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FOREWORD: A NOTE ON THE HISTORY OF RUNAWAY PROGRAMS 
... 

conun~nity-based runaway youth centers evolved o'ver the' past fifteen years in , 
response to the needs of thousands of disaffected youth of the 'late sixties and 
early seventi es \'/ho 1 eft home and were on the move across the country. 
Unconnected wi th any part of "esta,blishment" 'systems, the centers offered young 
people neutral ground a:nd protection from the exploitation and dangers 1;>0 the 
street. . 

Community-based runaway centers are not ~nique in soci~l service bistory. Early 
YWCAs, for example, offered temporary ~h:lter a~d serVlces to.homeless young 
women moving from th~ country to the ,cltles dur1ng the' late,n1neteenth c:ntury •. 
Settlement houses in lower income, areas also offered commumty-based soc1al , 
services and met a variety of needs, i.ncluding' temporary shelter, food and . 
employment assistance. During th~ Great Depression, when 'large numbers of 
youth and adults migrated to seek, better living.conditions, the Federal gove:n~ent 
established Federal Transient Centers that provlded temporary shelter and cr1S1S 
intervention. 

, ' 

In rec'ent years, the fi rst programs to foc~s on run~wa'y prob ~ ems, were kno\"m as 
"crashpads." Located in apartments, old slngle-famlly dwell1ngs; or storefronts 
in urban neighborhoods where young people regularly gathered, they were .staffed 
by volunteers and suppo~ted by churches and community group~. 

. The programs.were oft:" vieweduwith suspicio'n ?y.law enforceme~t agencfes •. Sinc;:e 
running away was consldered a status offense, 1t was often vlewed ~s.a crlme 
that required po1ice and juvenile court action. Law enforcement ~ff1c1al~ ?ften 
searched runaway facil i ti es for :young· peopl e whose' parents had fl1 ed pet1 tl ons 
declaring them "beyond parental control ."'. ~ew runaway programs we:e ever ~losed 
by authorities hOl'lever, because .they served needs unmet by the soc1al serV1ce 
and juvenile justice systems. 

In vivid contrast to traditional institutigns and services, runaw~y program~ 
became the expression of a philosophy of ybuth,enablement va1u1ng youths. 
right to self-determination and involvement in decisions and policies p.ffect1ng 
them. . .' 

Since needs were often immediate, 24-hou~serv;ces' were developed,. featuring open 
access and crisis intervention. . 

Runaway centers deve10~ed ho~e-l~ke atmospheres. Counselors mingled with youth 
on the streets, 1 is tem ng to the1 r needs and hopes, and deciding" wi th the young 
people what was best for them. 

Counselors ~esisted labeling youth as ~sick," "devtant," or "in need of treatme~t" 
because they had run away. A be~ief devel~ped th~t run~way programs should be 
flexible and responsive to chang1ng needs 1n the communlty. An agency that 
provi.ded,only shelter and counseling might open a ~ong-·term group foster home or 
offer job training and placement when there was ~v1dence of need. 

As a result rUna\oJolY programs have grown fy;om simple residential programs ~nto 
multi-servi~e youth and f~mily centers, providing family and.group counSellng, , 
short and long-term foster placements, and supplemental serV1ces such as educatl0nal, 
legal, vocational ilnd medical services'either"directly or thro,ugh referral. 

1 
. . ' 

. ... 

~ . 
! • '. -' •.. ~ ... 

I: 

In recent years, runaway programs have developed capabilities to provid.e preven
tion, community education, and aftercare. 

Funding bases for these programs have also expa~ded' as financial supp~rt from a, 
variety of Federal ,and private sources has been, secured and sustained. 

In the latter part of 1973, the Secretary'of Health, Education, and Welfare 
. established an Intra-Departmental Committee on ~unaway'Youth in response to 

growi ng national a\'Iareness and concern about the problems of ,runaway .youth ... 
Through this committee of several agencies 'and offices, research, information' 
and data gathering, service and training, community education model demonstra
tions and evaluations, development.of program standards and guidelines,and 
provision of technical assistance and training were undertaken. " 

'The passage o'f the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Co~t~ol Act of 
1974, of which the Runaway Youth Act constitutes Title III, provided, for the 
first time, ongoing Federal support to Runaway Youth' p-rograms. Responsibility 
for the Runaw~y Youth Act was placed with the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, while the resp'onsibility for the remaining Titles of the legisla-
tion resided with the Department of Justice. . . 

One major outgrowth of the National Runa\'Iay Program has been the sustained 
dialogue among service providers. ,The result has Deen an improved level of 
response to t~e needs of' young peopla •. 

In addition to the Youth Development Bureau; other Department of Health and 
Human Servi ces acti vi ti'es . such as' the Nationa J Institute. on Urug Abuse, National 
Institute of Mental He!l'th and. Sqcial Security Act Title XX monies have supported 
expanded servi ces .,.! .J.way and othen'li se homeless youth. As well, the Offi ce 
of ~uveni1e Justic, '9linquency Prevention in the Department of Justice, 
has been instrumeni.d j .1 broadeni ng the scope of runaway centc:rs. 

Runaway centers are broadening thei r funding bases to i ncl ude state and loca·l 
support under programs such as Title XX and the Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act. Several states are developing legislation that parallels the 
Runaway Youth Act. 'Runaway youth programs are now integrated wi th state and 
local coalitions that coordinate services'and influence local, state and national' 
policy. 

Two national organizatidn's, the National Network of Runa\'Iay and Youth Services 
and the National youth Work Alliance (formerly the National Youth Alternatives 
Project) are part of thi s net~ork... " . . 

Today, the National network of runaway programs ranges from small independent 
community-based programs to state and county-level programs as well as toose 
operated by private, nonprofit organizations ,such as Red Cross, YMCA's 
Travellers Aid, YWCAs, churches, Indian Tribal Councils and the Salvation Army. 
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PREFACE , . 
. 7 ~pub1i~ La~ 95-115), w~ich reauthorized· 

The juvenile Justice A~endment~ of l~ ~elinquenCy Prevention ,Act of 1974 (Public 
and expanded the Ju~en,ll~,Just1ce ,an er 3, 1977. 'The Runaway Youth Act,. 
law 93-415), were slgned ,~to law o~ oct~bd in'this'legislation in response to 

.Title III of this' legislat10n, was ~nclu / ouths who leave home without, parental 
the continuing concern,over thefnum ~~m~ ~re vulnerable an~ exposed to 
permission and who, Whlleaway rom , 
exploitation and other dangers. 

" S cretar of the Depar.tment of Health 
Section 315 of the legislation req~~re~ t~~e ~ongres~ on the status and accomplish
and Human Services to re~ort annua Y t~d under Title III. This 'fourth Ann~al 
ments of the programs .... 'h1Ch are sup~or b' 'tted in response to the legislatlve 

, Report covers Fiscal Year 1979 and 1S su ml . 
requirement. 

based upon data and information report are The findings and conclus~ons in thi: 
obtained from the followlng sources. 

t Information System (Youth Development Bureau) 
• Managemen " .' ' 
• Annual Reports to Congress '(YDB), FY

I

77 ~nd Fy
l

78 
, ~, 

• Inspector Genera 11 s Rep,~rt (DHEW~, ' 
, t and Department administrators. 

