Yes 
154 

Chi Square Significance Level = .12 

4. By ParticiEation in Family Counseling 

(N=271) 

a. No 
171 

b. Yes 
100 

Chi Square Significance Level = .07 

Percent 
Success 

72 

89 
66 
61 

58 
66 
76 
86 

67 
76 

68 
79 

---------------------------------------------
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Table E-23 

Variations in Success on Criterion V-A, Indicator 3, 

According to Key Client and Service Characteristics 

Performance on Criterion V-A, Indicator 3: 
Was the youth's most important problem 
resolved or somewhat resolved? (Youth at 
Termination) 

Entire Client Impact Sample 

1. By Age (N=17l) 

a. Nine to 14 
b. 15 to 16 
c. 17 to 19* 

Chi Square Significance Level = .01 

2. By Living Situation Before Arrival at 
Project (N"167) 

a. One na~al or step-parent 
b. Two natural or step-parents 
c. Foster parent(s), group home, 

or secure institution 
d. With other relat;~. on own or with 

friends, or oth~-

I Chi Square Significance Level = .44 

3. B}: Referral Source (N=169) 

a. Came on own or referred by parents 
b. Pub~ic or priy~te agency 
c. ProJect outreach or other 

Chi Square Significance Level = .38 

4. By Family Motivation, Relative to Other 
Families (N=17l) 

a. More motivated 
b. About the same 
c. Less motivated 

Chi Square Significance Level = .03 

Number Percent 
of Cases Success 

252 59 

50 
84 
37 

39 
70 
28 

30 

60 
92 
17 

29 
38 
31 

6.2 
4"2 
68 

59 
46 
61 

53 

55 
47 
65 

66 
50 
39 

*One youth in the client impact sample was 19 years old. 
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Table E-23, Cant. 

Performance on Criterion V-A, Indicator 3 Number Percent 
of Cases Success 

5. Bl Length of Stay in TemEorary Shelter 
(N=170) 

a. One night 20 50 
b. Two to seven nights 62 42 
c. Eight to 14 nights 49 53 
d. Over 14 nights 39 72 

Chi Square Significance Level = .03 

6. By Family Contact with Proj ect (N=l71) 

a. No 64 47 
b. Yes 107 56 

Chi Square Significance Level = .31 

7. By Participation in Family Counseling (N=l71) 

a. No 101 50 
b. Yes 70 57 

Chi Square Significance Level = .41 
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Service V;lrj abies: Vuriation Among 'Projects 
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Table E-26 

P~~ject Performance on Selected Indicators 

In Terms of the Generic Guideline Typolo8l 

"" 

Percentage of Posi ti v,e Outcome 

National Type A Type B Trpe C 
Criteria/Indicators Sample Projects Projects Projects 

II-A: Were Services Helpful? 
Indicator 1: Youth at Termination 81% 93% 76% 78% 

(156)· (42) (91) (23) 

II I-A: Is the Youth Going To (Living In) 
the "Best Place"? 

Indicator 1: Staff at Termination 81% 88% 80\ 64\ 
( (238) (73) (120) (45) 

,IV-A: Did Project Assist Youth In Assuming 
Responsibility? 

Indicator 1 : Youth had say "overall" 73~. 909• 64% 74'. 
(184) (51) (106) (27) 

Indicator 2: Youth helped develop 51% 75% 41% 48\ 
service plan (184) (51) (106) (27) 
Indicator 3: Youth helped develop 53\ 73\ 47% 41% 
service goals (184) (51) (106) (27) 
Indicator 4: Youth had a say in where 60% 75\ 53% 63'0 
to live (184) (51) (106) (27) 

IV-B: Is the Youth Better Able To ~fake 
Decisions About the Future? 

Indicator 1 : Staff at Termination 63% 74% 59% 57% 
(252) (76) (129) (47) 

Indicator 2: Youth at Termination 73% 81% 72% .... 
(113) (31) (68) 

Indicator -I: Staff at Follow-Up 67~. 81% 67\ .... 
(67) (21) (36) 

V-A: Did Project Assist In Resolution 
of Youth's Major PrOblem? 

Indicator 1: Did project services 7211; 78% 75\ 52'. 
help the youth overall? . ""," (2il) (82) (141 ) (48) 
Indicator 3: Was the youth's major 53" 62% 50\ 46% 
problem resolved? (Youth at Termination) (174) (50) (100) (24) 
Indicator 6: Was the youth's major 60"0 41% 69% ... 
problem resolved? (Youth at Follow-Up) (96) (22) (62) 

.. 

Chi-
Square 
Signi-
ficance 

,06 

,01 

,DO 

,DO 

.00 

.03 

.07 

.05 

.07 

.00 

.06 

.02 

Numbers in parentheses represent the total number of cases for that particular category . ... 
Too few cases all which to base a conclusion. 
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Table E-27 

Project Performance on Selected Indicators 
In Tc'rms of Goal-Specific Typologies 

Percentage of.Positiv.e Outc;me 

National Type A Type B Type C 
Criteria/Indicators Sample Projects Projects Projects 

GOAL 2 n'POLOGIES 

ll-A: Were Services Helpful? 

Indicator 1: Youth at Termination 81\ 90\ 7l~. N.A. 
(156) • (80) (76) 

Il-C: Have Family Relations Impl~oved? 

Indicator 6: Youth said more 'time with 50\ 61% 4l'.\; N.A. 
family (82) (36) (46) 

Indicutor 8: Y~uth said easier to talk 51% 60% 40\ N.A. 
(82) (37) (45) 

Indicator 9: Parent said eader to talk 45\ 63\ 35% N.A. 
(72) (32) (40) 

I GOAL 3 TYPOLOGIES 

III-B: Is Youth Living Situat:Lon Stable? 

Indicator 4: Youth probably won't run 62\ 28\ 60'l; 27% 
in the future (Youth at Follow-Up) (95) (43) (30) (22) 

GOAL 4 TYPOLOGIES 

IV-A: Did Project Assist Youth In Assuming 
Responsibility? 

Indica tor l: Youth had say "overel :;,1' 73\ 81\ 78\ 61':; 
(184) (52) (71) (61) 

Indicator 2: Youth helped develop own 52\ 67% 52\ 36'0 

! 
service plan (184) (52) (71) (b1 ) 

Indicator 3: Youth helped dev~lop 53% 69'0 54'0 39'\i 
I service goa1~ (184) (52) (71) (61) 
I 
I Indica;,or 4: Youth had a,~ay in where 60\ 67% 66'6 47'. 
I 

I to live (184) (52) (71 ) (61) 

i IV-D: Is the Youth Better Able To ~Iake 
, Decisions About the Future? 

Indicator 1: Staff at Termination 63\ 75'\ 70·. 45\ 
(252) (73) (94) (85) 

Indicator 2: Youth at Termination 73\ 72'\ 8~' 59% -. 
(l13) (36) (45) (32) 

IV-C: Did the Youth Learn About Other 
Community Resources? 

