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PREFACE

Since 1974, the Youth Development Bureau (YDB) has funded local
g - Projects nationwide to provide assistance to runaway youth and their
L 1]

BPA Evaluation Team:

Runaway Youth Program, YDB contracted with Berkeley Planning Associates

to conduct a 19-month evaluation to determine the éxtent to which pro-
Deborah Daro, Project Director

. jects have operationaﬁized the four legislative goals of the program
‘ . -in-Charge 3 and their impact on the clients they serve in terms of these same four
g:iincigziée?fﬁlcer n & 8 goals. A representative group of 20 projects atross the country, re-
o
Richard Dodson

flecting the variety of the 127 projects funded by YDB in fisca
1977, was selected for inclusion in this study.

. the basic unit of analysis for the organizational
ponent of the study, while the youth and parents w
from these projects constituted our sample for the
ponent. This report summarizes the findings from t

Deborah Kogan

1 year
Shirley Langlois

These projects provided
goal assessment com-
ho received services
client impact com-

he total evaluation

With ‘Assistance From:

effort.
gz::rEOhgeGraaf We wish to thank the many people who helped us over the past 19
‘Charlez Froland 3' months, including the individual project directors, the staff members
Stephen Strack

of the projects, representatives from various agencies in the projects!
Tom Vitek communities, and the federal personnel in both the regional and central

YDB offices. 1In particular, we wish to thank our Project Officers,

2

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

Report #8: Evaluationbof the National Runaway Youth Program: Final of youth were invaluable dssets to the overall evaluation effort.

Report and Summary of Findings
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
NATIONAL EVALUATION OF THE RUNAWAY 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 seei unacceptablé 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 1life, 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 within 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 thelr 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 productlve side of society. Given all the conflict-
ing signals, it is not surprising that teenagers have problems, it is amazing
that most 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 (11-

18 years of age) rose from 1.6% to 3.4%.° Truancy and dropout rates in
high schools climbed dramatically. 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? attend school only sporadically. Running away

1Juvenile Court Statistics, Office of Youth Development, 1972, p. 41S5.

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 1973 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, the dimensions of the problem and the reactions of the general public
were unique to this period. Church groups and other community-based private
service agencies, such as settlement houses, YMCAs, and existing youth ser-
vice agencies, were the first to recognize the specific service needs of this
particular youth subpopulation. Several of these agencies began providing
temporary shelter and counseling to youth on the rum, locating their shelter
facilities in church basements, abandoned store fronts, and, in some cases,
the private homes 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
violence. 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 limited operating budgets of the early.
shelters. In response to this growing demand for services, Congress began
holding public hearings, first in the Senate and then in the House, to define
the nature of the runaway youth problem in the United States and to develop a
legislative program that would alleviate these difficulties. The National
Runaway Youth Program, initiated under the authorization of Title ITII of the
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, was designed to
address this "epidemic" of running away.

Since passage of the Act, the organizational form of these projects as
well as their staffing patterns and service delivery systems have undergone
substantial changes, with thesmajority becoming more complex, multi-
dimensional youth service agencies. Despite this pattern of organizational
growth, the service philosophy of these projects has remained constant. The
early runaway shelters developed from a humanistic value base which regarded
immediate accessibility, trust, non-judgmental and supportive interaction,
and the rights of youth as the tenets of quality service delivery. Although
much of the informality of the earlier system has given way to more formal
operating procedures, the value system inherent in the initial runaway
shelters has been successfully retained by the more established projects and
has been successfully transmitted 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 can be
assured of having their needs met and their nroblems addressed in the manner
most supportive and comfortable to them as opposad to the manner most con-
venient to the service provider.

ix

The Youth Development Bureau (YDB)1 has administered the Runaway Youth
Act since its passage. This Act authorizes the provision of grants, tgchnl—
cal assistance, and short-term training to public and private nop—p?oflt.
agencies, lecated dutside of the law enforcement structure arid the.Juvenlle_
justice syst<m, for the development and/or strengthening of gommunlty—based
programs of service which provide temporary shelter, counseling, aqd'after-
care services to runaway or otherwise homeless youth and their famllles:
These services are provided both directly by the projects apd 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 dutring 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.?

To date, YDB has supported a number of initiatives -- both progrgmmatic
and research -- designed to enhance the planning ahd delivgry of services to
runaway or otherwise homeless youth and their families. Slqce 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

IThe 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 Evaluatiop 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 bgtween'rupaway .
youth and their families and to refer them to needed services within their
conmunities.

3These 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 amendm%n?s
approved by Congress in 1977 that included "otherwise homeless youth' in
the Act's target population and YDB's modification of the secopd gogl,
requiring projects to reunite youth with their families only 'if this
[unification] is determined to be in the youth's best interests."




service requirements, including changes in both over time.' Add?tionally,
YDB has undertaken seve.al 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 %nformaFlon
base on runaway youth and on programmatic strategies for addressing the}r
needs. These data, however, are not sufficient to answer the more qualita-
tive questions regarding the effectiveness of the Bu?away Youth Act-funded
projects in meeting the needs of the youth and famlllgs served: In order to
obtain these data, YDB contracted with Berkeley Planning Associates to con-
duct a comprehensive evaluation of the National Runaway Yogth Program. .Thls
study, which was conducted over a 19-month period, was d§51gned to obta}n
evaluative data along two separate, but parallel, dimensions: a determina-,
tion of the extent to which a representative sample of the project§ funded
under the Runaway Youth Act have operationalized the four 1egi§1at}ve goals
(the organizational goal assessment study phase); and a determlnatlon‘of the
impact of the services provided on the clients served gs'measured against
these same goals (the client impact study phase). Additionally, BPA also .
conducted a cost analysis designed to profile the projectsj costs agd expendi-
tures, including the allocation of these resources to specific services and
activities.

I. SUMMARY OF EVALUATION PROCESS AND COMPONENTS

Throughout the evaluation effort, several interrelated obj?ctives were
pursued simultaneously. While we were principally concerned with tbe "out -
come'" or effectiveness of the runaway youth projects funded by YQB in terms
of their legislative mandate, we were also interested in fu?therlng 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 thg National Rgnaway
Youth Program but also to explore the unique aspects of projects' func?loplng,
highlighting the different approaches to service delivery emp}oyed by 1n@1-
vidual projects. More specifically, the study sought to'prov1de evaluative
information for answering the following key policy questions:

kY

1The data compiled through the Intake and Service Summary Eorm inc}ude
the demographic characteristics of the youth; their fami}y.settlngs/liv1ng
situations prior to receiving project services; the specific reasons tbey
sought /were referred to services; their sources of referrql to.the.pro?ects;
their previous runaway episodes and involvement with the.Juvenlle justice
system, as applicable; the services they received both dlyectly from tbe
project and through referrals to other service providerg in the community;
and their living arrangements at the termination of project services,
including, as applicable, the reason(s) they did not return home.
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e Have the projects operationalized the four goals of the program
as legislatively specified?

e What project, client, or community factors have facilitated or
hindered goal operationalization?

o What additional, local goals have been developed and operation-
alized by the projects to impact positively on their clients?

e Have the projects had an impact (in terms of the four legislative
goals) on the clients they serve?

e What services, methods of service provision, or client factors
have the greatest influence oh a project's cdpacity to have
positive impact on the clients served?

e What are the costs or providing various services to these
clients?

e In what way is the degree of operationalization of the legisla-
tive goals related to client impact?

e 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 subdivided into three distinct functional areas:

® the organizational goal assessment;
e the client impact assessment; and

e 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,
including 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 projects to familiarize BPA staff with the similarities
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
findings from both of these initial reviews served as the backdrop against
which the three essential evaluation components were designed and implemented.
One of the first tasks in the conduct of the evaluation was to select a
sample of projects for inclusion in the Study. It was considered important
that ‘the resulting 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 wn.ch there was an adequate 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:

o projects that are located in private as well as public agencies;
e projects from all ten of the HEW regions; and

e 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:

e What services need to be in place for this particular goal
to be realized? -

e What procedures should the project be following in order to
attain this particular goal?

e What 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 was developed.

Factors used in determining whether a project had an adequate capacity to

e —
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provide a particular service included the hours during which i

was gvallableg the qualifications of the staff providgnghiﬁz égivznglzge
Phy51ca1 requirements necessary to provide the service; and a set of’o erat-
ing procedures.that allow for the smooth delivery of the service Thezé
elements constituted the basic requirements for goal operatioﬁalization.

. In the second phase, we began with the project its isti
guidelines tbat.were identified as constitut?nthhe ess:ifia112§zzgné§ of
a well-functioning runaway youth project. These geheric guidelines, which
covered aspects.of a project's organizational structure, management,system
staff characteristics, community context, and youth participation program ’
measured each project's capacity to operationalize all of its goals. gIn ’

developing this 1list of 12 guidelines
following: & nes, we asked such questions as the

e What types of management practices a
; ; Te necessary for smooth
and efficient project functioning? d

® Are there any specific organizational factors that increase

the capacity of a runaway youth i .
project to more eff
meet the needs of its clients? ectively

® Are there any specific ways in which a project can best utilize

the resources or overcome the service barriers in its parti-
cular community?