• Reports from grantees, c,ontrac ~rs ~ , , ... 
. ' ment 0 eration and accomplishments OT 

This Annual Report'focuses on the develop 'f 'de~ by,YDB under the Runaway Youth 
, b d ·way youth programs un . db' ' Y the communlty- ase runa "f 'the services prov1de Y runawa 

Act Section I provides a descrlptl,on.ol t' e goals Section II illustrates, 
• ., ~ " "'0 Ie .... ' S a 1 v I.' h programs and their rela~10nsnlp,~ ~l ations the characteristics of·t e 

in tabular form, w~th acy~~~pan~l~fi~~PI~~ describes rec~nt prog~am efforts t' g 
clients 'served dUrlng F : e "d f r our client populatlon by s~ppor 1n 
to' expand the range of se~v1 ces pr~v1 de, .0 roaches "'fn meet; ng ser:~11 ce needs, 
demonstration projects ~h1ch ~est }n~~~a~~~~o~~~ Toll-Free Communications Syst~m ' 
Section IV presents 'a d1SCUss10n 0 ro ram system. Appended are ev~luat1ve 
which is an integral par~ of the runawaYr~ r~ms and their success in meei;lng the 
concl usi~ns on the opetrabtl:o~e~f u~~~~w~1eP RU~aWay Youth Act. 
legislat1ve goals es a 1S ' 
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!NTRO DUCT ION 

The purpose of the Runaway Youth Progra~ is to ~rovide financiil support to public 
and private nonprofit agencies -- or networks of these agencies -- for developing 
and strengthening community-based progrrumthat address the immediate needs of 
runaway youth and their families. The 1977 Juvenile Justice Amendments expanded, 
the scope of the Program to inc'Jude otherwise homeless youth. 

, 

Grants are made available to communities for projects which are independent of 
local law enforcement structures and juvenile justice systems. Temporary shelter, 
counseling and aftercare services are the essential services provided to meet the 
legislative goals of these programs. .. 
The legislative goals of the Runaway Youth Act are:' 

('I) To all evi a te the prob 1 ems of runaway youth; , ' 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

T6 reunite youth with their families and to encourage the resolution 
of intrafamily proble,ms through counseling and other services; , 

To strengthen family relationships and to encourage stable living 
conditions for youth; and" ' , 

To help youths examine and make choices regarding potential future 
'courses of action. 

The Youth D~velopment Bureau, (YDB) is located within the Administration for Children, 
Youth and Families (ACYF), a component of the Office of Human Development Services, 
a principal agency of the Department of Health and Human Services. YDB is responsible 
for the implementation and administration of the National Runaway Youth Program and 
has the leadership role in increasing public awareness with respect to aspects of 
the rU'naway problem, ,In addition, YOS is responsib'le for planning, developing an,d 
implementing an integrated program of research, demonstration, and evaluation 
activities related to youth needs, problems, and developmental issues, YOB dis-
seminates information on youth needs, concerns and program approaches, and serves 
as 'an advocate for youth with Federal agencies whose programs impact on youth. As 

'expressed in the Final Report of the Berkeley Planning Associates' evaluation 
(Executive Summary appended), the National Runaway Youth Program ;s having signifi
cant impact on the liv.es of runaway and homeless youth, and their families. 

Runaway youth Legislation, which' requires the integration of the family into the 
range of services, is an important social service initiative. Youth people and 
their families now have access to a wide-ranging network of community-based 
services designed to meet their needs. 

During FY ' 79, through its community-based centers, the Runaway Youth Program 
s~rved a total of 304;962 'youthS. This figure includes 43,013 youths who received 
shelter and/or counseling. This number represents a 34% increase over 1978. One 
hundred forty-three thousand (143,000) youths used the National Toll-Free 
Communications System and 118,949 were seen on a one-tlme, drop-in basis. 
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Table 1: YDB Administrati~e Ove~view' 

" 
II of Youth ff of Youth Served by 

' .. , . . 

ff Youth Served on, 

Fiscal Programs Doll ars Served .by National Toll-Free Drop-ln, One-
Time Basis Expended Proqrams Communications System Year Funded 

66 $ 4,146,826 * . * 1975 

'197·6 129 $ 7,903,734 15,000 19,000 ' 
, . 

1977 129 $ 7,710,000 29,595 102,106 ' . 

1978 166** $10,2.40,000 32,000 1~5,880 
. 118,950*** 
1979 164 $10,740,000 43,000 143,000 .-
* Data was not available' on the number of youth ser.ved ~~ programs o,r by the 
, National Toll-Free Communications System. " 
** The total number of programs incluges the new programs funde~ a~. of 

September 30, 1978. '. 
***Data collection in this category began in Fiscal ,Year' ,1979• 

YDS' has assumed a leadership role to' increase public awareness of Pi~~l~~s.andd' 
. . ted with running away., These include pre~n~ncy, pros 1 u 10n an 

!:~~;1e~~S~~1~t~~~<P~~d~~~~~ ~~~~~;!insy~~a~a~i~~~mci~~~l~~~ri~ m~~r~e~~~~~it;~s 
:n~r~e~; ~ ~~~d~~ti ;ns. 'It- i S a'i1ti ci p~ted . tha~, act; vi ti es .; nth; s area' wi 11 step 
up in FY'BO since sev~r~l ~entures are stl11 '~n the pl~nnlng stages. 

"Sumnary of FY'79.Accomplishments ": . 

Sign'ificant a,~compli~h~ents of the Nati~n,a1 ~unawa'y Youth 'Program in FY'79: 
include: " 

.' p'r~vision of funding fo~ 164 Ru'naway Youth P.r~grams .w~ich h~ve '~r~vi~~d 
services to over 43,000 runaway youth and t~elr faml11es locate ,n 
States, Puerto Rico, the District of Co1~mbla and Guam. ' 

Development' of 'an ,interagency ~g~eement \./i'th the Offi~e cif Juvenile 
"e" Justice and Delinquency Prevention (Department of Justlce) and the 

Office of Youth Programs (Department of Labor) ~or the purpose of t 
x ~,J~di n the services prov; ded to youth. The 1 nterage~cy agreemen 

e p~-. des 9 funds for 17 demonstration grants to 23 cormnu01 ty-based run~way 
p~~~~ programs to enable them to test innovative approaches for d~allng 
~ith the unemployment problems of youth an~ to enhance the youths . 
prospects for employment ~n occupations \A/hlCh, would lead to productlve 
worki ng 1 i ves. (See Sectlon IlL) . .., 

.-

• 

• 

. ... 

.., 
• Continuation of seven demonstration grants to Runaway Youth Programs to 

enable them to provide comprehensive services to addres$ the ,needs of 
youth and families in crisis. 

• Funding of the National Toll-Free Communications System for the fifth 
year as a vehicle to serve runaway and ,otherwise homeless youth and 

families. This communication network served over 143,000 youth in FY'79. 
Se~Section lV.) , 

• Completion of extensive evaluations of a representative sample of programs 
funded under the Runaway Youth Act by an i ndep,endent, contractor. 

• Implementation and automation of a Management Information System to 
provide accurate and timely quantitative information on participant 
characteristics and rendered program services. 

• Devel,opment of a contract to conduct a state-wi de demonstration project 
withi~ the Ohio Network of Runaway Youth Services, utilizing Title XX 
resources to expand runaway youth acti,vi ti es ~ (S~e Section I 1.L) 

o Hiring of a permanent Director of the Division of Runaway Youth Programs. . . . . . 

• An aw~rd of recognitio~ from the Federal Coordinating Council on"Juveni1e 
Jus~ce and Delinquency Prevention fo~ the youth 'employment demonstrations 
and Ti tl e XX i ni ti ati ves spon~)ored. by the Youth Deve 1 opm~nt Burea.u. 