Indicator I: Youth at Termination 73', 76', 79'. 64~. 
(184) (53) (70) (61 ) 

• Numbers in parentheses represent the total number of cases for the particular category. 

Chi-
Square 
Signi-
fic:ance 
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COST ANALYSIS: SU PPORTIVE DATA 
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17 in:~e.;um~ers ~cross the top of those tables that list data for the 
~v~ ua proJects participating in th 

h e cost study correspond to 
t e projects in the following manner:, 

01 Country Roads 
Montpelier, VT 

03 Sanctuary 
Huntington, NY 

04 Second Mile 
Hyattsville, MD 

OS Voyage House 
Philadelphia, PA 

06 Patchwork 
Charleston, WV 

07 Center for Youth 
Alternatives 

Louisville, KY 

08 Oasis House 
Nashville, TN 

09 Crossroads 
Charleston, SC 

10 Safe Space 
Cleveland, OH 

. ..... -

12 Ozone House 
Ann Arbor, MI 

13 Pathfinders 
Mil waukee, WI 

14 The Greenhouse 
New Orleans, LA 

15 

16 

18 

19 

20 

Amistad 
Albuquerque, NM 

Youth Emergency Services 
University City, MO 

Berkeley Youth Alternatives 
Berkeley, CA 

Open Inn 
Tucson, AZ 

Skagit Group Ranch Homes 
Burlington, WA 
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Project YOB 

Country Roads, $46,500 
~Iontpelier VT 

Sanctuary, $64,000 Huntington NY 

Second Mil e , $68,500 Hyattsville ~ID 

Voyage House, $73,000 Philadelphia PA 

Patchwork, $71,900 Charleston II'V 

Center for Youth 
Alternatives, $75,000 
Louisville KY 

Oasis House, $85,000 Nashville TN 

Crossroads, $65,823 Charleston SC 

Safe Space, $85,000 Cleveland OH 

O:one House, $70,000 Ann Arbor MI 

Pathfinders, $70,000 
~Iilwaukce WI 

The Greenhouse, $73,000 New Orleans L\ 

Amistad, $i'3,OOO Albuquerque N~I 

YES, $66,712 University City ~~ 

BYA, $70,104 Berkcley CA 

Open Inn, $67,000 Tucson AZ 

Skagit Group Ranch Home $25,114 Burlington \~A 

Preceding page blank 

F- ; 

Tab1c F-l 

Funding, Fiscal Year 1978-1979 

Title 
LEAA XX CETA State County 

-- -- -- -- --

-- -- $16,494 -- --

-- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- --

-- -- $18,600 -- --

-- -- $17,300 -- $32,450 

-- $40,500 -- -- --

-- -- -- $33,617 --

-- -- -- -- --

-- -- -- -- --

$ 8,359 -- -- -- S 4,500 

-- $75,000 -- -- --

$11,136 -- $ 5,088 -- $ :!,347 

-- $55,000 $10,000 -- --
~ .... 
550,000 -- 307.~92 -- $80,080 

$61,000 -- 514,000 -- --
544,370 -- 5 7,635 $ 7,500 $ 2,790 

Total 
City Other Funding 

" 

-- $ 5,480 $ 51,980 

$20,074 -- $100,568 

-- $42,100 $110,600 

-- $15,388 $ 88,388 . 
-- $21,900 $112,400 

-- $12,300 $137,050 

-- $15,075 $140,575 

-- -- S 99,440 

-- 591,162 $176,162 

-- S 1,800 S 71,800 

-- $4;,041 S129,900 

-- $49,111 $197,111 

-- $ 8,000 $ 92,136 

-- $84,975 5216,687 

$ 7,000 $12,500 $526,976 

-- $ 6,700 $148,700 

-- $ 4,930 $ 92,330 
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Projects 
., 

Country Roads, 
~Iontpelier VT 

Sanctuary, 
Huntington :-IY 

Second ~lil e, 
Hyattsville ~1D 

Voyage House, 
Philadelphia PA 

Patchwork, 
Charleston 11'\1 

Center for Youth 
Alternatives, 
Louisville KY 

Oasis House, 
Nashville TN 

Crossroads, 
Charleston SC 

Safe Space, 
Cleveland OH 

Ozone !louse, 
Ann Arbor m 

Pathfinders, 
mlwaukee IH 

The Greenhouse, 
New Orleans LA 

Amistad, 
Albuquerque :-1M 

YES, 
Uni vers i tr Ci ty ~1O 

BYA, 
Berkeler CA 

Open Inn, 
Tucson ,\: 

Skagi t Group R:lnch Homes 
Burlin~ton II'" 

F-Il 

Table F-2 
Measures of Project Size 

Total August Full-Time Total Number 
Hours I~orked Equivalent of Reported 
by Staff Staff Clients 

789 4.9 32 

1,663 10.3 53 

2,229 12.1 56 

2,588 14.0 23 

1,643 8.~ 37 

2,383 12.9 113 

2,653 15.4 74 

1,229 6.6 111 

2,730 14.8 80 

2,280 12.3 42 

2,919 18.1 37 

2,112 13.1 77 

1,767 10.2 29 

1,961 12.1 58 

3,331 20.6 59 . ........ 

2,961 lS.3 59 

1,809 10.5 17 

:ir"tals mar be off I'. due to rounding, 

.~ 

Average Average Clients 
Staff Hours Per Full-Time 
Per Client Equivalent Staff 

24.6 6.5 

31.3 5.1 

39.8 4.6 

112.5 1.6 

. 
44.4 4.1 

21.0 8.8 

, 

35.8 4.8 

11.0 16.8 

34.1 5.4 
(-

54.3 3.4 

78.9 2.0 

27.4 5.9 

60.9 2.8 

; 
33.8 4.S 

56.5 2.9 

50.2 3.2 

II 
II 

1 

106.4 1.6 

c rfl'," " 
~I 

F-9 

Table F-3 
Paid Staff Hours Distributed Across All Project Activities 

Average for Maximum Minimum 
Service Categories All Projects Time Spent Time Spent 

Indirect Services 

• Vacation 6% 14% 0% 
• Administrative activities 23% 37% 5% 

• Case management 7% 12% 3% 

• Volunteer recruitment 
2% and training 5% 0% 

• Community education 
3% activities 6% 1% 

" 

Direct Services 

• Emergency counseling, 
8% 39% information and referral 1% 

• Intake 2% 4% 0% 

• Shelter management 25% 60% 2% 

• Individual counseling 8% 19% 2% 

• Family counseling 3% 9% 1% 

• Group counseling 3% 9% 0% 

• Other group activities 6% 26% 0% 

• Placement 
:/ 

1% 2% 0% 

• Support and advocacy 2% 4% 1% 

• Follow-up 1% 4% 0% 

• Other direct services 1% 6% 096 
• 

Total Percentage of' fime on: 