These lé guidelines, while not related to a specifi i
delines, ‘ pecific goal, constitute the
Fhrust.by which projects are able to advance any goal of éheir program
including not only the goals of the Runaway Youth Act, but also the wiée
range of local goals that each project has developed. '

ce Wﬁile individual elements can be rated as being effective or non-
g ectlyef the overall‘strepgth of a program is more appropriately captured
y examining the relationships among its various functional aspects. 1In

assessing the internal consistency of a roje i
the following: Y project, we asked such questions us

® Are all of the elements consistent in t .
n terms of the 1
goals and objectives? project's

® Do some of the slements appear to work
: T at cross purpose
to address divergent needs? priposes or

.

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

first rev;ewing the ratings given projects on both the goal-specific and
the generic guidelines in terms of each project's philosophy and its per-
ception of its most essential goals. We then reviewed this information
in light of a project's community context and the specific nceds of its
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client population. This analysis was useful in pinpointing those service
areas in which projects have limited capacity or those organizational areas
which, if left unatteaded, might develop into serious operational diffi-
culties. The analysis also identified key organizational, client, and
community factors that influence the extent to and the manner in which the

projects have operationalized their goals.

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 from community
agencies with which the project maintained its most important coordination.
and referral linkages were interviewed. In addition, interviews were con-
ducted with at least one member of the project's advisory board or board
of directors, as well as with a representative of the project's affiliate

or parent organization, if such an organization existed.

B. 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 what impact 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
each 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:

e What types of youth are being served by the runaway youth
projects supported by.-the Youth Development Bureau, and
what types of services are being provided to these youth?

How successful has the Runaway Youth Program been nationally

°
in accomplishing the four legislative goals?

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

e What factors are associated with observed variation in client

impact?
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Lregarding the impact of the
5 they serve, Berkeley Planning

away project, and the counselo
. T or other staAf
the most contact with the youth. An attempt £;§e$23: :s 52

The foundation of th i
: ; e client impact fi
client im o-Cnt impact findings was
the gener£§0t Standards, criteria and indicatorg. Theas:trgctured set of
brinciples against which judgments were to oos constitute

Tgach criterion
e indicators
* aspec > -
pects of each standard or each critcrion had been met tX :gtv? Sgegéflc
; . A al o
$ relevant to assessing client impact on

e : In additj i
€ were several important measures of overall pigngE ;ngsimfoundt;hat
nce at

did not relate clearl
Y to any individual
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. : Tessed by this cate i oal or
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51st youth in addressing their major progle:s?ﬁn ?ﬁu:hogghz ;ﬁ;?g: "to
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rs under this goal tested

majo : i
Jor problem was a legal one, the rating on this’g32§132313f£:h§a§03th's
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whether the legal problem was Successfully dealt with

C. "Cost Analysis

Our client ip
pact sample consisted
collected 27 -onsisted of 278 youth. 0
intervions fogou:selor at termination interviewz, 185 yoztﬁh::etyou?h’ we
’ barent at termination interviews, 271 counselor a:rglg?tlon
ollow-up

interviews, 101 outh : :
interviews . y at follow-up interviews, and 88 parent at follow-up
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community. Within these large groupings, the cost gnalysis examined thg
allocation of resources to specific project activities, such as counseling,
shelter coverage, various support services, case managemen?,.and gengral
administrative activities. By exploring the costs of providing services
at several projects within an overall service program, the cost analysis
was able to identify the major activities of the Natlona} Bunaway Youth
Program and then to determine the relative costs gf providing tbese ser-
vices within each individual project. The analysis also determined com-
parable costs across all projects for those activ%ties that were provided
in common, by adjusting for regional differences in wage a?d prlge'levels.
The 'costs" of providing services to runaway youth.and their families were
examined from essentially three different perspectives:

e actual payroll costs;

e the "dollar value' of all labor resources, including donated
labor; and

e total costs, including fixed, or non-payroll, expenditures
.and donations.

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

e the identification of the project's distinct activities;
e the identification of the project's resources;
e the identification of the project's donated resources;

® the allocation of paid human resources (payroll) by individual
project activities;

e the distribution of indirect labor costs across all services;
and

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

II. SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

-

The present evaluation has reviewed the National Runaway Youth Prggram
from a number of perspectives. We explored the performance of the projects
studied from the various viewpoints of organizatiQngl structure a?d function-
ing, costs, and client impact. Each of thgse %nd1v1dua1 perspectives sug-
gested a number of findings that have implications for .the fgtur§'dgvglopment
not only of the National Runaway Youth Program but also of the individual
projects. These findings are summarized below.

e The National Runaway Youth Progrdm has successfully operationalized
the goals of the Runaway Youth Act.

Overall, the YDB-funded projects have successfully operational%zed the
four goals of the Runaway Youth Act and have implgmented those services
and service procedures identified as being essential to meeting the immediate

o4
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needs of youth, resolving family problems, secufing stable living arrange-
ments for youth, and helping youth decide upon a future cours®t of action.
With the exception of outreach, 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. These services include individual counseling, family counseling,
group counseling, legal assistance, medical assistance, placement services,
and general advocacy 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, including welfare departments, juvenile justice agencies,
schools, and police.

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 organizational 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 management practices; to
have established an open communication system among all staff members; and
to have provided opportunities 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.

e In addition to addressing the legisldative goals, the projects funded
under the Runaway Youth Act have developed a number of additional goals.

All but one' of the: 20 evgluation sites have developed local goals to
better define the intent 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 and 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 of sex and health issues and youth rights); youth employment;
youth participation; 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.

e 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 being 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
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relative importance placed upon the four goals or as to the specific acti-
vities necessary to achieve these goals with their clients. Rather than
serving as a firm framework within which the individual projects develop their
own service programs, the four legislative goals seem only to loosely
influence a project's development. For example, when the projects were asked
to list the most essential goals of their service program, 60% of these goals
were local goals developed at the individual project level, while 40%
related to one of the legislative goals. The projects, through the flexible
application of the legislative goals as well as the addition 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.

In addition to the diversity noted among the projects through the organi-
zational goal assessment, the projects also demonstrated considerable diversity
in terms of the age range of their client populations, the length of time -
vouth were provided shelter, the extent to which follow-up and aftercare ser-
vices were being provided, and the extent to which additional services other
than individual counseling were being provided. 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,

e 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, alternative youth service
centers which are becoming increasingly integrated into their 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 MSWs or other graduate-level degrees. More-
over, the majority of the staff had previous experience in youth services
both within and outside the public service system. In addition to operating
with a more formally trained and educated staff, the current runaway youth
projects have also adopted a number of case management practices which have
formalized their service delivery system. These include formal case reviews,
ongoing counseling supervision;~ and regular "staffings' with other service
providers working with the yout!: and the parents.

e The most serious service limitations within the National Runaway Youth
Program are the provision of follow-up and aftercare services.

While the majority of projects were found to have implemented 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. Many of the
problems identified during the organizational goal assessment were substan-
tiated by the descriptions of services provided to the youth and families
in the client impact sample. When we look at the service data collected
during the client impact study phase, .e find that only 50% of the clients
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had any contact with the project between the termination of temporary shelt
an§ the follgw-up interview five weeks later. 1In addition, only 179yof th .
c11e?ts rece}ved any individual counseling on an aftercare,basis a;d onl 869
rege1v§d famlly.counseling following the termination of temporar; sheltery ’
W@l}e in a few instances the projects indicated that their service philosé h
limits the emphasis they place on the provision of aftercare services mosg Y
of the projects do not provide this service simply because they do noé have
the resources to establish and maintain an active aftercare service component
The cufren? staff.resourCes as well as the general service structure atpmzsn .
of.thg projects (i.e., the maintenance of a ,temporary shelter faéilit ) a ey
EglnilPally geared toward addressing the immedihte needs of youth andyto :
seisiZZ?g those problems that can be addressed Within one or two weeks of

While the projects are making a serious attempt to ad

tgrm needs of their client populations, current rezlities gizzzs:hihi:nfﬁié
will be a far more difficult service objective fo achieve than might be
anticipated. According to our cost analysis, those projects that operate

a temporary §he1§er facility have committed over 25% of their stéffpresource
to simply malnta}ning and operating the shelter. When one adds the time pr :
Jech.sPend providing individual counseling, family counseling, and grou pres
activities, a full 42% of all paid staff hours have been coveréd. Consiger-
ipg that the prgjects spend, on average, 40% of their staff time on administra-

ive and non-client-specific functions, such as community education programs
and gen?ral youth advocacy, roughly 18% of the staff's working hours reﬁain
to provide the additional services that the projects want to offer to their
c}lents. _Tbe cost ana1y§is found that projects currently spend very little
time p?ov1d1ng such services as follow-up (1%), placement (1%), and su
and client-specific advocacy (2%). ’ ’ ppoTt

e The National Runaway Youth Pro fo s apd . . .
s gram is servin :
client population. g a widely diversified