• Development of model regulati,ons for the Runaway Ybuth legi'slation which 
eliminates duplication and red tape. ',' 

, . 
• Implementation and 'modification of the Program Performance Standards, 

which are integral to the successful monitoring of Title III grantees. 

• Provision of project-specific technica1 assTstance and training by an 
independent cqntractor. for 164 grante~s. 

• Convening of the first Youth Services Institute, offering three ~oursej of 
study.,to se1ecte~ YDB grantees, and 'program staff 

, ' 

, ~ , Review and revision of the mandated statistical ,reporting requirements 
which resulted in the development and implementation of the Information 
Collection and Re'search Eva1 uation Form. ' 

,Thi~ Annual ~eport to Congress builds upon the substance of'p~~vious arinual 
reports and highlights the progress and accomplishments' of Runaway Youth ~rograms 
s1,nce Federa 1 i ntervent i on~ , , 
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SECTION I DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES PROVIDED BY RUNAWAY PROGRAMS AND iHEIR 
RELATIONSHIP TO THE FOUR LEGISLATIV,E GOALS OF THE RUNAWAY YOUTH ACT 

The basic pu~pose of the National Runaway Youth Program is to develop and expand 
a network of communi ty-based facil i.ti es to respond to the needs of runaway and 
otherwise homeless youth. Toward this end, and in' response to the legislative' 
goals of the Program, a series of essential services, supple,mer)tal services and 
operating procedures have been set in place. " 

This section of the Annual Report presents an overview of the basic services 
offered by runaway programs throughout. the country. This list is not exhaustive 
of all activities that have been' designed and implemented in response to the Runaway 
Youth Act, but is representa"ti ve of the essenti a 1 operatin'g components of a ' 
typical program. Sectjo'n III af this report describes. a series of additional 
services designed to meet the needs of runaway youth. 7hese services are highli~hted 
because they have good potential replicability. They have been funded as demon
stration effo.rts through the youth Development Bureau. 

Table 2 shows how these services apply to the four goals of the Runaway youth Act. 

Essential Services 

• 'Outreach '. 

Outreach services.include those activities which provide visibility for~ 
and create awareness of, the services of'fered by the Prograll1. Outreach 

". includes public relations and community educati,on efforts. For example, 
a program may sponsor a' v~n which travel.s to schools and youth gathering 

· '. places'to provide them with information' and/or services such as' counseling 
. " and medical services. 

• ·Information and Referral 

All YDB-funded Title III programs offer informatio~ and referrai services 
to runaway and homeless youth and their families. At the national. level, 
the runaway Metro-Help Toll-Free Hotline in Chicago provides, on request, 
information regarding programs for runaway and homeless youth in the 
nation, the names of agencje~ offering special services to runaway.youth 
and, in specific cases, refers cases to agencies in the communities where 
runaway and homeless youth are in a state of crisis. . . . . 

On the project level, information and referral services take the form of 
descriptive brochures, TV and radio public announcements, public education 
workshops and seminars which are considered community education and public 
awareness activities. These activities are considered to be essential as 
they secure a positive image for the program with thecommunity-at-large. 

• Individual Intake 

Individual intake is a process for: iden"tifyinq the emergency needs of a 
young person, establishing a dialogue through which the youth becomes 

"acquainted with the kinds of services available., Information communicated 
this way helps a young person to deciqe whether he or she will participate 
in. the program. During intake, when the clients' needs are determined~ 
the youth is apprised. of all services available, either by that project or 
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th~o~gh li~kages wit~ other.p~ograms •. This activity represents a 
crltlcal f1rst ~tep 1n prov1d1ng serV1ces to youth.' The intake process 
helps to e~tabllsh rapport between the person seeking help and project 
staff. Th1s.proc~ss sets a tone that can greatly influence the outcome 
of the relat1onshlp. 

.' Temporary Shelter 

TemporarY,shelter,is short:term room and board and core crisis 
'nt~rventlOn serVlces prov1ded on a 24-hour basis by a runaway youth 
prOJect: ~h~re are t~o types of temporary shelters: a group facility 
and an lnd1vldual fam1ly or foster home. A group faci'lity provides 
te'!1porary shel~er and at l~a~t t~o meals a day to a maximum of tt'lenty 
cl1ents at a t1me. Sup~rv1s10n 1S provided by adult staff. At least 
one ad~lt.staff member 1S on the premise!; when youths are in the facility 
!he.m~JOr1ty o~ the program activities take place at the facility. An . 
1ndlvldual famllY.home ~r foster home provides shelter and meals using 
a volun~eer or pa1d.famlly that enters into a contract with the project 
~o pr~v1de she!ter ~n thei~ own home. Youth~ are placed singularly or 
1n pa1rs and, 1n ~h!s settlng, they spend the maJority of their time 
a~a~ from t~e fac1l1ty. ~ll f~cilitie~ must be in compliance with 
~ln1mum state and local 11censlng requlrements and may have a youth no 
longer than 15 days at: any given time. 

• Individual Counseling 

·In~ividual counseling, provided to each youth admitted iritoO~h~ program 
tak~s the form of a one-tQ-one guidance relationship. Paid staff.aFJO ' 
tra1ned volunteers are assigned to each youth, usually upon entry into 
the.program. T~ese staff members or volunteers are responsible for 
varlou~ cou~sel'ng tasks during the stay' of the youth in the facility. 
These ~ nc! u{",e cont~c~ing the parents of the runaway or homeless youth, 
establl~hlng a ~os1t1ve rapport with the family and client, scheduling 
counsel1ng ses~10ns, and providing feedback to the youth and families. 
lnt~ke counsel-lng for the y~utry,.the first contact with the program, is 
an lmporta~t aspect of ~he lnd1v1dual counseling program. At this point, 
the youth 1S asked to d1SCUSS,his or her situation. He.or she is informed 
~f house rules and a case plan· is established. 

Supplementary Services • 

Additional services rendered by programs' during. the runaway episode include: 

o· Family Counseling '0 • 

Family counseling, provided by runaway program staff, is available to 
each parent or· leg~l guardian and the youtn admitted'to the program who 
reque~ts s~ch serVlces. Generally, family counseling focuses on the 
relat1onsh1ps between family members. Rather than viewing the youth 
or the parents as the "cause" of the problem, such counseling focuses! 
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. . t promote ~har~d problem solving~ This upon improving ~ela~lonsh~ps 0 most of the runaway centers .. ~he 
type of counse~lng 1S a~~~~~bl~p~;oach depends upon the availab1l1ty and 
use and effectlveness OIlS atives and friends during the 
cooperation of parents afnd other rp:~iod The nature of the counselihg runaway crisis and the a ~ercare . '. 
provided ranges from clinlcal to lnst~uctlonal. 