• Indirect services 41% 60% 22% 

• Direct services 5996 78% . 40% 

, 



Tot:!1 Indirect Services 

Vacation 

Administrutive 
'\ 

Cuse Management 

Volunteer Recruitment and Training 

Community Education Activities 

~otals may be 1\ off due to rounding error, 

Tota I ()j rect Services 

I!m~rgl'ncy Counsel ing and Information and lleferl'al 

Intake 

All Services to lIoused Youth 

All Services to Nonhoused Youth 

Miscellaneous Direct Services 

ilTotals may be 1·. off due to roundjng el'ror, 

l 

'I I 

01 

49 

12 

26 

8 

1 

2 

TallIe (l-4 

Indirect Service Activities 

(Percent of Total Time)a 

03 04 05 06 07 

60 44 56 4? 38 

14 3 S 6 10 

31 28 37 18 17 

8 7 8 7 6 

1 3 5 5 2 

6 3 1 6 3 

Table F-5 

08 

34 

0 

22 

9 

1 

2 

Direct Service Activities By Client Type 

(Percent of Total Time)a 

01 03 04 05 06 07 08 

51 40 56 44 58 62 6t1 

2 2 3 1 5 2 ) 

2 0 1 1 4 2 1 

19 23 40 12 37 55 61 

2S 14 3 27 12 3 2 

2 I 0 " 0 0 1 

" 

.. 

09 10 12 13 14 15 

40 2S 48 43 42 2Z 

3 2 11 3 7 9 

26 11 27 2S 21 5 

9 6 5 8 9 6 

1 5 1 5 2 t 

1 1 4 2 3 2 

09 )0 12 13 14 15 

tlO 75 52 57 58 78 

2 1<1 35 7 7 1 

4 1 1 2 1 1 

50 49 3 39 46 72 

3 9 11 4 2 2 

0 0 1 6 2 2 

16 18 

44 41 

7 <jI 

30 33 

5 3 

1 1 

1 4 

16 18 

S& ~9 

12 2 

2 Q. 

40 37 

1 20 

1 0 

19 

32 

t 

17 

12 

1 

2 

19 

68 

3 

1 

62 

2 

1 

20 

37 

7 

19 

J 

1 

2 

20 

63 

39 

2 

21 

6 

1 

T 
..... 
c 

, 

, 



Total Direct Services 

Tub I e:..!.::! 
Ilirect Service Activities By Activity Type 

(Purccllt of Total Timc) a 

01 03 ()4 OS 06 07 08 09 

51 40 56 44 58 62 66 60 

[lmergcllcy Counscling and Information and Referral 2 2 3 1 S 2 1 Z 

Intake 2 0 1 1 4 2 1 4 

Shelter Management 
'} 

2 IS 36 8 11 28 46 24 

Individual Counseling 17 9 9 6 19 8 6 14 

Fumily Counseling 6 5 4 0 2 2 4 2 

Group Counseling 3 2 0 4' 10 3 1 3 

Other Group Activities IS J 3 26 2 12 5 4 

rlucem~nt Activities 2 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 

SUllport lind Advocacy 1 3 1 1 2 2 1 4 

r:ollow-Ilp 0 0 0 0 2 2 4' 0 

Mi:;celluneous Direct Services 2 I II 4 0 0 1 II 

:I,/,otuls IO:IY he I". off due to rounding error. 

7 I 

..-----~------.-~ ---,'--------

· -

10 12 13 14 15 

7S 52 57 58 78 

16 35 7 7 1 
,,-

1 1 2 1 1 

29 2 21 28 60 

18 2 5 7 7 

5 9 1 2 2 

0 1 6 9 2 

1 4' 5 3 3 

1 0 1 0 0 

3 1 2 1 1 

1 0 4 0 1 

0 1 6 2 2 

16 18 

56 59 

12 2 

2 0 

32 20 

2 <I, 

1 2 

3 3 

1 23 

0 0 

1 4 

1 0 

1 0 

19 

68 

3 

1 

SO 

6 

2 

1 

2 

0 

3 

0 

1 

20 

63 

39 

2 

17 

2 -.-
3 

1 

4' 

0 

5 

0 

1 

"Tl 
I ..... .... 

\ 

, 
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Table F-7 

Payroll Resources Distributed Across All Project Activities 

Average for Maximum Minimum 
Service Categories All Proj ects Percent Spent Percent Spent 

Indirect Services 

• Vacation 8% 18% 0% 

• Administrative 26% 39% 6% 

• Case management 9% 17% 4% 

• Volunteer recruit- 2% 7% 0% ment and training 

• Community educa- 4% 7% 1% tion activities Tot II 1 [ndi,'cct SOl'viclls 

Vaclltion 
Direct Services 

• Emergency counsel-
ing, information 6% 38% 1% 
and referral 

( 
Adnli n i st rnth'e '\ 

Cllse ManugeOll'nt 

Volunteer !tecl'lIi tment und 'I'rllining 

• Intake 1% 4% 0% Cumprehensive Community Activities 

• Shel~er management ,19% 56% 0% 
IITotuls may he 1"0 off duo to rounding error. 

• Individual counseling 8% 22% 1% 

• Family counseling 4% 16% 0% 

• Group counseling 3% 9% 0% 

• Other group 5% 20% 0% activities 

• Placement 1% 3% 0% 

• Support and 2% 6% 0% advocacy 
". 

• Follow-up 1% 4% 0% 

• Other direct 1% 4% 096 services 

Total Percent of the 

I 
Budget SEent on: 

• Total Indirect 49% 70% 27 90 

• Total Direct 51% 73gci 30% (~ 

Tuble F-8 -.. --._-
IlIdl1:~ct Service-Activities 

(Percent of Payroll !tcsources) a 

OJ 03 04 U5 06 07 OS 

48 70 47 {j2 47 41 41 

10 18 4 16 6 13 0 

27 34 29 34 23 17 26 

7 Jl 9 8 7 7 11 

1 1 3 3 3 1 1 

3 7 3 1 7 4 2 

,. 

O!l ' 

42 

3 

26 

10 

1 

1 

to 12 13 14 15 

29 {j7 S8 57 27 

1 17 4 11 12 

13 36 3S 26 6 

8 6 11 11 7 

4 1 7 3 ~ 

1 7 2 7 2 

, 

16 18 

57 48 

8 ~ 

39 38 

7 4 

2 1 

2 5 

1'* 

48 

~ 

28 

J7 

1 

3 

20 

48 

7 

32 

4 

2 

4 

, 

'TI 
1 ..... 