The client impact sample for this evaluation inc i
of 'pushouts," homeless youth, and youth seeking assi;ggsgeafzizﬁgi?fzﬁ??;f
zsiz;sgegrgzlsgs;ungsijs E?:o?osféfom?onhtype of client served by the projects
: %), % of the clie ‘ ‘

had been ''pushed out!" of their‘homes, 20% were Zsa;a?gi; ;§£grsgght2§: chey
mutual agreement of their parents, and another 19% were either contemplati
Tunning away or were at the project awaiting other long-term résident?al "8
p}acements: The client population also differed on a number of other di
sions. Whl}e 60% of the client sample had been living with either one o?en-
both of the1f parents or step-parents prior to seeking assistance from the
gzgjgcts, }2? hag been living in foster homes or with other relatives, 15%
nad ;ige;3v1ng in group homes, and 13%.had either been living on the{r own
iy S, Oor 1n some other type of independent living situation. Althoﬁ h
the c?ynsel}ng staff reported that the major problem experienced by 53% of ;

e ﬁ ient impact samp%e was family-related, the remaining 47% of the clients
soug t'se?v1ces for major problems that were non-family related, rangin
f?om d1ff1cu1tie§ in school to behavioral or psychological probiems Bine
Finally, the projects are accepting a large percentage of their caséloads
as referrals from other local public and private service providers. The
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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
substantial percentage of their clients through self-referrals, that per-
centage seems to be awindling 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. Tt

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

In general, the projects funded under 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%)
requiring food, shelter, and counseling with these services within the first
few hours of the youth's arrival at the project. While the projects 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 Q“
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 tc live (88% success).

1All 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 certain of the impact
indicators may represent exceptional achievements or may merely be average
performance ratings for projects which serve youth and families in crisis.

In the absence of related previous client impact research, it is not possible
to either praise or to be highly critical of thé observed performance. ' The
varied success rates among the four legislative goals may be reflective of
the types of difficulties cited in previous His¢ussions 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 surprising to find that the projects
cannot resolve all of the problems of all of the youth they serve.

¢ In general, the projects funded undér the Runaway Youth Act achieve
similar success with a wide vari€éty 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 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. 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 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 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. While the counselors felt that 84% of the more moti-
vated youth were better able ta 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 ar 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."

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

v
\

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 project had been generally
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 significantly 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.

e 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 projects 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. The projects 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.

e A variety of service, client, and fiscal concerns are giving way to
emerging new service models within 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,
centinued 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 devote at least 25% of their payroll resources to
maintaining and supervising the facility. Second, the client impact analysis
suggests that large numbers of youth are being provided shelter by the
projects for longer than one or two weeks. This expansion in the average
length of stay stems partly from the various characteristics of the clients,
such as the high percentage «f youth requiring out-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% 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 who had stayed at a
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g:?gicgrggig'txﬁﬂyeekslreggfted that the project had helped resolve their
M while only 50% of the youth who sta ed one ni %
the youth who stayed two to seven nights shared tiis opgnggght and 42% of

ﬁ?izzz stguczuge of ;unaWay youth programs. For eéxample, several projects have
al CIiZn:Sopn:me?;ozher, les; costiy, method of providing temporary shelter
. , ~ the use of a volunteer network of £ i
this model is certainly attracti tive. tpnes, While
: ve from a cost perspectivy th ient
impact data found that those proj de s Y in this o
jects that provide shelt i i
house far fewer youth than tho j heir o Lonimner
ewe S€ projects that operate theij ‘
shelter facilities, Other proj o the coct Hyory
. jects have sought to resolve the c i
: : : ost d
by expanding into multi-purpose youth service centers or by formalizigéezma

:gﬁgszrth:hignfgzug futu:e gf the temporary shelter model. It is clear
er, ree-standing, non-affiliated runaway v j is
becoming a rarer sight in the area of youth services. youth project 1s

IIT. CONCLUSIONS

ire efézcigmm?ry,dlt wogld appear that, on average, the YDB-funded pProjects
Thoy e ;ZZ y gldriss;ng the intent and goals of the Runaway Youth Act
n able to do so, however, only by expandj i '
' : their total -
sources with substantial volunteer staff ti well ae od
: ime as well as additional f
state, and local funding. Even wj iti S owenon a1
. ith these additional resources, h
. - 3 I3 owe
gggvfégigczﬁelxigur evaluazlon sample demonstrated clear diffic&ltiesviz,
€ range of services required to full i
of the Runaway Youth Act In a ne those crorll topaoe
: . n attempt to overcome th '
the projects have expanded thej i i e, often fureomings,
: : i €1T organizational base, often formi i
tions or service networks with ’ 3 youth sereparts
. other small community-based i
. r : . - outh se
agencies or evolving into multi-faceted youth service agenc{es Thizlgiowth

vices in t i
¢ temgg¥22en:h;?tthe late 1960s, Wh}le pProjects still consider the provision
oo inzre ‘ ef to be one of their pPrimary services, projects have also
ioanos Lo ner :slng y necessary Fo expand their services to address those
thoue eneigges os ;?23:;:?8 Crisis period. Several projects are focusing
ing a runaway episode by encouragi

parents to seek assistance before a sj i 4 exprostvas otnond

: ass Sltuation becomes explosive: oth
ggogsgsid:r:hz?;ftlgg awayhf;om a "temporary" shelter msgel and’havee;egun

er to youth for longer periods of ti

P ) ime and to

families to enter into long-term counseling arrangements. Sreourage

The impli 01 j .
form has ;:g;lzﬁtions of this expanded service focus and new organizational
mainstream in tha‘ PrOJEFtS have,.on bglance, become more professional and
have formalipes sﬁgigo; ing relationships with other service providers and

anagement structures and j : o
systems. : : : . internal service delive
ystems. This new 'professionalism," however, has not detracted fromvtig
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i1i j i .able service alternatives for youth and (

abllliy Oflgrgle:Eitzolgizg;d:thayiuth receiving assistance from.the pro- , ( ?
Ezziz Z;e youth who would not, for a variety of reasoms, seek ai51s§:2;§a_
%rom the traditional piblic service sector. The hallmgikZ.gﬁtt esirong
tive approach to youth services o nately, TR Bt ored fre of charge,

i i ient confl s . :
iiil;n§ZS;Z§:r§22gt;e rights of youth to determing tte services they will
receive -- remailn very much in place at these projects.
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INTRODUCTION

The Youth Development Bureau (YDB)1 has administered the ﬁunaway
Youth Act since its paééage in September 1974,2 This Act authorizes the
provision 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 ghelter, 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 iunaway
episode;
(2) to reunite youth with their families and to encourage

the resolution of intrafamily problems;

1The Youth Development Bureau is located within the Administration
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 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 their communities.
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(3) to strengthen family relationships and to encourage
stable living conditions for youth; and

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

To date, YDB 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, 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 service requirements, including changes
over time.1 Additionally, YDB has undertaken several research initia-
tives designed to examine the needs, problems and service requirements
of 5pecific 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 addres-
sing their needs. These data, however, afé 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, YDB 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

1The data compiled through 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.

2These 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 ot Lhe 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 projects' costs and expenditures, in-
cluding the allocation of these resources to specific services and acti-
vities. The purpose of this document is to syn“hesize the findings from
all of the study components, highlighting the extent to which the goals
and intent of the Runaway Youth Act have beén 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 YDB 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 projects' 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:

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

e What project, client or community factors have facili-
tated or hindered the operationalization of these goals?

e What additional, local goals have been developed and
operationalized by the projects to impact positively on
their clients? ’

e What impact have the projects had on the clients served
in terms of the four legislative goals?

e What services, methods of service provision or client
factors have the greatest influence on a project's capa-

city to impact positively on the clients served?




e What are the costs of providing various services to these

clients?

o In what way as the degree of operationalization of the
legislative goals related to client impéct?

e 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:

e the organizational goal assessment;
e the client impact assessment; and
e the cost analysis of prnject 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 relevance to policy develop-

ment at the national level. It was considered important that the resulting
v
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sample represent the full range of projeéts;funﬂed by YDB, and capture
the "most common," as opposed to the most uﬁusuél, 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 revipw pro-
cess and discussions with the YDB 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 indej

* pendent vari i i [
P iable now 1nc1udes,a third value for those runaway youth pro-

Jects which constitute a single program component within 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. |
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Project Sample, Showing Key Sample Dimensions