• Medical Services 

d ll'ed health se~vices are available at all YDB-Medical, dental, an a 1. . tl by means of paid or volunteer 
funded runaw~y centers, elther dlre~ef~rral basis to clinics, hospitals 
medical-nurslng ~e~sonn~l ~~' oni~hborhoods where the runaway houses are 
and private phys~clans ln t e ne ploy mobile 'health units which rea:;h 
located. A few of the cen ers em streets and in neighborhoods 
out to runaNay and homel~ss.{~~th o~e~~~al, dental, and other diagnosti~ 
not ~erv:~ by a runaw~Yl balc1 l~y~ll as limited treatment programs. examlnatl.OnS are aval a e as w 

• Legal Services 

d t th case and class advocacy services described in 
i~~~e!~c~~~~t;r: ~e~ai services ~V~ilae~:;~Or~~~!:~Yc:~~e~~m:~:s~o~~~~~. 
and their famll1~s ln the co~~n~t!~~her by legal rights, processing 
These legal ser~lces ~~e pro~~c~ involve the youth, resolution of ques
of court or ~Ollche ac,lohntso~ the youth to marry, to work, to drop'out tions regardlng t e rlg I •• 

of school and to seek ordered emanclpatlon. 

• e Advocacy. 

, . b ut change for a specific Advocacy is the utlliza~ion of.p~wer to ~~l~~t~v~ty in support of someone 
group by means of speaklng,· w~lt~na ~~~/ growth and development of runa'l/ay 
or a cause. Advocacy has motlva :ithin the larger runaway system, there 
centers. In runaway centers an~ l' t servi ces . casework, and 
are three forms of advocacy: dlre~t ~ ~~~ provided ~t many YDB-funded 
system change. Direct clien~ serV1ces unawa and homeless youth to 
runaway centers. These serVlces ~elpfrtheirYdifficulties, the nature 
better understand the le~aJ aspec s 0 servi~es establish a process 
of the appli~a~le go~ern1~fhlaWsthsT~~~etheir families regarding their 
for sharing lnformatlon W1 you 'lable to them. 
legal rights and the legal procedures ava~ . 

ter staff member· assists runaway In advocacy casework, the runawa~ ~en 'otiatin with the community 
and homeless youth in unde~~t~~dl~9 ~~~mn~~d theirgfamilies. An example 
agencies and resource~ ava1 a e t~" f a foster home or an independent 
is staff involvem~n~ 1n ~he selec l~~ ~ n b~ placed once he or she leaves . living situation 1nto Wh1~h the you ca 
the shelter. 
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While the first two types of advocacy were youth-oriented and utilized 
a couns2'ling relationship, system change advocacy'i~ more oriented to 
youth as a class of citizens in special need. Here a .change in the 
police, court, correctional youth service policies or delivery system 
is indicated. Changes in curr~nt policies and practices which impact on 
the lives of runaway and homeless youth are proposed. Some of these 
proposed changes may take the form of legal reform and revision of the 
Juvenile Code in which. the runaway program is located. The Congress, 
in authorizing the support of coordinated networks of the serVice 
providers for runaway and homeless youth, has sanctioned the process of 
system advocacy. Some of the YDB-funded networks have p"1 ayed a major 
role jn advocating legal reform and changes in current. practices and 
poncies which affect runaway and homeless ycuth. . 

• Aftercare Services -
The Runaway Youth Act regulations define aftercare as the "provision 
of services to runaway or otherwise homeless youth and their families 
folfowing the youth's return home or placement in alternative living 
arrclngements whf ch 1~lay be associ ated with their adj ustment to pl acement 
after 1 ea ving the runaway program. II Aftercare services inc Jude pre
release counseling of youth and family; pJanning the return home or to 
an alternative placement such as foster care or independent living' 
arrangement; and, periodic follow-up conversations (usually for up to 
a year) with the client to ascertain how adjustment is being made. In 
addition, the aftercare component provides referrals whe~ necessary to 
the youth and family for appropriate resources in the community to 

'which the youth returns. All of these services are designed to fac~litate 
the transiti'on from temporary shelter services to the home or to other 
living arrangements by providing a continuity of care. Effective after
care services are. seen as instrumental in reducing the recurrence of runaway episodes. 

• Group Counselin[ 

Group counselfng builds up6n the individual counseling component of 
a runaway program1s operation. Most of the YDB-funded runaway youth 
centers bring together Clients on a schedUled basis for group discussions. 
These. sessions may focus on individual client problems and needs or ' 
may encompass general topics related to group living and/or adolescent 
life. Group counseling is provided under the guidance of mental health 
and social work professionals and may be clinical, instructional and/or non-directive in nature. 

Procedural ReqUirements 

.• 'Referral linkages 

, .. 

The programs maintain referral and coordination linkages with several 
sources, including the police, juvenile courts and probation office, 
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social services, schools, and other runaway ~enters/crisis intervention 
units. Maintaining referral and coordination linkages with key sources 

Table 2: Relationship Between Program Services and Goals of the 

...... -

is essential to reaching runaways and youth in crisis: 
, 

The referral network is used in two directions: to identify youth who 
would benefit from runaway program serv'ices, and to secure community 
services for youth and families working to resolve long-term p~oblems. 

, ' 

Runaway programs accept the majority of youth they serve through self
referrals, referrals from other youth, and referrals from community
based, youth-serving agencies. Receiving youths through self-referrals 
or other informal referrals demonstrates the accessibility of programs 
to youths in need of services. 

,Thus, runaway projects maintain active"referral and coo_'dination linkages 
with agencies that offer ~ounseling and other support,services to youth 
and: fami 1 i es, inc 1 ud i ng : ' 

family counseling agencies; 

_ 'legal assistance agencies; : 

_ social service and welfare agencies; 

-'housing authorities; and, 

_ other family suppor~ agencies. • 

Surranary' ' 
The four legis1ative goals of the Runaway Youth 'Act are broadly stated and allow 
for a wide range of service responses to the needs of youth. The legislative 
goals offer a structural and philosophical framework for addressing the needs of 
runaway and homeless youth, while permitting variation in program design. 

For other youth with deep-rooted family problems, encouraging stable 1iving 
conditions may involve the identification of other living arrangements and auvocacy' 
in whatever legal actions are necessary to effect a change in the youth1s 
residence. Regardless of the type of placement, aftercare services are'provided 
to determine if the placement is working successfully, and to determine if other 
services are required. To ft large extent, the flexibility of the legislative goals 
and the interpretations of them developed by the Youth Development Bureau have 
created an environment that allows individual programs to stress activities that 
best fill the service gaps in the community. 

' .. 
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Goal One: 

To alleviate the 
needs of youth 
during the 
runaway episode. 

Goal Two: 

To reunite youth 
with their famili es 
and encourage the 
resolution of 
intra-family 
problems. 

Goal Three: 

To strengthen 
family relation-
ships and en-
courage stable 
living condi-
tions for youth. 

Goal Four: 

To help youth de-
cide upon a future 
c ourse of action. 
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SECTION II - CHARACTERISTICS OF YOUTH SERVED 

This section presents data selected through th~ You til Development Bureau's Infor
mat';on-.System (MIS) during FY '79. This informatio'n is gathered in response to 
the Congressional directive mandating the collection of statistical data on each 
client served by YDB-funded centers. The data base represents the intake and 
service summaries of the 43,000 clients served by 164 YOB-funded centers •. Youth 
who came to a program on a one-time, drop-in basis or youth who called the program's 
emergency telephone number are not included in the data base. Information gathered 
from more than 43,000 clients, is organized into eleven selected categories 'from 
which profiles can be drawn. Table 3 for example, presents profiles for tliree 
~ategories of youth that represent 74% of the 43,000 yo~ths served. 

The remainder of this section provides specificity and breadth to the profiles in 
Table 3. These topics are presented and discussed separately. 

. , . 