1;1 
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Table F-9 

llirect Service Activities By Activity TnlC 

(Percent of Payroll Resources) U 

. 
01 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 

Totlll Ilirect Serviccs 52 30 53 38 53 59 59 58 

r:mcrgency Coun:;e!illg and Information and Referral 2 3 3 1 6 2 I 2 

Illt:lke 3 0 I IjI 4 2 I 4 

Shelter Managl'lUcnt 3 1 30 9 12 24 38 24 

Individual Cuun:;eling 15 10 11 5 13 9 8 15 
1--. 

r:Jod I y C:olln!lu/ i IIg 8 CJ 4 0 3 2 5 2 
-- -

Group CO\lu:;Cliug 4 2 0 IjI 9 3 2 3 
._------------------
Other Group ,\ctivitic!\ 12 I 2 20 2 12 2 I --_._----- ._ .. - -
1'1 aCeml'llt 3 2 II I 1 0 1 . I 

. _------.. -------------_ .. - -. ------
Support :Iud IIdvllcal')' () 3 1 I I 2 J 4 
._---------______ 0 ____ ._------ r-- --
Foll()\~-IIJl II II (l II J 3 4> II 

.--------_._---- -.--- ----r--- --_ ... - -- I--:- --
~Ii sec I I HnO()II:; IIi reet !-it'I'vice:; :! I n :! 0 U I II 

UTotals may he I". (Iff due to I'()undilll: e I'r() 1'. 

(,'-, 
~ 

.. 

~-"---~----------

10 12 13 14 15 16 18 19 20 

71 33 42 43 73 43 52 52 52 

9 12 5 4 1 5 3 3 38 

1 0 1 I 1 2 0 I 2 

27 2 13 18 56 27 14 30 rJ 

22 1 6 5 6 2 5 7 2 

5 16 2 3 2 0 2 3 2 

0 0 5 9 2 3 3 1 1 
-

1 IjI 2 1 2 0 19 2 IjI 

2 0 J 0 0 0 1 0 0 

4 0 0 1 1 2 6 4 6 

0 0 4 0 1 4> J J 0 

I () 4 3 1 1 0 1 I 

'TI 
I .... 
'" 

, 

\ 

, 

f 

-



\ 

\ 

.. 

-------- - ~-

t, 

~ I 

--~---------

i 
~ 
{i i 

·1 

II 
Ii , 

I: 
I! 
1; 

( 

F-l5 

Table F-IO 

All Staff Hours Distributed Across All Project Activities 

Average for Maximum Minimum 
Service Categories All Projects Time Spent Time Spent 

Indirect Services 

• Vacation 6% 14% 0% 

• Administrative 25% 38% 6% 

• Case management 7% 13% 3% 

• Volunteer recruitment • 
and training 2% 7% 0% 

• Community education 3% 6% 1% activities 

Direct Services 

• Emergency counseling 
information and 9% 45% 1% 
referral 

• Intake 2% 4% 0% 

• Shelter management 22% 57% 1% 
8 Individual counseling 8% 19% 2% 

• Family counseling 3% 11% 0% 

• Group counseling 3% 9% 0% 
..... 

• Other group activities 6% 26% O~ ,0 

• Placement 1% 2% 0% 

• Support and advocacy 2% 5% 0% 

• Follow-up 1% 4% 0% 

• Other direct seNices 1% 6% 0% 

Total Percentage of Time On: 

• Total Indirect 44% 62% 28% 

• Total Direct 56% 72% 38% 

. .... 
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Tuble F-ll ----
Itll!in'\!t Sunice Activities 

(1lIll'c~'nt of Totul IIl11nun Resources, Including \)onuted Resources)u 

III 113 114 (15 OC> 07 08 09 10 12 13 14 15 16 18 19 20 

/1..11 Indil'u.:t Scrvi.:es 47 b2 44 51! 43 44 42 44 31 42 44 49 25 56 44 36 :H 

Va.:ation 7 17 3 11 5 14 0 4 2 9 2 9 10 8 ~ ~ 7 
-~ .. --

Admin i st rut i 011 
'\ 

27 29 28 34 22 19 27 28 14 23 26 24 6 38 35 19 19 

Case ~lalla!:um~'lIt 8 9 7 7 6 6 10 9 7 5 8 10 7 7 4 13 3 

\'olullt~'er Ilccrllitmcnt uml Training 1 0 3 5 3 1 1 1 7 1 5 3 ~ 1 2 1 1 
1--' ~---

Comprlllll'ns i Vl' Cunlillun i ty A.:t i \' it ies 3 6 3 1 6 4 3 2 1 4 2 4 2 2 4 2 2 

:ITotals mar h~. l'~ ort' due to rounding elTor. 

\ 

c 

, 
" 
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Table 11-12 

I>ircct Service Activitics By Activity Type 

(Pcrcent of 'fotal lIunllln Rcsourccs, Including Donated Rcsources)a 

III 03 04 OS 06 97 06 09 10 12 13 14 IS 16 18 19 20 

Totu I Hi rect Sct'vices 53 311 S~ 42 57 56 58 56 69 58 56 51 74 44 56 64 69 

HIIICrlll'ncy GOllnse Ii ng and Information and Referral 2 .3 3 1 5 2 1 2 13 41 7 6 1 10 2 3 45 
, 

Intuke 7. 0 1 1 " 2 1 4 1 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 2 
" 

Shelter Coveralle .2 13 36 / 12 22 36 22 25 1 20 21 57 23 17 45 14 

Indivhluul Cuunsel ing 18 9 8 5 18 9 7 14 19 2 5 6 8 2 4 6 2 

('umi I)' GOllnsl'l ing 7 5 4 0 2 2 4 2 5 11 1 2 2 1 2 2 3 
------
Group Counselillll 3 2 0 4> 9 3 2 3 0 1 6 8 2 2 3 1 1 
----.--- .. _-
Olilul' l:roup ,\l'tivities 16 1 3 26 2 12 5 4 1 4> 5 3 3 0 21 1 4> 
-' 

1'1 at.:L'JIICnt 2 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.-

Support and fldvllCUt.:y 1 .3 1 0 1 2 1 4 3 1 2 1 1 1 5 3 3 --.... ---_.--_. 
Follow-tip 0 0 0 0 1 2 4> 0 0 0 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 
----------------
Mi st.:cll uneous Hi rect Services 2 1 0 4 0 0 1 o j 0 1 6 3 1 1 0 1 0 

"Totals mny he I':. orf due to rouilding error. 

, 

, 
" ., 

-
~----~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ ,----
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Table F-l.3 

Dollar Values for All Direct Services 

Average for Maximum Minimum 
Direct Services All Projects Dollar Figure Dollar Figure 

Emergency counseling, 476 2,178 62 infonnation and referral 

Intake 102 355 0 

Shelter management 1,730 .3,877 2 

Individual counseling 718 2,554 77 

Family counseling 315 1,006 31.. 