Table A

Variable Affiliated Private
Community versus Project versus Shelter
Project Region Context Free-Standing Tenure Public Type
Montpelier, VT: Country Roads 1 Rural Component New Private Foster homes
New York, NY: Projecct Contact I Urban Affiliated istablished Private In-house
Huntington, NY: Sanctuary II Subuzrban Affiliated New to runaways Public Foster homes
Hyattsville, MD: Sccond Mile 11 Suburban l-‘ree-stundihg Established Private In-house
Philadelphia, PA: Voyage llouse 111 Urban Component Established Private Foster homes
Charleston, WV: Patchwork ‘ IiI Rural Component New Private In-house
Louisville, KY: Shelter llouse B v Urban Affiliated Established Private In-hous;e
Nashville, TN: Ouasis louse 1v Urban Component New to runaways Private In-house
Charleston, SC: Crossroads v Urban Affiliated New Public In-house
Cleveland, Oll: Safe Space Station v Urban " Affiliated New to runéways Private In-house
Chicago, IL: Youfh Network Council v Urban - Component Established Private Both
Ann Arbor, MI: Ozone House v Urban Affiliated Established Private Foster homes
_h:uwaukce. WI: Pathfinders \ Urban Affiliated istablished Private In-house
New Orleans, LA: Greenhouse VI Urban Component Lstablished Private In-house
Albuquerque, NM: Amistad VI Urban Component New Private In-house
University City, MO: Youth Emergency Services{ VII Suburban Free-standing listablished Private In-house
bDenver, CO: Prodigal House VIII Urban Affiliated New | Private In-house
Berkeley, CA: Berkeley Youth Alternatives IX Urban Free-standing tistablished Private In-house
Tucson, AZ: Open Inn IX Urban Free-standing 'Nuw Private In-house
Burlington, WA: Shkagit Group Ranch tlomes X Rural Component New to runaways Private Foster homes
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The 20 evaluatiun sites 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 our sample for the client impact assessment compo-
Seventeen of the 20 evaluation sites also participated in the

Brief descriptions of the process followed in conducting
The key

nent.

cost analysis.1
each of the evaluation components are included in Appendix C.

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;

a1 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.
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.

Two

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).




3

e the strength of a project's overall organizational (s
structure; and

e 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 thé 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 o~
elements, which we have termed '"construction variables," glean from the Qj
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 Q:?
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procedures, and ser..'ces linkages 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:

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

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

e 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-
allzed 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
From each perspective we assessed pro-

In the first

system (the generic guidelines).
ject performance according to a specific set of criteria.
instance, we began with the four legislative goals, asking such questions 5

as:

e What services need to be in place for this particular
goal to be realized?

e What procedures should the project be following in
order to attain this particular goal?

e 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 supplement2l services necessary to

meet that goal were identified during working sessions that included BPA
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evaluation staff, YDB personnel, members of YDB's technical assistance
Regional Advisory Panel, 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 operationalizing 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 as 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:

e What types of management practices are necessary for
smooth and efficient project functioning?

e Are there any specific organizational factors that in-
crease the capacity of a runawaf youth project to meet
the needs of its clients?

e Are there any specific ways in which a project can best
utilize the resources or overcome the service barriers

in its particular community?

it ST
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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 Runaway 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 YDB
in the past and are clearly articulated in the YDB 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 operationalize 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 overall approach to staff
training than to note the specific topics covcred by these training

opportunities.
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In addition to capturing the essential elements of goal operation-
alization and the essential 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:

e Are all of the elements consistent in terms of the pro-
ject's goals and objectives?

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

e 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 terms of each project's philosophy and its

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

tion in light of a project's community 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 in identifying the key organizational, client and community factors
which influence the extent fg and the manner in which the projects 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

C
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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 each 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?

e How broadly have the projects defined their target

populations?

e What problems are experienced by the youth and families
they serve?

e How intensive are the services provided by the runaway
youth projects?

e How long does the averaée client receive services?

e How much contact does a youth or family have with the

project once the youth leaves temporary shelter?
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(2) How are the different aspects of goal accomplishment related L 1 \{J)
to each other? X '
e Is the accomplishment of one goal for a youth related to {; To generate data about the impact of the projects on the clients
the accomplishment of the other goals? | served, .independent local interviewers were hired and trained by BPA
o Is there evidence that the accomplishment of one goal ; staff to conduct interviews with three respondents for each
- . . . 0
limits a project's capacity to accomplish another goal? ; case: the youth, the parent figure with whom the youth had the most
. . . - l? -
e Which goals seem to be most difficult to accomplish? o contact during the three months prior to arrival at the runaway project,
(3) What factors are associated with observed variations in client and the counselor or other staff member at the project who had the most
impact? Y % . contact’with the youth. We attempted to interview each of these respon-
e To what extent are variations in client impact associated ; dents at two different times: first, within 24 hours of the time the
with the characteristics of the individual youth served? ? . C youth left temporary shelter and, again, five weeks after the youth left
e To what extent are variations in client impact associated i : the project.
with differences in the services received by each youth | ‘ The foundation of the client impact findings was a structured set
and family? of evaluation standards, criteria and indicators. The standards, which
. . . focused each of the four legislative goals on a discrete outcome or im-
In order to answer the key study questions regarding the impact of . . g g
. ‘s h pact being sought, constituted the general principles against which
the Runaway Youth Act-funded projects on the youth and families they e~ j )
. . - Q\' : A judgments were made to determine whether each of the goals had been
serve, Berkeley Planning Associates collected data on a sample of clients . Q ! - } i .
! . . . ; ' achieved. The criteria represented specific dimensions or aspects of
served at each of the 20 evaluation sites. Within each project, the | ; .
) . . h I each standard and were designed to more precisely define the standards.
client sample selected for inclusion 1n the study consisted of all yout . oS ;
durs Each criterion was sufficiently discrete so as to be empirically veri-
who received temporary shelter and who left the shelter system during a ’ ] o o .
1 fiable. The indicators represented the specific data which documented
five-week period from June 26 through July 30, 1978." A supplementary | _ o o
. : 20 i the extent to which specific aspects of each standard or each criterion
sample of '"non-housed" youth was also selected from six of the pro- | o o
o , P had been met. A total of 26 separate criteria and 98 indicators relevant
jects participating in the evaluation. j . . . . . .
I to assessing client impact in terms of the four legislative goals were
. j developed. Briefly, the eight criteria developed under Goal 1 -- to
R f alleviate the needs of youth during the runaway episode -- referred to
) " N ; g the eight types of services for which a youth may have an immediate need
Our client impact sample consisted of 278 youth. On the;e youth, | , upon arrival at a runaway project: shelter, food, counseling or support,
we collected 275 counselor at termination interviews, 185 youth at ter- I } | .
mination interviews, 105 parent at termination interviews, 271dcggnselort | medical assistance, legal assistance, transportation, financial assis-
at goliow-up %nterv%ew:, 101 youth at follow-up interviews, an paren § tance, and clothing. The data sources developed by BPA to measure client
av follow-up interviews. : | . . . . .
; P . o tor t g impact on each criterion included questions asked of the youth and project
We originally included non-housed youth in our study in order to L staff at the termination of temporary shelter. Each of these respondents

increase the total sample of clients at those projects which indicated
that their caseloads included substantial numbers of non-housed yogth. .
However, this sample consisted of only 29 youth, far too few a number qj ; @(YK the project, and the services which were provided within the first few

which to draw any specific conclusions. ’ : U )
on y sp ] = hours after the youth arrived.

Berkeley Planning Associates identified three criteria against which

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

g e

to measure performance on Goal 2 -- to facilitate the resolution of

e R e
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intrafamily problems. All of the indicators for Goal Z were applied only (& 2 17
to those youth for whom the individual respondent (project staff, youth L fﬁ; S
By far, the most '

or parent) reported the existence of family problems,
Situation to which the youth went after leaving temporary shelter was

common problems reported by youth receiving services from the projects
l ' .
the "best place" for the youth to live. The six indicators for this

The first criterion asked whether the services re-

were family-related.
criterion are based upon the opinions of the youth, the project staff

ceived from the project were helpful in understanding and resolving
The four indicators listed under this criterion sought

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

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

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 fopllow-
The second criterion for Goal 2 asked

1ssue of whether or not the youth's living situation at the termination

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

up interview, five weeks later.
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

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 intervigw by asking whether the youth thought that he

.1
14

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

If the respondent
por or she would run again if things '"got bad" in the future.

solved, had stayed the same, or had gotten worse.
The four criteria relevant to the accomplishment of Goa1‘4 -- to

indicated that the problems had either been completely resolved or some-

what resolved, we considered the indicator to be accomplished for that . . .
? help youth decide upon a future course of action -- addressed various

) N

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

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

relationships had improved after the youth left temporary shelter.

nine indicators under this criterion attempted to measure a number of , . .
problems. The first criterion addressed the issue of whether the youth's

different aspects of family functioning, including whether the youth and . ) ]
> experience while at the project had assisted him or her in learning how