1. Youth Types 

2. Sex Distribution 
.. 

3. Age Distribution . 

4. Race Distributions 

5. Living Situation at Time of Service Request 
• 

6. School Status 

7; Rea~ons for Seeking Service 

8. Referral Source 

9. Reasons for Leaving Temporary Shelter and for· 
Project Service Termination 

10. Disposition 

1. Youth Types 

. Runaway Youth Centers are serving six distinct youth populations. The major 
.-groupings are categori zed in the fo 11 o,wi ng. manner: . 

o Runawa Youth - youth who are away from home without permission of their 
parent ~) or legal guardian(s); . . 

• :0 Push-Out Youth - youth who leave home w.ith parental encouragement or 
direction; 

o Mutual Agreement De artures - youth who leave home with knowledge/approval 
'of parent s or legal guardian(s) and who ~esire to move from the family 
home; I 
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Table 3: Three sets of Profi1~ Data on youths Served by YOB-funded Programs 

TYPE 

SEX 

RACE 

AGE 

LAST GRADE 
COMPLETED 

REASON FOR 
SEEKING SOURCE 

REFERRAL 
SOURCES 

I. 

RUNAWAY 

18,168 

F(65.5%) 

Caucasian .(75.8) 

fourteen (20.2 ) 

fifteen (26.9) 

Sixteeri (24.2) 

seventeen (14.2) 

seventh (13.7) 

eighth (22.3) 

'ninth (26.9) 

tenth (16.0) 

eleventh (5.S")" 

. . 
No 'Commu. 
w/Parent (58.1) 
Parent too 
Strict (42.4) 

Self (22.2) 
Police (15.8) 

NONRUNAWAY 
PUSHOUT CRISIS 

5154 8513 

M(52.9%) F(5l.2%) 

Caucasian (65.S) Caucasian (70.7) 

fourteen (ll.S) fourteen (16.3) 

fifteen (20.3) fifteen (20.0) 

sixteen (23.9) sixteen (20.3) 

seventeen . (27.3) seventeen (1S.1) 

seventh (8.S') seventh (20.3) 

eighth (17.4) eigh:th .. {1S.3>' 

ninth (27.0) ninth . (-22.4) 
. 

tenth (2'1.2) tenth (1 ~'.S) . 

eleventh (9.9) eleventh (7".9) 

, . 
Pushed out (72.5) No Comm. 
No Comm. w/Parent (43.3) 
w/Parent (46.6) Parent too 

Strict (1 9.·9) 

, Self (19.3). Sel f {13~Or 
Other Pub. Parent or 

. agenc; es (11.9) Guardian (12 .• 0)· 
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• Potential Runaway Youth - youth who are still living ~t horne but' are 

considering leaving horne without permission of their parent(s) or legal 
guardian(s); , 

• Non-Runaway Crisis Youth - youth who are living in a situation, other 
than those described above, which is unstable or critical and who are 
not planning to depart; 

• Other - youth who are not included in the above categories, but who corne 
to the project for services. 

Table 4 illustrates the distribution of the youth served during FY '79 by the six 
c.ategories. Each category is further delineated by sex. It should be noted, that 
the Runaway Youth category is significantly larger than any other category (42% of 
the total). This trend is consistent with the findings of FY '78 but does show a 
slight decrease in proportion to the total population (FY '78-45.2% of the total 
population). These data also show that there is a significantly larger female, 
population being served by YDB-funded programs. It is interesting to note that 
the next largest type of youth being served are those in a non-runaway crisis, with 
male and female in this category being evenly distributed. This category is 
slightly increased over FY '78 findings and may imply'that more youth are using the 
centers as preventive resources. 

Sex Distribution 

Table 5 displays the distribution of youth by sex according to the six types. Of 
the total youth served in FY '79, 17,980 (42%) were males and 25,033 (58%).were 
females. 

These data show that females are not'on1y'a'significantly larger propor'tion of 
the total population served, they represent a larger proportion of the runaway 
youth category (34.6% male to 65.4% female). Interestingly enough, just the 
opposite trend appears for the push-out category. A larger proportion of the, 
push-outs are male (52.8% male to 47.2% female). Only th:irty percent (30.8%) of 
those contemplating running away are males. These trends are consistent with 
the FY '78 trends and seem to indicate that fewer males tend to deal with or have 
the opportunity to deal with their problems in the home through negotiation than 
do females. 

. . 
The age distribution of the youth served during FY '79 followed 'a pattern similar 
to FY '78 in that a majority of the youth served were between the ages of 14 and 
17. The 14-17 age grouping represented 83% of the youth served in FY '79 as com
pared to 84% in FY '78. Table 6 shows that the predominant age was almost equally 
divided between ages 15 and 16. Of the remaindar of the youth served, 2.8% were 
between the ages of 18 and 20, 13.3% were between the ages of 9 and 13. 
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Total Youth 

Runaway Youth 

Male 

Female 

Pushout Youth 

Male 

Female 

Mutual Agreement 

Male 

Female 

CQDtemp1ating Running 

Male 

Female 

Non~Runaway Crisis 

Male 

Female 

Other Reasons 

Male 

Female 

I • 

, . 
.. " 

Tabl e 4: Youth Types, 

% OF TOTAL YOUTH 

43,013 100.00 

18,168 42.00 

6,280 ~~15. 00 
, . 

11 ,888 ' 28.00 

5,154 12.00 

2,720 ' 6.00 

~,434 6.00 

6,,903 16.00 

3,099 7.00 

3,804' • 9.00 

1 ~865 4.00 

575 1.00 

1,290 ' 3.00 

8,568 20.00 

4,168 10.00 

4,400 10.00 • 

' . 2,355 5.50 

1,138 2.60 ,~ 

;',j 

1~217 
1 

2.90' 

I 

. , , 

16 . 
• 



Total 

Total 43,013 

Male 17,980 

ColumnS 41.8 
;' ... 

Row% 

Fema)e 25,033 

ColumnS 58.0 

RoW',t; , 

,. 

? I , , 

~~-- ,~-~--- -~--

'Table 5: ,Sex Distribution 

Runaway Pushout 

18,168 5,154 

6,280 2,720 

34.6 52.8 

34.7 15.0 

11 ,888 2,434 

65.4 47.2 

47.4 9.5 

" . 

" 

-, 

Mutual 
Agreement 

6,903 

, 3,099 

44.9 

17. 1 

3,804 

55.1 ' 

15.0 

, . 

Contemplating Non-Runaway 
Running " Crisis 

1,865 ' 8,568 

575 4,168 

30.8 48.6 

3.0 23.1 

1,290 . 4,400 

69.2 '51.3 

5.0 17.4 

, 

. . 

Other Don't know 

2,355 253 

1,138 106 

48.3 '41. 7 

6.3 .5 

1,217 

54.6' 

4.8 

\ 

{ 
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*' A total of 193 cli~nts under the age of ~ine rec~ived ~erv'ices. 
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Ethnicity Distribution 
; 

Of the 43,000 clients served by YDB-funded centers during FY '79, 31,182 or 72% 
were Caucasian/White. The next larger grouping was Black/Negro, accounting for 
16% of the total client population, an increase of 3% over FY '7S. The remaining 
ethnic categories follow in the order of their frequency: Hispanics were 6% of 
the population, 2% of the population were American Indians and 1% were 'Asian/Pacific -
Islanders. Table 7 displays these figures. With the exception of the increase in 
the number of Black/Negro youth served, the racial/ethnic distribution has re-
mained constant for the past 2 years. The increase of Black/Negro clients may be 
associated \'tith the concomitant increases in Black unemployment and inflation 
which are having a devastating effect on Black families. 