Group counseling 257 944 0 

Other group activities 479 2,885 0 

Placement 69 194 .3 

Support and advocacy 196 881 1.3 

Follow-up 77 406 0 

Other direct services 115 40,' S 

Total 4,5.3.3 8,438 1,5.38 

\ 

1 
( i) 

. , 

-
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'I'uhle F-14 -----
,'otal Project tuhor I:xJlonclitllrcs On Iii reet Services B)' Activity 'I'yruu 

01 (/3 0,\ US Ull 07 08 09 10 12 13 14 IS 16 18 19 20 . 
tlm~'I'!:cncr COlln:;c\ ing, 

62 311,\ ~0\1 7,' 4111 HIS 131 140 1,038 71l1l 522 399 72 447 423 302 2,178 Information and Rufl:'rral -- '--- ---
Inta\.e 85 ,HI ()!I 0 355 229 100 287 127 3 135 87 40 164 19 103 88 

----
Shulter Covcl'age 92 B-1 2,4611 892 91lS 2,312 3,877 1,593 3,227 148 1,:!S3 1,892 2,986 2,403 2,090 2,852 2 

IIIJi\'iJual Counseling 4~~ 1,055 873 497 1,09-1 812 827 1,038 2,554 77 714 490 327 192 714 701 142 
, 

Familr Counseling 234 1149 357 31 243 179 481 146 6t8 1,006 211 281 85 39 274 252 118 
-!-._----

Group Counseling 128 210 3b 0 760 279 192 235 56 12 530 944 128 234 489 54 74 

Other Group Activitics 344 103 173 1,971 169 1,138 212 85 131 0 1'/4 70 123 35 2,885 155 0 
f--. 

\, I a~'l'IIICIl t 82 187 23 101 95 46 94 67 194 10 91 46 17 20 87 25 3 
~-

Support and Advoe:u:)' 13 335 75 69 111 165 88 251 417 19 39 72 55 137 881 346 333 

Follow-Up 6 49 17 23 63 247 0 27 5 2 406 23 38 0 100 60 5 

Mi SCI:' II uncous Ilirect Survices .54 119 37 241 31 5 129 23 71 12 407 357 57 127 36 116 38 

Total 1,538 3,144 4,374 3,899 4,367 5,610 6,131 3,892 8,438 2,069 4,622 4,661 3,928 3,798 7,998 4,966 2,981 

aTotals may be I". off due to rounding error, 

.. 
\ 
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Table F-15 

Imputed Dollar Values for All Direct Services 

Adjusted 
Average for Maximum 

Direct Services All Proj ects Figure 

Emergency counseling, information 1,103 5,532 and referral 
'Intake 154 364 

Shelter management 2,779 6,936 

Individual counseling 925 2,925 

Family counseling 381 1,113 

Group counseling 344 1,146 

Other group activities 848 4,706 

Placement 81 235 

Support and advocacy 254 1,222 

Follow-up 102 661 

Other direct services 203 1,105 

Total 7,174 12,799 

Adjusted 
Minimum 
Figure 

88 

47 

99 

198 

27 

0 

0 

17 
2,' 

0 

5 

2,277 

, 

\ 

1 

( 

- I 

t' 

-

, 

,,,, , 
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01 

limu rgl'lI':y COlllI!W I i 1IIl, 88 
~rnatjun mid RL·r~I'al 

Intake 97 

Shelter Coverage 9~ 

Individual COllnsC'Jinll 719 

Family Counselillg 282 

Group Coullseling 141 

Other Group Activities 653 

Placement 88 

Support and Advocacy 27 

Follow-Up 13 

~Ii see II uneous [Jirect Services 70 

Total 2,277 

Tuble F-16 

Total 1!..!!.i.£E!..J.ulJo1· HXJlendltures On Oircct Services By Act:lvity Type 
(Giving Vulue To Donated IIuman Resources)u 

03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 12 13 

317 298 101 469 229 147 112 1,943 4,218 1,233 

52 73 110 364 274 109 222 144 62 282 
" 

1,5'43 3,905 960 1,067 2,533 4,641 1,235 3,909 150 3,579 

1,091 906 760 1,710 1,001 920 779 2,925 221 800 

670 400 27 212 205 542 116 745 1,113 189 

229 38 0 840 395 209 173 60 123 1,091 

143 283 j,648 189 1,386 686 229 144 0 866 

189 26 79 114 53 101 44 235 34 101 

335 75 69 134 237 92 208 442 69 271 

46 16 24 128 242 0 20 75 18 661 

107 40 517 33 5 141 20 63 134 1,105 

4, '722 6,044 6,295 5,260 6,560 7,588 3,158 10,685 11,142 10,178 
,J.., 

aTotals muy he 1\ off due to rounding error. 

", 

---~----~.----------------------.~~.~-----------------------------------------------------------..------'-

14 15 J6 18 

818 104 1,102 556 

125 55 175 47 

2,844 4,151 2,641 3,837 

823 617 246 982 

319 118 61 467 

1,146 157 261 663 

407 189 49 4,706 
-

50 2'5 33 114 

IiI 69 169 1,222 

27 53 117 112 

463 95 156 93 

7,103 5,633 5,010' 12,709 

19 20 

504 5,532 

211 286 

6,936 1,669 

886 198 

371 378 

88 69 

217 0 

28 17 

441 332 

72 26 

164 57 

9,918 8,564 

.." , 
,..) 
..... 

.~,..",...-~-

Ii 
~ 
I 
I: 

I 
I 
" 

I 
I 

I 
J 
l 

I 

! 
b 
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Table F-17 

Dollar Values for All Direct Services by Client Type 

Maximum Minimum 
Average for Dollars Dollars 

Client Type All Projects Allocated Allocated 
-. 

Services to housed youth only 3,017 5,990 196 

Services to non-housed youth only 822 2,887 34 

Services to both housed and 693 2,304 191 non-housed youth 

Table F-18 

Imputed Dollar Values for All Direct Servi(:~~ by Cli~nt Type 
,~ 

\ 

Maximum Minimum 
~ ... " Average for Dollars Dollars 

Client Type All Proj ects Allocated Allocated 

Services to housed youth only 4,525 8,752 260 
1 

Services to non-housed youth only 1,189 4,311 48 

Services to both housed and non- 1,460 5,875 255 
housed youth 

( , 

" 



Table 11-19 

Total Project Lahor Expenditures On Direct Services Dy Client TypeD 

01 03 ()4 05 06 07 08 09 10 12 13 

Erne rgen.:y COUIISL' lIng, 
; 

Information alld Referral 62 304 247 74 461 198 131 140 1,038 780 522 

Intal,.e 85 49 68 0 355 229 100 287 127 3 135 

Services to /loused Youth 557 905 3,757 1,263 3,223 4,863 5,364 3,231 5,990 196 3,040 

Services to Non-I~uscd Youth 780 
" 

1,767 265 2,321 299 315 407 211 1,212 1,078 518 
c---" 
Miscellaneous !Jireet Services 54 119 37 241 31 5 129 23 71 12 407 

'I'otul 1,53!! 3,144 4,374 3,899 4,367 5,610 6,131 3,982 8,438 2,069 4,622 

UTotals mu)' be )9, off due to rounding error. 