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

i

{

|

{

i

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

|

i sl s g

J 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;

had made while the youth was in temporary shelter, whether the youth g
| . ]
; in what services he or she would receive; in what goals he or she would

was spending more time with his or her family, and whether it was easier
strive for while at the project; in where he or she would go after leaving

to talk over problems together.
As interpreted by project staff, Goal 3 -- to secure stable living - th .
; € project; and in making other i
conditions for youth -- has been used to emphasize the achievement of - | criteri ’ & choices about the future. The second
| . ion 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

stable living conditions for all youth served by the projects, regardless
j - Criterion explored whether the youth's ability to make decisions was in

of the type of living situation from which they had come or the place-
{
Thus, the two cri- : j 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

ments to which they went after leaving the project.
teria we developed for Goal 3 address two facets of the arrangements i
made for the youth's living situation after the termination of temporary ;'
shelter. The first criterion asked whether the individuals who were P
familiar with the youth and his or her problems thought that the living Q;

runaway projects in helping youth resolve problems that are less directly
@Z} :e:at?d to ?helr families; that is, problems individual youth may have
a .w1th frlends, school, the law, sex, alcohol or drugs, jobs, psycho-
logical problems,'decisions about where to liv~ and how to live inde-
pendent;y. The sub-criteria under this criterion specified the five

#
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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 re-
solved, whereas if the youth's major problem was a legal one, the rating
on this gpal 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 futuré 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 responseérgiven 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, duvrable equipment,

and the like; and in terms of the imputed expenses of donated resources

~
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.such as volunteer labor 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, various 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 compérable

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 District1 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, courts, 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 revisions.

1An 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 Aralysis 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: _
Table.B

Runaway Youth Service Projects: Key Activities and Services

e actual payroll costs;

e the 'dollar value" of all labor resources, including
donated labor; and )
e total costs, including fixed, or non-payroll, expen- , Indirect Services
ditures and donations. ) o e Vacation
The implementation of the cost analysis consisted of the following elements: b Administrative activities
. o Case management

Volunteer recruitment and training

(1) Identification of Distinct Project Activities
Community education activities

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

tion of all of the discrete activities which runaway youth projecté generally : . )
Direct Services -

Emergency counseling, information and referral

undertake. Two major classifications were developed under which specific

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

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

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

in April 1978 for the project directors and local evaluators from each of the o~ é g
i 3

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

Family counseling

Group counseling .

fied as outlined in Table B.
Other group activities

s . , . .
(2) Identification of a Project's Resources Placement

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

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

Support and advocacy
Follow-up
Other direct services

public, were included under program resources.
with these data by filling out the Cost Monitoring Booklet, a copy of

which is included in Appendix B. _
(4) Allocation of Paid Human Resources by Prdject Activity

(3) Identification of Donated Resources

The principal donated resource in youth crisis centers is usually
Other donated resources can
Although these

Personnel resources, or salaries, are invariably the single largest cost
item for any project. The simplest way to determine resource allocation for

unpaid volunteer labor or staff overtime.
include rent-free space, equipment, and media advertising.
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

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
( y 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 numbcer of hours each indi-
vidual worked on different program activities was then summed, and the

entry on the income side of a project's ledger.

=
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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 éctivity were then tallied, by
activity, to establish the total personnel expenditures for each activity.
This proceduve 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 project's human resources, the overtime 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. Chapter 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 adgress 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 <§i
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 imvolved 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 (gj

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 invelve

their staff in direct client outreach. Project outreach efforts at the

"'typical" project consist primarily of moderate to aggressive community

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 Fact;¥s

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 express 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 capacity to fully operationalize




history in the youth service area. In terms of size, the projects operate
shelter facilities with less than ten-bed capacities, maintain a paid
staff -of approximately ten persons, and have an operating budget of
roughly $150,000. In addition to its YDB grant, many pfojects receive

as much as 50% of their total budget from other feder:il or state funding

sources.

Management

The majority of the projects have dgveloped 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 foliow 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 its staff, usually

through weekly staff Meetings, 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 traininé 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 essential 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 épisodes. While a num-
ber of runaway youth come from single-parent families or families with a
step-parent present, a large number of the yodth 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
for youth to develop their own service plans but also to assist in the
management 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 resbond 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 hgencies, most are reSponding
to the specific needs of their local communities. By reviewing the

©
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specific ways in which 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 formilate
their specific service delivery packages. Based on the analysis conducted
during the organizational goal assessment, a number of specificnconclu—
sions emerged regarding the goals and objectives of the YDB-funded run-

away youtl 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:

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

® Goal 2 as directing them to reunite youth with their families,
if this is at all possible;

e Goal 3 as most often being accomplished in conjunction with one «
of the other legislative goals; and

e 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 longer,live with his or

her parents. g .
(2) To a large extent, t%g 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 summary 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, measuring project per-
formance in terms of complignce 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 of their programs.
While a number of different individualized goals were mentioned by the
projects, the most common local goals included the following:

e youth advocacy;
e prevention and outreach; and
e 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 to increase 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 I
¢

the relative importance of these two 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 addressing the needs of its clients.

b
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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. The 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 general 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-
tions 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 goals; and
in terms of their capacity to implement those elements considered essen-
tial to developing and maintaining 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 likely to achieve certain of the goal-specific or the

generic guidelines.

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

. . )
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,

Vil
H
)

A

o

A A s e e it

¢

33

o

’

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 cépacity to provide

outreach services.! 1In terms of the supplementary services outlined for

' Goal 1, iﬁgfﬁdiﬁg 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 courfs; 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-

ieferrals, 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 particular 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 Reunite Youth With Their Families and to Encouraggﬁthe

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

‘ 1The 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 1
indicators, suggesting that the provision of outreach may not be essen-
tial to the operationalization of Goal 1. The impact of this finding
will be discussed later in this report. :




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 sample, however,; did demonstrate solid working relationships with
those agencies in their communities that offer extended support to parents

and families, including family counseling centers and social service and

3

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, si% of the 20 projects in the evaluation Sample 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 all 20 pfojects 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.

To Help Youth De€ide Upon a Future Course of Action

Goal 4:
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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vide group counseling.
working relatlonshlps with community agencies that can provide longer-
term assistance to youth such as educational programs, job placement and
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of the projects studied were found to have an adequate capacity to pro-
vide tam11y counseling, while seven projects did not have an adequate

capac1ty to provide follow-up services, and six projects failed to pro-

All 20 projects studied demonstrated adequate

job training programs, and ongoing counseling services.

Limitations to Achieving Goal-Specific Guidelines
When one looks at the various reasons why the projects demonstrated

a limited capacity to provide certain of the essential and supplementary

services outlined for each goal, four key barriers to service delivery
emerge~

e limited staff or financial resources; .
limited community resources_iﬁ the area of youth services;
® negative attitudes toward the project or its client on the
part of local community residents; and
e thé 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 services. 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
support 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 '
limited client outréach and community education services ‘
. The f1na1 category, that of project philosophy, was listed by a num-
ber of pro;ects as the reason for their failure to develop outreach ser-
vices, follow-up services, and extensive aftercare programs. For example, . f
certain projects did not feel that continued outreach sérvices, including : |
both direct client oureach and community education efforts, was the most g
appropriate use of their limited resources, stating that meeting and
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addressing the immediate 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 on 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 projects) 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 considered 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 few 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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dack of staff or f1nanc1a1 resources;

°
® the size of the project;

é the policies of the affiliate agency; and

e the unwillingness of young people to make a commitment to

become involved in project operations.

As with the limitations progects 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 several 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 .
develop written policy procedures. Those’ projects that operate with
fewer than five full-time staff members listed their small size as one
reason they do not conduct -formal staff performance reviews, provide
formal staff superv1s1on, and have a formal staff communication system.
These 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 fallure 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 1n all aspects of their program often cited the limited willing-
ness of local youth to make a commltment to serve on a project's advisory
board or to serve as volunteers as the major 11m1tat1on to instituting
these types of programs.

Implications of the Organizatidnal Goal Assessment Findings

When we look at the types of pProjects that tend to achieve a higher
level of performance on both the goal-specific and the generic guide-
lines, certain 51m11ar1t1es emerge which have policy implications for the
future direction of the National Runaway Youth Program. All five of the
projects that achieved almost all of the assescment 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 projects 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 free-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

£ 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 (i.e., 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 have 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 nature 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.on design, all but one
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project demonstrate) a limited capacity in at least one service or operat-
ing area. One interpretation of this finding is that some projects,®in
attempting to address all four legislative goals whlle also honoring
their mandate to respond to the needs of their local’ communities, are
belng pulled in too ‘many directions at once. As the demands on the pro-
jects increase, 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 will ke forced to seek additional support in
order to face the rising costs of providing temporary shelter, establish-
ing communlty education programs, developing comprehensive aftercare
programs, and expanding the range of services provided to families.