Table, 7: 

" , 

American Indians 

Asian/Pacific Islanders 

Black/Negro 

Caucasi anl~Jhi te 

Hispanic 

Don't Know 

Ethnicity Distribution 

Total in Category 

989 

596 

7,049 

31.182 
• 

' 2,581 

616 

Living Situations/Family Configurations 

, ' 

% of Total' 
Youth Served 

2.0 

1.0 

16.0 

72.0 

6.0 

1.0 

~Of the youth who corne to the shelters as runaways, the largest proportion (81.6%) 
were living at horne with parent(s) or legal guardian(s). Table 8 displays the' 
frequency of runaway youth in accordance with the categories of places they lived 
prior to the runaway episode • 

While the proportion of youth in living arrangements other than "home" 'or "legal 
'group" is relatively small, Table 8 does illustrate the variety of living situa
tions from which youth run. 'The majority of these figures have remained constant 
over the 1978 and 1979 fiscal years. However, several differences are noted.' 
While the foster home population fell from 4.1% in FY 1 78 to 3.9% in FY '79, the 
·namber of youth running from the homes of relatives also fell from 3.0% in FY '78 
to 2.7% inFY '79. 

Given the fact that over 80% of the youth served in the runaway category were 
living with their parents or legal guardian, it would be useful to review the 

, family setting at the time of the runaway episode. Table 9 pr.ovides an illustration 
of the distribution of runaway youth by family ~omposition. 
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Table 9: Family' Composition' 
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Table 8: Living Sit:uations 

S of Total 
Youth 

Total Runaway 18,168' . 100.0 

Home or Legal Group' . 14,805 81.5 

Relatives Home 489 .. , ~ 2.7 

Friends Home 264 1.4 

Fos'ter Home 711 ·3.9 

Group Home 655 3.6 

Boarding Home 40 .2 . 
Mental Hospital 63 .3 

Correction Institutions 70 .4 

Other Institution 243 .. 1.3 

Independent Living 35 .2 

On the Run 87 .5 

Runaway Crisis House 238' ,1.3 

Other 164 .9 

Doni t Know 122 .6 

No Response 182 1.0 • 

~ .; Nurnl:a' of' , of 

\ ~ I 
Runaways Runaways 

, , 
· i 
· ·1 1btIal RI.ma\~y 18,168 100.00 

i 
{ 
i No Adult in Ham 

Ii 
299 .1.6 

Fatmrftbthe.r 6,947 38.3 
I 

11 ,,' i' Father/Steprotrer 1,017 5.6 
·1 
~ 1 

Father/other Adult F~e I 169 . .9 
,j-
1\ ! Fat.~ Only 508 2.8 

i 
·1 
fj M?ther/Stepfather 2,851 15.7 
I 
I 

t fobther/ot:h;r Adult Male 841 4.6 
:1 , . , 
'~i Mother Only 2,861 15.8 

f 'I Stepfather/other Fanale 6 .0 

· :.~ I 
I Stepf3ther Only 22 .1 

r,.,;-! 

~" r 
~ I , ~teprother/cith;r Male 6 .0 

" ~ Ste};ItCther Only 26 .1 
ti' 

~ other Male/Other Female 480 2.6 

'Other Adult Male 26 .1 

~ Adult Fanale 200 1.1 

Don't KncM 1,596 . .8.7 

No~e 
' . 313 1.7 

, . 
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The predominant family composition according to this table is the father/mother 
type. Other major family make-ups which appear in the data are: mother only 
(15.8% of the population) and mother/stepfather· (15.7% of the runaway population). 
There were relatively few youth with no adult in the home (1.6%). Family cO,nfigura
tions such as father/stepmother and mother with other adult male were of moderate 
frequency (5.6% and 4.5% respectively). The r.emaining categories we~e only 
slightly represented (2.6% to less. than .1%). From the above data, lt could .be 
concluded that the majority (61.7%) of runaway youth de come from homes that have 
been altered in some fashion. 

School Status 

Over half of the youth seeking services (58%) were attending school regularly. 
Dropouts represented the next largest portion of t"he service population (17%). 
Eleven percent of the youth served have truancy problems; and those that had 
either been suspended, expelled or graduated represented two percent of the 
population, respectively. The figures in Table 10 show no significant change 
from those appearing in the youth population served during FY '78. 

Table 10: School Status 

Number of Youth . % of Total Youth 
by School Status in Each Category 

Total Youth 43,013 100.0 . , 
Attending' 24,822 58.0 

Truant . 4,603 11.0 

Suspended 1,032 2.0 

Expelled . 847 .2.0 

Dropped Out 7,456 '17.0 

Graduated 680 2.0 

Other 1,422 3.0 

Donlt Know 1,572 4.0 

No Response .572 . 1.0 
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Reasons for Seeking Services 

During intake, youth coming to the shelters are asked to give their reasons for 
seeking services. Their responses are assigned to 36 possible response categories. 
The following table represents the ten most fr.equently'stated rea'sons for seeking 
service(s) in the order of their frequency. Since up to five responses can be recorded 
each client, Table 11 exhibits many more responses than the total number of Y9uth 
served. As the data indicate, youth gave"poor communication with parents" as the 
reason most frequently cited for seeking services. Although this pattern appears 
to be true for all youth types (push-outs, runaways,. etc.) \l/hen compared. to the 
FY. '78 data, some slight variations begin to appear. Slightly ·larger porti'ons of 
the youth served reported IIlack of communication \'dth parents" as the major problem 
area in FY '79 than did in FY '78 (29.8% in FY '79 to 27.6% in FY '78). The percent 
reporting "parents too strict" and "truancyll as the major problem were the same for 
each year. However, "emotional problems of youth" increased from 7.7% in FY '78 to 
8.3% in FY ~79. The category "push-outs" remained the same over the two-year 
period while "emotional neglect" showed a slight drOIT from 8% in FY '78 to 7.6% 
in FY '79. "Sibling rivalry" and "bad grades in school" remained constant ''''hile 
"parental conflict" was reported less frequently in FY '79 as the cause for leavina 
home (FY '78 reported 5.1% compared to 4.6% in FY '79). An interesting pattern isw 
the emergence of "physical abuse" as one of the ten most frequently reported 
reasons for leaving home. In FY, '79, it was the tenth ranked issue. IIPeer 
problems" emerged as the seventh ranked issue in FY '78. In FY '79, this issue 
did not appear in the ranking. 

Referl"a1 Source • 

Table 12 displays·the referral source and the frequency with which these cate-
gories were the primary source through which youth came in contact with the 
centers. These data indicate that the majority of youth make their own decisions 
about coming to the shelter for service (19% are self-referred). The next most 
frequent source of referral is through the police (12%). The interesting point 
here is that there is a significant difference between "self-referral" and all 
other sources. Analysis of this trend on an individual shelter basis could be 
ext~emely useful in developing effective outreach programs. For example, the 
natl0nal data show that police and courts taken together represent 21% of all 
referrals ~~d, therefore, may indicate the need to place more outreach efforts 
in areas that might more effectively divert the youth from the juvenile justice 
system as well as direct training and technical assistance efforts in the criminal 
justi ce area to assure program ··und€;r'standi ng and improve communi cati on. Another 
interesting observation is the fact that only 4% of the referrals come from the 
schools. When this is looked at in light of the fact that 58% of youth coming 

. to the she'lter are attending school, one would assume that a great deal of'tJOrk 
. needs to be done ~Jith the school systems in early detection and prevention. 
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Table 11: Reasons for Seeking Services 

Total :esponses 

No Ccmmmication 
"d th Parents 

Parents too strict 

Truancy 
, 

Em:>tional Problems 
Youth 

Pushed out of Hc::lIIe 

DIctional Neglect. 