01 

~m~rgenc)' Counseling, 88 Information and Referral 

Intake 97 

Servicl:s to /lousl'd YOllth 854 

Services to Non-lioused Youth 1,168 

Miscellaneous Oirect Services 70 
~. --." 

Totul 2,277 

Tahle F-20 

Total Project Labor Expenditures On DIrect Services By Client Typo 

(Giving Value To Donated Human Resources)a , 

03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 12 13 

317 282 101 469 229 147 112 1,943 4,218 1,233 

52 73 110 364 274 109 222 144 62 282 

2,437 5,337 1,495 3,465 6,723 2,650 7,0,23 260 6,627 

1,809 312 4,072 931 318 468 154 1,512 1,468 931 

107 40 517 33 5 1"1 20 63 134 1,105 

4,722 6,044 6,295 5,260 6,560 7,588 3,158 10,685 6,018 10,1711 
'i':'· 

aTotals may be 1\ off due to rounding error. 

14 ' 15 16 18 

39!I 72 447 423 

87' -10 164 19 

3,411 3,571 3,026 4,633 

405 188 34 2,887 

357 57 127 36 

4,661 3,928 3,798 7,998 

14 15 16 18 

818 104 1,102 556 

125 55 175· 47 

5,142 5,101 3,529 7,792 

55S 278 48 '4,311 " 

463 95 156 95 

7,103 5,633 5,010 12,799' 

19 20 

302 2,178 

103 88 

4,229 225 

216 452 
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4,966 2,981 
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Table F-21 

Per Client Costs by Client Type and Key Activities 

Average Average Maximum Minimum 
Per Client Number of Cost Per Cost Per 

Category Cost Clients Client Client 
Q 

All services to housed $159 23 $386 $ 10 youth 
,.~ 

All services to non-· $ 36 30 $211 $ 1 housed youth 

'Emergency counseling 
and information and $ 11 164 $ 80 <$ 1 
referral 

Individual counseling $ 18 38 $ 41 $ 6 

Family counseling $ 27 15 $144 $ 2 

Shelter coverage $ 75 23 $199 $ 2 

Total costs per client $ 96 53 $175 $ 48 

" 

) 

Table Jl-22 

Costs Per Client By Client :!l:P.c lind By Selected Activities
B 

01 03 0,' 05 06 07 08 09 10 12 13 14 15 16 18 19 20b 

Total I' a)"l"o II Costs 1,538 3,1,1·' .1.,374 3,899 4,3h7 5,<>10 6,131 3,8n 8,438 2,0119 4,622 .1,661 3,928 3,798 7,998 4,966 2,981 
. - - - -

Totul NUlllher of Clients 32 53 56 23 37 113 74 111 80 42 37 77 29 58 59 59 17 _. 
Totul Costs Pel' CI ient 48 59 78 169 118 50 83 35 lOS 49 125 60 135 65 136 84 175 

Tutal Cnsts I·ul' S~'I'\' i l'CS 'Ill 
557 !JUS 3,757 1,2113 3,223 4,8tJ3 5,3tJ.' 3,231 5,990 19tJ 3,040 3,411 3,571 3,026 4,633 4,229 225 

J~~s~~d \'~~J~ ____________ 
-->-- t-._-. 1--

Total NUlllht.'I' llf I!uu~ed CI i~'nts 17 3 28 12 16 40 24 36 42 20 23 40 15 34 12 37 1 _. ---_._. __ . ------ ---- ---, ---
Costs Per Illlll~H'd 1:1 ient 3;) 30:! 134 105 201 122 224 90 143 10 132 85 238 89 386 114 225 , 
'Iotal COlaS Fu/' Sl'r\' ices III 