' ThlS 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 11nkages»w1th 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 functlonlng 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 general 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 are, on balance, well-functioning runaway youth
service programs that recognize the need not cnly to maintain an efficient

1pterna1 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 they 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 expandiﬁg the types and intensity of the services they can prbvide
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:

e the increasing complexity and formality of the YDB-funded

projects in terms of their organizational structures and
their service paéiages;

e the changing nature of the runaway youth population and the

increasing number of "homeless'" youth utilizing project
services;

e the growing need with%? communitiestforcélternative service

programs for deinstitutionalized status offenders; and

e the increasing leadership role the‘projects are playing

within their local service networks in lobbying for
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legislative changeé 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
service strategy may be one of the greatest strengths of the National
Runaway Youth Program. On the other hand, the large amount of discretion
allowed the local programs creates the danger that some of the goals of
the legislation may be neglected in order to accomplish those local goals

.which the staff of a 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
attempted 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

from the projects but whe do not receive temporary shelter.1 Consequently,

1The BPA evaluation was designed to collect client impact data on a
sample of "non-housed" youth, but data were collected for only 29°cases,
which is too small a sample to generalize about 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-
vities of the projects ultimately reach a far broader target population
than the relatively small number of youth who are provided temporary
shelter.

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 indicators,

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
Youth Program.1 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 client
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 percent 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

1Runaway Youth: Activities Conducted to Implement the Runaway Youth
Act, Youth Development Bureau's Annual Report, 1975-1976.
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settings. The remaining Gé% 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 agenéy. Nearly one-third of the youth served, however, had
heard about the project through word-of-mouth or from friends and decided
to come 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 individual counseling. The counselors reported that this ser-
vice was provided to roughly 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 coming 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

I
¥

Goal 1:
The client impact findings show that, in general, the National Run-

To Alleviate the Needs of Youth During the Runaway Episode

away Youth Program is very successful in accomplishing Goal 1, that is,
Shelter,

food and counseling are provided to over 90% of the youth within several

in alleviating the problems of youth during the runaway episode.

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- z

jects, moreover, frequently are dependent on other referral agencies to

provide these services which are often available only during specific

office hours.

Goal 2: To Facilitate the Resolution of Intrafamily Problems

As the client impact indicators for Goal 2 demonstrate, the runaway

o

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 frequenfly come to the projects with extremely
complex and serious family problems.of long standing. Youth seeking Q\,
assistance from the projects are often victims of physical abuse or emo-
tional neglect, have parents with serious drug or alcohol abuse problems,
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 préblems 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 P
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 we can
say is that the present performance level is a significant accomplishment,
considering the wide range of family problems the clients demonstrate and

the relatively few resources projects can draw upon in working with these N
families. q;)

-
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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
situatidﬁ 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 nrojects 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 requires 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 gdal also point out that a stable living
situation 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 témporary 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 hié 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 probléms is best
accomplished by not continuing 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 t? measure. '
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Goal 4: To Help Youth 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
n if not in all areas; on the

for youth in some areas of their lives, eve
incorporation of this philosophy into the organization of project ser-

vices and procedures; and on the readiness of the youth served to take :
L

responsibility for helping resolve their own problems. For each criterion
under Goal 4, our client impact findings suggest that the National Runaway y

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 not all these youth report that such involvement included parti- .

C1pat1ng in the development 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 {«

i ™

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 ‘iﬂ

less frequently by the youth who received temporary shelter from runaway

projects than were family problems. Many of these non-family problems

represented unique circumstances which did not lend themselves to the |
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% ‘“rate 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 projects were not developed to specifically address

these non-family problems, this rate of success is quite impressive. @Tx
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The criteria which address overall program performance are a way of
measuring whether, overall, the services provided by the runaway projects
are responsive to and effective in addressing a youth's major problems.
their most importaht‘problems in one-half to two-thirds of all cases.

For the remaining‘yquth, 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 whi;h 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

A
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'Overall Program Performance , ‘
the project or through referrals to other agencies.

o Our client impact findings show that most youth would return to the

projects for assistance should future problems arise. The pérents, how-

ever, were less likely to consider requesting further help from the run-

away projects, which can be partlally explained by the fact that fewer

parents have had direct contact with the project and, therefore, are un-

aware of the}range-of serv;ces 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

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 variation in each of the
indicators. Thus, the analysis of these independent client variables indi-
cates that the projects are generally as successful with a wide range of

An analysis of variations in program performance according to the
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clients, including those with family problems and those with n?n-family
problems, and those with relatively minor problems and those with more
severe problems.

The most consistent and strongest association which appeared to
affect the accomplishment of nearly every goal involved the variable
measuring the youth's motivation to work on his or her problemsT re%a-
tive to other youth, as perceived by the project counselor. This find-
ing emphasizes the fact that the resolution of a youth's problems cannot
be accomplished by a project without the active involvement of fhe youth.
In order to realize each of the goals, with the possible exception ?f
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
1
the evaluation criteria and indicators was affected by whether the youth's

parents had had contact with the project or had been involved in formal (ﬁ\

family counseling. The influence of these two service variables 1s very A

. ‘. . _ e

similar, and we have interpreted this similarity to mean that they ar
i i ake

measuring similar kinds of services. Thus, it does not appear to m

a dramatic differenée on most of the client impact indicators whether

the family's contact with the project consisted of informal telephone

conversations with project staff or formal face-to-face counseling ses-

sions. It does seem clear, however, that when the projects manage to

i i i bserv-
involve the parents in project services in some way, it makes an o

able difference in the ease of understanding and resolving family problems.

Variations in ClientrImpact According to Project Types(

The analysis of how client impact varies for the different clusters

1
. . R
‘of projects identified in the organizational goal assessment study phas

1Typologies were developed to capture the differences'Zmzningrzgigiic
in terms of their capacity to implement both the goal-sgeczdlon e o
guidelines. Projects were clustered into thre§ groupst zs e goal.
of generic guidelines which they successfully 1mp}eme? eCé e e peovide
specific typologies were developed based.on a p?OJectds gch O Do
the essential and supplemental services identified unader e

legislative goals.
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indicates that a relatioﬂship between project functioning and positive
impact does exist and that this relationship varies among goals. Client
impdct shows 1e$s'variation among the typologies developed as a result of
performance on the‘goal—spécific assessment guidelihes 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 nction. In contrast,

the operationalization of these services, as well as other aspects of
project funttiéning;-séem to have marginal impact on improving a project's
rate of succesé ihﬁméeting the initial, immediate needs of its clients and
iﬁ:providihg\éiients with stable living arrangements following the termi-

" pation of temporary'ﬁhelter. 'Further, in terms of Goal 1, no clear dis-

' tinctiohévcan'be drawn;among’those types of projects that seem more likely

than others to achieve sgccess 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’eqﬁally to all aspects of
goal operationalization, it now seems clear that these elements of pro-
ject functioning are more.directiy related to performance on certain
goals than on others. The énalysis indicates that those projects that
have fully implemented these~génera1 operating proéedures 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

1likelihood of suc¢ess 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 that had accomplished all of the generic guidelines usually
outperformed the prbjeéts that had failed to implement three or more of
the guidelines. Thus, a well-developed proc.ss analysis of project

functioning can provide both evaluators and program planners with some

Rt e T e s i £
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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

impéact.

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 appr0priate.to most of the youth
being served. Even if they have not run away, most of these youth are

in need of a place to stay and require assistance in finding a stable

A

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-
vidéd, 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
counéeling 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, onlyﬁéz% 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. (l
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SUMMARY' OF THE COST ANALstﬁhE;NDINGS

The cost analysis performed by BPA as part of its evaluation of the
NationalkRunaway Youth Program sought to begin the process of developing
concrete baseline cost information for runaway youth service projects.
In reviewing the general findings 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
uhique demands on project resources that might occur during the summer
months. o

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 drawbacks, 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 suggésted 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 functioring suggested by the

organizational goal assessment component of the evaluation is supported
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Projects participating in the cost study reported
wide variation in the following:

e the indirect/direct service cost ratio;
e the specific costs of providing similar services;
e the principal type of client served (i.e., housed versus
non-housed youth); and

e 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
Previous cost studies conducted by BPA have found similar

_efforts.
direct/indirect service ratios.

(3) Those services which consume the greater percentage of staff
time include shelter management and coverage (25% of staff time); emer- Q;»

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 averagé 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.

jects. (Berkeley Planning Associates, Berkeley, California, December
1977).

-

lcost Analysis Report: Child Abuse and Neglect Demonstration Pro- Qﬁ»

i
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' (5) When the value of unpaid staff overtime and volunteer hours are
considered, a project's base labor costs (resources) increase over 158%.
This 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.

e e e
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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-
alized 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 of legislative goals, the projects funded under the Runaway
Youth Act demonstrate considerable organizational diversity and range
from being solely runaway youth sheiter projects to being multi-purpose

youth service agencies.