Sibling Rivalry 

Bad Grades 
In School 

Parental Conflict 

PhySicai Abuse 

Total Number 
of Responses 
Per catagory 

74,075 

22,114 

13,586 

7,084 

6,207 

5,852 

~,684 

3,899 

3,683 

3,418 

2,548 

. . 

, •• ,. I 

. i 

i ,I' '.' I 
1'1 ,.. ' 
'. . 
I .1 I 

t i 

% of Resp::mses 
to Total Youth 

100.0 

29.8 

18.3 

9.5 

8.3 

" 7.8 

'7.6 

'5.2 

-
4.9 

. 4.6 

3.4 

I 0" 

I ?4 
I I 

• \ ' I 
. I"' 

, ~ ~." ~, . .- .~".~ ... ..-;;,._',v " . _ ... ~ •• _p 

.... 

% of Response 
to Total Youth 
(EY 1978) 

27.8 

18.3 

9.6 

7.7 

7.9 

8.0 

5.1 

5!,1 

5.1 

3.,4· . 

:' 
" 

• 

~, 
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Table 12: Referral Source ,.. 

Total 

Self 

Another Youth 

Parent or Guardian 

Other Adults 

Hotl ine 

Outreach 

Other Staff 

Schop1 

- Protective Services 

Mental Health 

.. Other Pub 1 i c Agenc i es 

Pol ice 

Court Intake 

Court Hearing 

Probation Supervision 

Other Juvenile 
Justice Agencies 

Clergy . 

• 

Other Private Agencies 

Others 

Don't Know 

No Response 
I :. "";' ..... 

If' 
" I ,. '.. " I .. 

Youth Referred 
by Each Source 

43,013 

8',194' 

3,270 

2,984 . 

2,B01 

B04 

355 
. 

652 

1,632 

3,367' 

535 

4,'068 

5,219 

3,906 

356 

1;023· 

1 ,341 . 

159 

1,272 

616 

r,' 177 

228 

. '" 

... . 

Percent of Total 
Youth by Source 

100.00 . 

19.0 

B.O 

. 7.0 

7.0 

2.0 

1.0 

2.0 

4'.0 

8.0 
- 1.0 

9.0 

12.0 

9~0 

1.0 

?O 

3.·0 

0.4 

3.0 

1..4 

:~~:iA· 
," 

0.4 

0.5 

", 
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Services 
( 

In an attempt to be responsive to the numerous service needs presented by youth 
seeking assistance, the Runaway Youth Programs ar~ involved in the provision of 
a wide spectrum of services. The Intake and Servlce Summary (ISS) Form provides 
a means for the identification of services provided by or arranged by the programs. 
These services include: 

• Counseling (Family, Group, Individual) 

• Educational 

• Employment : 

•• Financial 

• 'L.egal 

.' Livi~g Arrangement 

• Psychological 

• Shelter ., Transportation 
• 

'Shelter 

Shelter is the cornerstone service of the'Runaway Youth Program and, ther~fore, 
will be examined separately from the other services provided. Ta~le 13 ~lsplays 
the proportion of sheltered and non-sheltered youth to the total populatl0n served 
during FY 119. 

Table 13 

Total Youth Serv~d 43,013 
• Shelter Youth 32,833 

Non-Sheltered Youth 10,180 

.~ 

~6 

• 

% of Total 
Youth Served 

. 100.0 

76.3 

23.7 
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The most frequently provided service is temporary shelter, which is provided through 
residences maintained by the programs, or' through temporary foster homes and other 
community-based resources. The majority of youth served were provided with shelter 
(76.3%); however, 23.7% did not require shelter ·services. The figures for FY ·79 
show that there is a change over the figures record~d in FY ~78. In FY 178, 81.1% 
of the youth 'received shelter. The decrease of 7.8% in youth sheltered from FY '78 
to FY "79 could indicate that crisis intervention efforts by the program without 
sheltering the youth are becoming more effective, 

Table 14 shows sheltered and non-sheltered youth by client type. The percent of 
youth in each category is computed by comparing the number in each youth type with 
the total for that respective column. Therefore, 15,181 runaway youth represent 
46:2% of the total youth provided shelter. The runaway youth category represents 
the largest proportion of the youth sheltered. However,' it should be noted that a 
significant portion of sheltered youth are in non-runaway crises (14.6%). 

The provision'of shelter to potential runaways and youth who are experiencing a 
non-runaway crisis may help the youth to better cope with their problems and serve 
as an alternative to running away. Given the relatively high incidence of police 
and court referrals discussed above, shelter services provided by runaway youth 
programs may serve as an alternative to detention in some instances. 

This table shows that 37.1% (the largest percent for non-sheltered youth) are in 
a non-runaway crisis. This is what would normally be expected. However', the next 
largest proportion of non-sheltered youth isfou-nd among runaways. It would be 
assumed that a much smaller proportion of the non-sheltered youth would be runaways 
(assume that runaways need shelter) with the higher proportion of rion-sheltered 
youth falling in the "contemplating running away'~ and "non-runaway crisis'~ cate- . 
gories. The reason for the high proportion of non-sheltered runaways will have to 
be examine~ more carefully during the coming year. 

Supportive Services 

Table 15 lists all services provided (with the exception of shelter} showing the 
frequency with which youth participated in each service. The frequencies are 
distributed by "sheltered '" and "'non-shelteredn 'youth with percents in each category 
showing the proportion of times the service was used to the total number of times 
all services were provided. 

It can De noted from Table 15 that individual counseling is by far the most 
frequently used service. This indication is consistent with data gathered in 
FY "78. "Group counseling" and '·family counseling '• follows in order of frequency 
of use by sheltered youth. However, non-sheltered youth show a deviation from 
this pattern. A far greater proportion of non-sheltered youth part.icipate in 
family counseling than :do sheltered youth, while a very small proportion of the 
services participated in by non-sheltered youth was group counseling. The large 
number of non-sheltered participants in family counseling may again reflect the 
fact that shelters are :increasing their efforts to reach out into the community 
and bring in both the youth and their families in an effort to avoid a critical 
breaking point in communication· or traumaticJfamily episodes. As expected, the 
sheltered youth appear to be more frequent users of medical, education, transpor
tation and living arrangement services than non-sheltered youth, 
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Table 15: Services Provided 

Number of Number of 
Services Pro- % of Services Provided % of 

I ' 
vided Sheltered Services in Non-Sheltered Services in 

Youth Each Category , Youth Ea,ch Category 

Total Services Provided 97,402 100.0 18,283 100.0 

Individual Counseling 31,778 32.6 8,445 46.1 
A 

Group Counseling 19,142 19.6 868 4.7 

Family'Counseling " ,13,011 13.3 5,177 28.3 

Medical Services - , 5,204 . ~.3, 328 1.7, -

Psychological 1,531 1.5 297 1.6 

legal Services 1,531 1.5 353 1.9 

Educational Services ' 5,107 5.2 506 2.7 

Transportation S'ervic'es 10,709 10.9 867 4.7 

Living Arrangement 
740 4.0 Services 6,203 6.3 

Elop10yment Services 1,600 1.6 ' 516 2.8 

Financial Support 1,586 1.6 186 1.0 

29 
, ' 

'; 

" .. . , ... 
Oi s pos iti on . 
Table 16 shows where the sheltered youth plan to go aft,er they leave the project. 