71l1l 1,71>7 .!h5 :!,3~1 2!1\1 315 407 211 1,212 1,078 518 405 188 34 2,887 216 452 
~~~Ised \'()_'~~1!.. __ , _______ I --- ---- " 

Tutal Nlllllht.'I' of Nun-l!lIusc'd Youth 15 511 31 II 21 73 50 75 38 22 14 37 14 24 47 22 16 
-------- ---- --- -

Costs Per Non-I!uu:;ell Youth 52 35 9 211 I·' .j II 3 -, 
.). 49 37 11 13 1 61 10 28 

'Iotal Cosu; I'UI' Iilllel'!:l'nCr ( .) ;;0" .!47 7·1 ,1<>1 1 ~Ht 131 140 I,U38 78U 522 39!l 72 447 423 302 2,178 
r:.~lSC 1 !~LSel'~i.£~'s '. 
lutal Numher of Clients -- --------.. ----- .. - -' 

_l~t.:.cl' i v j ng ,)"l'V i ~'ec Nfl 3:' 133 I> 31) 411 2<> 25 114 16·' 818 5 13 308 2S 737 2 
------ '-, 

Custs PCI' Client NA 9 2 Il 13 S 5 tJ 9 5 1 80 6 2 17 0,41 1,089 

lutal Clliot ~ I'lll' Individual 
·138 I,U5S 1173 497 I,U!II HI~ 827 I,031l 2,554 77 714 490 327 192 714 701 142 

.follnsel inll --Total Numher of Clients 
Nfl 32 44 23 37 51 tiD III 62 14 37 70 29 24 32 59 17 

Rt.'ceiving Service 
1--' --

Costs Per Client NA 33 20 2:! 30 ItJ 21 H 41 6 19 7 11 8 22 12 8 

lotal Costs 1'01' rdmlly 234 M!l 357 31 2013 179 ,\81 14<> bl8 I,UO<> 211 281 85 39 274 252 118 
COllnsel inl! 
'l'oiiiTNiiiiiher of Cl i ent s 

---1--

Recl'i vi I!.S Serv i ce 
Nfl 16 12 11) 23 1.2 30 22 28 7 11 10 8 16 7 27 15 

-
(;o:;ts Per (;1 ient NA 41 ~O 3 II 15 1<> 7 22 144 19 28 11 2 39 9 8 

, ,-
Tlltal Cnsu 1'01' Shl'! tl'r . 
MaltaKl'ml'nt 

92 114 2,468 892 9115 2,31.2 3,871 1,593 3,:!27 1<\8 i ,393 1,892 2,986 2,403 2,090 2,852 2 --_ .. --- .--
TotHI NIIIUhl'I' of 1I0us~'d Youth 17 3 28 12 II, ,10 24 3h 42 20 23 40 15 34 12 37 1 

-- -,----- -
Costs Per CI ient S 28 88 7,\ II:! 58 162 44 77 7 61 47 199 7U 174 77 2 

aTlltuls may he I'~ off dlle to rOlllllling l'rror. 

hThe h1llhcst'-pnid persoll at Skuglt Group itullch Humes -~ the lixccut i\'l' lIircctor -- worked several unpaid ell\erg~'ncy shifts .,Juring August, 
\'uillcd at hel' hourly ratc, the total value for donated resources moves lip ustl'onomically. 

When these ure 

Clncludcs telephone calls as client "contacts," 
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Table F-23 

Per Client Costs by Client Type and Key Activities 

Giving Value to Donated Labor 

Average Average Maximum 
Per Client Number of Cost Per 
Costs Clients Client 

Category 

All services to housed 
youth 

$250 23 $649 

All services to non- $ 56 30 $370 
housed youth 

Emergency counseling 
$ 20 164 $164 and information and 

referral services 

Individual counseling $ 23 38 $ 47 

Family counseling $ 30 15 $159 

Shelter coverage $150 23 $320 

Total costs per client $141 53 $275 

Minimum 
Cost Per 
Client 

$ 13 

$ 2 

( 
$ 1 

$ 10 

$ 3 

$ 6 

$ 28 

( 

I 

III 11,\ ,II 

'1111 it I I'ap'ull Cllsls .!t~77 ·1, i.!.! h.III.1 --_ .... -- - ._ ... _-- .. __ ._ .... _--... -....... ...... . '''-.'' . _., ...... ~. 

Total NlImhl'I' uf (;lllmls 32 5~ 5h -_._--_ ... _---.. -'-.- ---_ .. -.- ...... 1-' • - .... _ .. -...... '''--'---
'I'llta I Costs l'cl' G! il'lIt 71 IW 11111 

lula I Cu~ts l'ul' Sl' I'V Il'l' S 'Iu 
IlS·1 .!. L,'l ,.. ... ., 

IhlllSl'J YOlit" ~l I ."1 ... I . _. -.'_-_'_-' .. _' __ 0_- ...... _ ... _' .. _ ......... ____ .,._ ......... . . - .0 •• 

Tlltal NUnlhl'r of lIulI~I''' <:1 il'llt~ 17 3 .!li 
... -_._-_ ........ - "-""" ,-- .. .... -_ ....... -.. ,- ........ ... _- -.-
C()~I I'l'r 11011 ~l'll (;1 i l'llt 4" iii.! I!I(I 

~ ut a I t:usl~ 1'''1' Scn ,n':. Iv 
NOli-lilli,"'" YUllt" 

I • 11.11 J .hll~1 ,\ I ~ 
... -- _ ..... '" ... , ......... _ .......... , .... , -... .. , .. - .. -- ... _ .. 
Tutal ~'hllllhcl' Ill' NIIII~lh)lISl'!I ,"Ullt" 15 ~CI 31 

•• ____ .0, .. -- ---_.- .-- ..... . ..... ... 0"._ . ........ -, ... - ..... ... -- _ .. 
CU~I:; Pl'l' ~1l1l·lhIlISl',1 ,"ulIlh 711 ,\\1 III 

I III ,II l:u.;lS lUI' I.lIll'I·,:l'II\'Y Ii II ,\I 7 ':H.! C(I'Ulsl'1 ill!! SCI'\'i,'\''; . 
"'Ill ill'Niln,ii~'17-iif'I:'1 icii't-:.;--- ~ .. - _ .. -1---.- "'--"- . 
II ., S ' I: Nt. 35 133 __ ~~ .• t;J ,Yl!!1l. . .:...l:.!',~! ~~C:_ .• ___ " __ 1--- - ... _-
t:lIst~ Per CI lent -- 9 .! 

Total CuSlS I'UI' 111111\' IlIlIal 71!) I.U91 !IIII> .(;2.11.n_sc I i.!!1: _______ . _____ ---- -"'-....... ----11llal Nllmher nf Cli"lIts Nt. -, .... 
J!!:~'!.~~'!£.~~.~~ _______ ,,-

----- ._---- --- --
Cn:;ts Per CI icnt -- .'\1 21 

Tutlll Cnsts I'ul' Fmnily :!Rl 1t711 ,II HI 
ell!!!l:;e II.!!./!. 

I-ijttnl Nllmhur of C:llcnt s ---.. -- --- _ ... ---... 1--- ---
Nt. Ih I.! 

Rl'cclvinc Service ..... __ .. .. __ . ----
Cn .. ts Per Clll'llt -- ,I.! 33 

Tutal Costs I nl' Shelll'I' !I!) I.fd,' 3.lIII:' 
~1:1IH1l!l'ml~n t - ---_ ... ..... __ ._-
Totul Nllml~er of IInmwd \'ollth 17 .l 28 

Cosu Per Client (, 51,1 13!1 

UTotah .uy bo 1\ off due to roulltlin.: error. 

"uhle 11-24 

!'l:r, ~:,' I ~!!I.t ,l~)-''' ~I!_ y!!.!~~l' ~.~ t'J.'!.~p~~'rv L'-:..,:.:!.. 
«(i I v i "11 Va I tiC '1'0 lIullllted IIu.an Res'!u reel!) II 

1I!i IIh 117 1111 II!) IfI 12 

h • ..!!)[, r, .~hU h.!ihU 7,51111 3,1511 lII,hll5 () ,14.! 
..... ,_ ... . -- . '" . ---_ .. ._._.- ---'-- .--"--1--'--,-.. , ., . 113 N 111 IHI ·Il 