Preeeding Page blank
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(4) The current YDB-funded projects are professional, well

i oming i i inte~-
alternative youth service centers, which are becoming increasingly in

grated into their local youth service networks.

(5) The runaway youth projects offer a wide range of counseling

and support services to youth and families both directly and through re-

i imited
ferrals to other local service providers. However, due to their limi

i i £
funding, most projects find it difficult to provide as wide a range o
< »

ed by the four legislative goals. One area in which
quately address

services as requir

the projects are finding it particularly difficult to ade

i ing and
the legislative goals is the provision of longer-term counseling

i i helter.
support services to clients following the termination of temporary S

(6) While the projects were successfpl in meeting the immediate
needs of youth during the runaway episode in over 90% of the cases,
projects achieved more varied success rates, rangi?g from roug?ly .
80% to 50%, on those indicators that address a project's capacity to

i i i Tob-
achieve positive impacts with clients in terms of resolving family p

i y i on
t4 -

a future course of action. .
-fund
(7) While technically funded to serve runaway youth, the YDB funde
d diverse youth popula-

j i ing a more complex an
cts are, in fact, serving
T : " homeless youth, and

tion, inciuding sizable percentages of "pushouts,
youth in need of counseling on non-family related issues.
. . . st
(8) Although representing an jncreasingly diverse population, mo

j i jfficulties
of the clients served by the runaway projects studied report difficulti

with their families as _one of their major problems.
prior runaway history,

jent characteristics such as age,
o dramatically influence the

i iti 1 source did not
family composition or referra . . ]
o n achieved positive client impact. The analy

qually well with all types of clients,
d and serious problems

extent to which the projects
sis found that the projects did e :
inciuding those youth experiencing such complicate
as abuse or neglect and repeated contact wit

] \'4 i found to be
However certain other client and service arlables were
>

i i imp: actors that
important in explaining variztion in client impact. The two £

~-functioning

h the juvenile justice system.
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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) " The comparative 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 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.

(11) At a time when federal policy-makers are becoming increasingly

_concerned about the costs 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 YDB 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 an 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 model 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 chapter. Overall, these

findings 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 of certain projects and to

their success in achieving positive impacts with the youth and families
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they sexve, overall the evaluation found the projcéts‘;owhc'-nre'than ade-
quately addressing the intent of the Runaway Youth Act. The majority of
projects have, in fact, expanded the focus of their service programs beyond
the legislative mandate and have established a wide variety of local pro-
ject goals which, while complementary to the legislation. requlre the pro-
jects to adopt an even broader service focus. T

The full operationalization of the Runaway Ybuth Act and 1ts goals
requires a wide range of activities, which has beco-e inczeasingly compre-
hensive as the program, and the funded projects, have gtoun to fill new,
emerging youth needs. At the time the legislation was conceived the run-
away youth population was seen as including a large pegcentage of long-
distance runners who were running away from home for the first time.
Addressing the needs of these youth, therefore,_involved the provision
of temporary shelter for relatively brief periods of time, Eontacting the
parents and defusing the anger that usually precipitated the runaway epi-
sode, and returning the youth to a basically sound fanily unit. In con-
trast, the "typical" client currently served by the projacts usually comes
from the local community and often has multiple and complicated problems,
ranging from sexual abuse by his or her parents to chronic depression or drug
or alcohol abuse. Moreover, approximately 70% of the ¢lient impact sample
had run away at least once previously. In addition,’@ number of these
youth have no home to return to after leaving the projects.. A sizable
minority (21%) came to the project from group homes or foster home place-
ments. Consequently, the projects are finding it necessary to retain
youth for longer periods of time than was originally‘antiCipated when the
national legislation was conceived in order to achievc the legislatively
mandated ''stable 11V1ng arrangement' fov these youth..

THE GENERAL FINDINGS

Each of the 12 general conclusions outlined in the beginning of this
chapter is more fully developed below. Under each topic, we summarize
the supportive data found within the various components of the national

evaluation effort and the possible impacts each cdn;lusion,will have on .

future program development. Additional information relevant to each of Q~
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these conclusions can be fdund in Chapter One and in the various appen-
dices to this report.

kY

Overali, the YDB-funded projects have successf:lly 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 operationalization 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 implemented 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 the 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 we termed generic guidelines,
did not directly relate to a project's capacity to operationalize a

kY
v



specific goal but, rather, addressed a project's overall capacity to achieve
all aspects of its goals and objectives.. Thie majority of the projects in
the evaluation ample werz found to have developed a set of written policy
procedures; to conduct formal staff performance reviews; to have imple-
mented careful and thorougi: case management practices; tn have established
a#n open commmication system among all staff members; and to provide
oprortunities 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 turncver.

The projects have 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 inciuded youth advocacy, preventicn and out-

reach, and community resource building and network participation.

All but one of the 20 evaluation sites have developed local goals to
better define the intent and purpose of their programs. Generally, these
goals are perceived as being complementary to the goals mandated in the
Runaway Youth Act and have heen 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 advocacy, prevention and outreach, and community re- .
source building and network participation. In addition to these three
categories, the projects also ciied as local goals such issues as educa-
tion (in terms of sex and health issues and youth rights); youth employ-
ment; youth participation; aftercare; drug prevention; diverting status
offenders from the juvenile justice system; helping youth develop a posi-
tive role medel; and directing seriously disturbed families into longer-
term ¢>mseling. The development of these local goals and the projects'

perceptions of the four legislative goals did not follow any specific

N i vm, g

61

patterns or correlations. inigeneral, 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
which, while not difécfly 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 resolvihg these problems. 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
aliow 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 youth, 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 interpretaticn of the legislative goals. Many of the project
directors and staff felt that the Runaway Youth 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
projects 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 projecfs which have articulated these spe-
cific goals consider them complementary to the iegislation and, in fact,

to be a critical part of their ongoing work with individual clients.
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Despite their common funding source and the JJple-entatmn of a co-on
set of legislative goals, the projects funded under the Rundway Youth
Act demonstrate considerable diversity, and range from being solely Tun-

away youth shelter projects to being multi-purpose youth.eerylce agenc1es.

One of the most striking findings of the evaluation Has'the eiversity
found among the individual projects part1c1pat1ng in the study While the
sample selection precess was designed to ensure a representat1ve sample of
projects along several different dimensions such as proyect location,
affiliated or free-standing status, and project tenure, nuch of the diver-
sity found at the project level had not been ant1c1pated For example,
the preojects were found to differ substantially in terms of their percep-
tions of the legislative goals. Although all projects shared Some common
understanding of the intention of the Runaway Youth Aet, they were not in
agreement either as to the relative importance placed upop the ?our goals
or as to the specific activities necessary to achievz these goals with
their clients. Rather than serving as a firm framework w1th1n which the
individual projects develop their own service programs, the four 1eg151a-
tive goals seem only to loosely influence a project's developrent. For’
example, when the projects were asked to list the mbst»eSSentiai goals
of their service programs, 60% of these goals were’lbtal.goals developed
at the individual project level, while 40% related'to;one of the legis-
lative goals. The flexible administration of the Nationei Program has
encouraged the development of projects which are particglarly‘reSponeive
to loczi pressures. The projects, through the applicatioe of the legis-
lative goals, as well as the adcltion of specific loeal'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.

In addition to the diversity noted among the projects through the‘
organizational goal assessment, the projects were also found to have very
different attributes through the client impact study and ‘'the ccst analysis
componerits of the evaluation. For 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 whieh

.
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‘all projects are held equally accountable.

-and strength of each project studied.
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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 maJorlty 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 pro;ects spent at least one-quarter of their staff resources serving
non-hoﬁsed youth. |

We believe that the diversity of the YDB-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
Such a standardized evalusiiion
design inevitably»establishes a standardized service model to which all
projects are expected to conform, rather than capturing the uniqueness

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 applicable to smaller projects than to the domlnant project model

of a larger, more complex service system
-

“!nil

The current YDB-funded progects are professional, well-functioning

alternatlve youth service centers which are becomlng 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 ""crash-pad' to which adolescents can escape from dealing with
their ‘problems and their parents. Within this stereotyped view, staff at




the runaway youth projects are generally seen as being more youth than
family-oriented; as lacking the professional qualifications to provide
counseling;.and as being staffed by yocung and energetic_perséns working
for relatively low pay or simply volunteering much of their time. The
projects are themselves 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 from the current evaluation shatter many aspects of this
myth. 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.
Tke organizational goal assessment found the staff at the projects studied (E‘
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 below
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 "professionaliﬁm" of the youth service movement does suggest to
many a loss of flexibility. As the projects continue to establish formal
working 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 @T\
it seeks changes both in legislation governing the status of youth and i

in public attitudes toward youth. The runaway youth projects have gained
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a whole new form of legitimation in the eyes 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 professionalism does

not necessarily imply a decrease in a project's ability to provide viable

'service alternatives 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 sefvice movement, which provide youth with an active role in deter-
miningitheir service needs, will still be required in the future, regard-

*.less of the organizational or management structures adopted by the

individual projects.

The runawéy.youth projects offer a wide range of counseling and support
servibes'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
as requiréd by the four legislative goals. One area in which the pro-
jects are finding it‘particﬁlarly difficult to adequatély 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 prg;gcts are developing organizational mechanisms for
providing an increasingly widgs range of services, the client impact find-
ings suggest that the projects a® not delivering all of the needed ser-

- vices to a large number of individual clients. Also, while the majority

of projects were found to have implemerited all or most of the generic
and goal-specific guidelines, all but one project denionstrated 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




goal assessment were substantiated by the descriptions of services provided
to the youth and families in the client impact sample. For example, the
provision of follow-up and aftercare services is not occurring in large
numbers. While in a fow instances the projects indicated that their ser-
vice philosophy limits the emphasis they place on the provision of after-
care services, most of the projects do not provide this service simmly
because they do not have the resources to establish and maintain an active
aftercare service component. The current staff rescurces as well as the
general service structure of many of the projects (i.e., the maintenance
of a temporary shelter facility) are principally geared toward addressing
the immediate needs of youth and to resolving those problems which can be
addressed within one or two weeks of service.

Wkile the projects are making a serious attempt to address the longer-
terms needs of their client populations, current realities suggest that
this will be a far more 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 t6 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 administrative 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 component (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, pinjects which provide temporary shelter through a
volunteer network of foster homes spend, on average, $112 per client,

while projects operating a temporary shelter facility spend, on average,
However, the method of providing temporary shelter has

$163 per client.
While the cost figures seem to indicate that

certain other implications.
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 when 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
likely 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, promoting 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 addressing the immediate needs of the youth they serve. The
projects we studied were successful in providing virtually all youth (over

90%) requiring food, shelter, aﬁdkdounseling 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 assistunce, these needs were
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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-
youth and almost half of the parents

ceived by almost two-thirds of the
This performance

they serve as being helpful in resolving family problems.
level may well be a substantial accomplishment in light of the fact that

the projects often face family conflicts that have developed over years

sch cannot be thoroughly resolved through the
y counseling sessions that most projects are able

The projects were also fairly successful in
youth and

of miscommunication wh
limited number of famil
to provide their clients.
placing youth in a context that the majority of counselors,

o 79%) perceived as being the best place for the yout
s which are

parents (72% t h, an

that the projects attempt to locate those placement

* indication
Almost half of the youth indi-

most acceptable to all parties involved.
that they would still consider running away again if the

cated, however,
too bad' for them in the future. While continued

problems they faced got
runaway behavior may be viewed as a
that the youth recognizes that he or she needs assis
within the context of Goal 3 questions the stability o

"positive' action and as an indication
tance, such action
£ the youth's place-

ment following termination.

In terms of Goal 4, the projects had a fa
e to make decisions about the

irly consistent rate of

success in helping youth become better abl

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 demon-

strated a wide range of success in resolving a number of their clients'

lems, such as difficulties with school (48% success),

non-family-related prob
ing a job (39%

problems with the law (78% success), problems in obtain

success), and problems about deciding where to live (88% success).

the percent of youth interviewed
blems in these areas had been re-
ject services.

1A11 of these percentages reflect
at termination who felt that their pro
solved or somewhat resolved as a result of pro
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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
?verage performance ratings for projects which serve youth and families
?m crisis. In the absence of related previous client impact research, it
is not possible either to praise or to be highly critical of the 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
ra?g? of impacts covered by the legislative goals, it is not at all sur-
prising 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 successfull
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 projects are viewed
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
a?e, in fact, serving a more complex and diverse youth population, in-
cluding 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
?he 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 ncn-family-related prob-

lems. i i
ems. While the most common type of client served by the projects continues
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“to be runaways (44%), 16% of the client sample reported that they had been .
mpushed out' of their homes, 20% were away from home with the mutual agree-
ment of their parents, and another 19% were either contemplating 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 caseloads 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

2

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 time 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

3
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are required to find alternative placements for almost 65% of their case-
loads. Given the limited number 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
thése youth, Eecaﬁsé making such arrangements can take a minimum of
several weeks, the projects may well find it necessary to provide shelter
over an increasingly longer period of time, thereby reducing their capa-
city to accept new clients in need of services. In order to prevent their
temporary sheiter 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 independentlliving situation. It should be noted, however, that
tﬁe 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 program'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 within the scope of the National Runaway

Youth Program continues to be the strengthening of family relationships.

*,
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be iffi Y y
more difficult to serve than youth who had never run away before, and
)

th - i
at self-ieferrals would be easier to serve than youth referred by the

local juvenile justice system or other public agency officials

| If these types of relationships were found to exist, it would follo
that tho?é projects thgt served primarily older adolescents would achiev:
le?s p?51;ive re§u1ts with their clients than those projects that served
primarily younger clients, not because they were less capable of meetin
the needs of those clients but, rather, bécause “they served a more ”d‘fi'
cult" client population. As outlined in the client impact report ho:e -
such client factors as age, race, sex, socioeconomic s;atus and ,rior -
runaway episodes had, at most, only a marginal association ;ith tie extent
Fo vhich the projects were able to successfully achieve the various im nt
1?dlcators. The only two factors that demonstrated a sighificant rela,Ijac
tlopship to the extent to which positive client impact was achieved were
the motivation of the youth to resolve his or her problems and famil
?ontact with the project. For example, the family problems of thos ’ h
identified by project staff as being more motivated than other clieztzoUt
were resolved or somewhat resolved in 72% of the cases, while only 49%
of ?hose youth identified as being less motivated achieved a positiveo
rating on this indicator. Similarly, 61% of the more motivated youth
said they did not feel they would need to run away again if thinys "got
bad" .in the future, while only 36% of the less motivated youth siareio
this oninion. While the counselors felt that 84% of the more motivated
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

85% of the youth felt that the project had helped them understand and ‘

work out their problems, whereas only 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 famil |
y

problems had been resolved or somewhat resolved, 51% of the youth whose

parents had not had contact with the project shared this opinion. Finally
- 0/ - ’

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 ‘

' j
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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 problemg 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 Tesponsibility for their actions and to
actively work with those service agencies that will help them explore QM
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 thae 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
Cclosely 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 tramsition 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-
vices 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 youtk. 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 sre ready to accept (:%

independent living options and not all younger adclescents can be returned
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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 comparatiﬁe analysis conducted between the organizational goal
assessment and the client impact assessment data found the two compo-
nents to haﬁe 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
indirect 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 concefn 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 impébt indicators than projects that failed to implement a
number of the goal-specific and generic guidelines; and, were the pro-
jects 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.’ 1In
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,“ 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 achieved the guidelines.

The concept of a relationship between goal operationalization and
client impact, while validated by the current evaluation, is based upon

the premise that projects fulfill their service capacities with each of

1These clusters, which grouped projects according to their perfor-
mance on the goal-specific and generic guidelines, are identified in
Appendix D. A summary of the collective client impact scores for these
clusters on certain key indicators is included in Appendix E.

2Of the 98 indicators used in the client impact analysis, six indi-
cators could not be used in the comparative analysis between the organi-
zational goal assessment and client impact assessment data because the
total number of cases was less than 50. Also, another 42 indicators had
to be eliminated from the comparative analysis because the aggregate per-
formance level was greater than 90%, suggesting that little variation
existed among the projects. Of the remaining 56 indicators, the number
of indicators suitable for analysis was further limited 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 projuct is perceived as being capable of providing,
from an organizational standpoint, and the types of sérvices 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,
Fhe extent to which a project fully implemented the procedures and services
it had identified as being abie 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 g}ient 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-
zaﬁional 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 under 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-up.

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 weeks 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 sites were found to have established adequate 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 sour~e in the community, it
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is highly likely that more than 22% of the client sample was in need of
further counseling or other support services following their termination
from temporary shelter. Although 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 communities.

In summary, the present evaluation 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 take 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 program will
not ensure that individual clients actually receive a needed service, the
provision of such services can 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-
standing of the potential ways in which a project might influence its
client population. In addition, achieving a well-functioning service sys-
tem or implementing a number 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 service 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 concerned
about the costs of providing services, the runaway youth projects
studied demonstrated an exceptional capacity to use their 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 would 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

As the above figures indicate, projects, on average, have
In addi-

foundations.
operating budgets over twice the size of their YDB grant levels.

tion to obtaining other direct funding, the projects also have been success-
ful 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 addi-

tional $3,000 worth ofﬂresources 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.

l In addition to generating additional resources for their own use,
the projects are also generating a greafer 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

]

e

e

SR

81

in their communities for the establishment of new services. In funding
projects under the Runaway 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 role in these efforts within their communities, 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 service 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 the temporary shelter service model has well
served the needs of the YDB-funded projects® 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 previous 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 supervising 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 managers,
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