- . .. - .. _ ..... _.-_ ..... ---- .--- 1--'" ._--

.!·I!, I·I.! !il! J113 26 13·1 1,111 

I.IW. 3. III:. 

::'~::r' "'. .!,OSII 7 .II.!,~ .!I,II 
.. ..... ---.. -.. --··~~-r-2~; J': III .1(1 .!-I 3b 

" .. -- . --_ .. -,-- L.... __ --'-.--.--
I.!:, .?Ii' 1·1:\ 21111 7,1 11>71 J" 

I 

I.U7.! \131 31/\ 41111 15·1 I.!il.! 1.,lul! _ ... -.... -_ .... --- .. -. ,' .. _ .. - ._-_ ... ._ .-_..1 •• __ •.• 

" 21 ,',"I 51) 75 :18 ! ~:! ---_._. --- --- --- .. _ .. - --' --t-~--
3711 ',I :1 !) :1 ,1111 h7 

1111 

"." f "" 
1./7 II! 1.\1-13 -1,2111 

.J> .... .. -_ ............. , .. ..... -- .-_ .... _. _.-_. ._----
It 

. ___ :\~', "" - :1 ~'. .!ll :!5 114 Ih,l 
"-'" ._-_. 1----- ..._---

Ii 1,\ II (, 4 17 lh 

71,11 1.7111 I • till I !);!U ;711 ;!,~'!5 .!21 
.-.'" . . _-........ . - ... -. -._-- ---_. ---- -,-_., :li fd • ,III III h:! 1-1 

. "'--'._- -.--. -.- .... .... -_. --'-' --- .. _---
,l.) ,Ih .!II .!3 7 -17 Ih 

, .. -, 21~ .:!Cl5 54:! lilt 7-15 1.113 --- ... -_.- --- ........ ,- ---- --- '-- ,---. 

'" 
,- I.! 3U ;!~ 2ft 7 .. " 

.. _-- -_ .. --- -_. .---1---
3 !I Ii 18 5 27 I !ill 

!1I.11 1.lIlt7 ' r. ...... ~ , .. '.'t.l -I.boll 1,235 3, !)()!) lSI) ._-- -_ .... -... __ .. ._-- ------
L! Ih ,III :!,I 3e, 42 20 
-~-1---

811 67 63 l!13 34 !13 8 

13 1,1 IS 1h 18 17 211h 

1fI,I711 7,IlI3 5,hH 5,UIO Il,nln H,VIS 1I,5M 
----1---- --'-- ---~-- ---' 

37 77 Z!I 511 5!I 59 17 _._- _. --
275 lI2 IlI4 Sb 217 1(,/1 504 

b.h.!7 5 .... 2 S.IUI 3,5.:W 7.7!1:! 8.752 2.134 --_ . ~- .. ,-,,) ,10 IS 34 12 37 I 
---

:!RS 1:!9 3411 104 649 237 2,134 

\131 555 2711 411 4.311 287 555 
1---._. -' 

1-1 37 14 24 47 22 16 

-'-' 
117 IS 2U 2 92 13 35 

1.233 81R IU4 1,102 SSe. 504 5,532 
--

818 5 13 308 25 737 2 
f-' 

2 164 8 4 22 0,68 2,766 

811U 823 617 246 982 886 198 

37 70 29 24 32 59 17 
f--_ . 

22 12 21 io 31 15 12 

1110 319 118 61 467 371 378 _._-
11 III 8 16 7 27 15 

--
17 32 IS 4 . 67 14 25 , 

3.S7!) 2.844 4,151 2.641 3,837 6.936 1.6~9 

23 40 IS 34 12 37 1 

ISIl 71 277 78 320 187 1,669 

bThe highest-paid person at Skagit Group Ranch lJomes -- tho Executive Director .- worked several unpaid emergency shifts during August, When these are 
v31ued at hor hourly rate, the total vnlue for donated resources moves up astronomIcally. 

clncludos telephone calls as client "contacts," 
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Table F-25 

Total August Costs: The Effect of Fixed Costs 

on Project Expenditures 

Maximum 
Average for Spent by 

Category All Projects Projects 

Total August payroll $ 4,533 $ 8,438 

Total August fixed costs $ 2,269 $ 5,528 

Total project budget for August $ 6,802 $12,551 

Number of clients 53 113 

Total cost per client $ 141 $ 229 (including fixed costs) 

Donated non-payroll resources $ 352 $ 2,280 

Total budget (including value to 
all donated resources, labor and $ 9,795 $17,845 
non-labor) 

Total cost per client (including $ 218 $ 342 value to all ,donated res.:>urces) 

, I 

Minimum 
Spent by 
Projects 

$ 1,538 

$ 368 

$ 3,044 

17 

$ 66 ( 
$ 0 

$ 3,783 

$ 79 

( 

I 
,,' \ 

• .. 

"lIhlc 11·26 

01 0;, II<! 05 lib 117 (18 U!. 10 12 13 14 IS H, 18 19 20b 

rut al t\Ullu~t Payrull ~ ,5:;11 3,101<1 " ,374 :\ ,II~I~I 4,3117 5,(11 II b,l:\1 :\,1I!J2 11,438 2 ,11M' 4,b22 ",661 3,9211 3,7!J1I 7,9911 4, !J6(, 2,!l1I1 
-- -------- --_., ,----1----1---- --_., 1-'-----
Tutnl III1/:u :a Flxcu Cllllts I,SUb :\bll I,C,71l 1,3114 3,024 2,419 1,1153 1,2114 2,MI 1,128 i ,23b 5,528 1,607 3,7!.1b 4,553 3,037 560 
----------- ..... -
Tutul Projcct 8udlll'r For IIl.)gust 3,044 3,512 6,044 5,2b3 7,391 8,029 7,984 5,09b 11 ,099 3,197 5,858 10,189 5,535 7,5!14 12,551 8,003 3,541 

~imhcl" of CI il,iitss(;r\7i.:Jlii---
-_ .. 1---1-'---1-' 

A"J:!'~t ._, '\ 32 53 56 23 37 113 74 111 80 42 37 77 29 58 59 59 17 

Tutal l:ollt Pcr G I il'lIt 95 Clb WR 229 201l 71 108 46 139 76 158 132 191 131 213 136 208 
(!!!.':,!!!.u,i.~.IL,.r.:.i.x..l~. CU::,I;~) 

fi"l;tnl I,aho,' t:o';t~, Illdulling 2,277 4,722 6,044 6,295 5,260 6,560 7,588 3,158 10,685 6,142 10,178 7,103 5,633 5,010 12,799 9,918 8,5\)4 
.!~l~!:! t!:'.c!J !!!!!I}I!!,!{~.~.!11~:':l.-! I) ~!.!l!!':; t 
lI(lllutell NUII-I,ahur 1tl':Wllrccll 0 325 250 200 1,825 0 2,280 0 30 100 0 0 100 0 493 0 25 
.!!!,~'J:!~ _____ . _. 
lutul 1II,llllct, IIIc\ullilll! 1111 3,783 5,415 7,964 7,859 10,109 8,979 11,721 4,362 13,376 7,370 11,414 12,631 1,340 8,806 17,845 12,955 9,149 
Ilunatl'll Itl'llOll"l'l'S 

"I ;i't-iar(;iiS'ti';:, j:-i:I'i'l'iii 
118 l(i2 142 342 273 79 158 39 167 175 308 164 253 152 302 220 538 

(Inclllalinl! 1111 IInll,l I I'll Itl'sourct'~) 

:ITotal~ 111:1)' Ill' I". urf IIIIC to r(IIIOIling error, 

hTht' hi I!hcllt -Jla hi Jlel'~OI\ at Skag,i t Group Ranch lIolIICS _. the Executive Director •• worked several unpaid emergency shifts during August. When these are 
\':lltlCu at 111'1' hutll'l), I'all', thl! total value for donated resources mOVtlS up astronomically. 

. . 

, 

! f 



'f 

i 
,. Ii'! 

Ii 

r __ ._-.< ___ _ 

I 
I 

I 

, 