'f , •• , , Table ,16; . Where Youth are'P1anning to Live, 

Number of Youth ,; of Youth 
by' Category by Category 

, Total She" tered Youth 32,833 10.0. .. 0.0. 

Home 14.176 43.0.0. 

Relative"s Home 2.182 6,60. 

Friend!? Home l,,839 5,60. 

Foster Home 2.0.11 6~ 10. , , 

Group Home ' , 2,20.9 6,-70. . 
Boarding School 90. ,20. 

. 
Mental Institution 277 ' ",60. 

Correctional rnstitution 621~ 1,80. 

Qther Institution 80.8 2,40. 

Independent Living 951' 2,90. 

On the Road/Street '4,33~ 13,10. 

Runaway or. Crisis House ' '716 2,10. 
. , 

Qther 1 t4Q~ ,4,20. 
, , < 

,Don "t Know ' 1 ,0.31 ' 3,10. . '" 

No Response " 182 0..50.' 

The data indicate that most of the youth (43%) plan to return to their home or 
legal gu~rdian. The next most frequently reported planned disposition was to 
return,to the streets or remain on the run (13.1% or 4,333). Given the fact that 
approximately 82% of the runaway youth ran from their'home, a return of 43% would 
appear to indicate a significant amount of program success, It is interesting to 
note ~hat'13~1% (4,333) plan to continue running or to stay on the street. This 
supports the fact that there is a great need for alternative living arrangements 
for youth seeking help from the runaway sheJters. 
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'd "R for,'P!:.ooram;S. ~r .. YJce Termination for Reaso'ns for Leavi n9 Temporary Shel t~r~a~ __ • ~a~~n ,., il -

Non-Sheltered Youth, ~ 
shelter in accordance 

Table 17 displays the number of youth leavi"ng the temporary 
with their stated reaSon for departure. 

Table 17~ Reasons for Leaving Temporary Shelter 

Total Sheltered 
Y'outh by Category 

.% of Total 
Sheltered Youth 

Total Sheltered Youth 

Mutua l1y Agreed' 

Asf(ed to Leave. 

Voluntarily Left 

Removed by P~rents 

Removed by police or Courts 

Other 

Don'·t Know 

32.833 

22.718 

2~485 
I 

' 5~769, 

• 461 

,336 

980 

100.00 . 

: '69.20 

7,60 

17.60 

1 .• 40 

'. '1'.07 

, 3,00 

0.23 

. ' 1 d th reached an agreement with the 
It can be noted that 69 .. 2~ of th~h she t~r~i9~~~t. percent 07.6%) 1 eft the program 
project staff to :nd s:rv~ces. e nex .. esents a fairly large proportion 
wi.thout consultatton w1th the Siaf~~ Th'~ ~:~~ned some resolution with the staff 
of sheltered youth who apparent y ave"n~. th 7 6% were asked to leave and 
as to a course of action. Of thbe rema~n'ngdyop~'i~e (1 ~4% and 1.07%, respectively) 
the youth removed by parent or Y cour s an. ,h' . 

were commensurate with the figures reported 1n FY :8. . . 
h attern' with the majority reaching 

Non-sheltered yo~th appear tOt ffof1~OWt!r~i~:~: ~ervice; (35%}, the second. highest 
some agreement wlth center saO " 
proportion (23%} leaving the program voluntar'ly~ 
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l SECTION III '- SERVICE EXPANSION THROUGH DEMONSTRATIONS 
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Introduction 

During FY '78 and '79, the Youth Development Bureau has supported demonstrqtion 
projects which have potential for enhancing the planning and delivery of 
services to runaway youth and their families., Demonstration projects are defined 
as activities which test the practical application and appropriateness of 
theories, methods and/or models. A ·wide range of new services, all consistent 
with the philosophy and intent of Title III, are befng tested through these 
demonstration efforts. Each' demonstration projec.t, in addition; responds to 
needs thoroughly documented by YDB through quantitative' and qualitative analysiS. 
(See Youth Development Bureau, Annual Report to Congress, Fiscal Year 1978 for -
a presentation and discuss ion of this data .. ) The demonstration efforts are being 
conducted within selected existing YDB-funded programs. 

Presently, YDB is using monies (Section 426 of the Socia" Security'Act) an~ 
entering into intra- and .: lnterdepartmental agreements with the Department of 
Justice, Department of labor, aDd Alcohol, Drug Ab~se and. Mental Health Administra
tion within DHHS to support itS demonstration efforts. These funds and agreements 
are being used to support program innovations which address service needs in such 
areas as youth employment and adol escent negl ect and abuse. ,An overview of 
current demonstration efforts follows. 

Chil d \~el fare Demonstration Grants (Section 426 of the Sod a 1 Securi ty Act) 

Beginning in FY '.78, YDB funded demonstrations to seven of the Runaway youth Act 
centers which were projects designed to test· the centers' capacity to address 
the needs and probl-ems of youth and famil i es beyond those di rectly associ ated 

,with running away from horne. In FY. '79, these seven projects received continuation 
funding at an average level of $73,257. . 

PI 

The specific problems addressed by these demonstrations are youth and family 
needs that are not being adequately met within the community. They include 

·services to ~regnant adolescents, youth requiring intermediate placements and 
independent living s.ituations, youth from families in transition due to the 
divorce, death, or relocation of their families, youth in need of independent 
livng skills training, and adolescent prostitution. 

Youth PartiCipation and Community Services/Job.Development Demonstration Grants 

In response to the needs for developing viable approaches to youth employment 
problems, YDB has entered into an .interagency agreement with the Department 
of Justice (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention) and the 
Department of labor (Employment and Training Administration, Office of Youth 
Programs) to support demonstration projects within twenty-three organizations 
currently receiving YDS funding. The goal of these youth employment Oemonst.ra
tion projects is to improve employment training and car€er development services 
for youth, with special emphasis on minority you'th, through the development and 
evaluation of innovative program approaches'. In 'addition, these Youth 
Participation and Community Services/Job Development Demonstration grants are 
intended to demonstrate the impact of direct employment and supportiveserv;ces; 

. ' 
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to improve the quality of youth work experience; to foster youth growth and 
development involving youth in planning and decision-making ac.tivities; to 
promote linkages between education and work activities; to expand the service 
capabilities of Runaway Youth Centers by utilizing youth as human service 
providers; and to develop programs to employ youth'at the local community le~el. 

Projects funded under this interagency agreement fall into three major 
categories of models; Youth Participation Projects, Community Services/Job 
Development Projects, and combined or dual Youth Participation/Community 
Services Projects. The first year averag~ funding level. for these projects is 
$125,000. 

The Youth Participation model is intended to develop and test strategies to 
involve youth in responsible, challenging work roles wh'ich provide developmental 
opportunities for decision-making, career exploration and educational growth. 
This program component is targeted for youth aged 14-18 who are identified as 
low achievers. potential dropouts, push-otit~. or status offenders who have had 
little constructive involvement in community activities. Priority is given 
to youth who are economically or educationally disadvantaged. 

The emphasis of the Community Services/Job Development model is on the develop-
ment and implementation of community service jobs"for y'outh w'ithin the local·.community. 
This program component is targeted for homeless, severely disadvantaged, and/or 
'minority youth aged 16-21 with histories of low academic achievement, high 
unemployment rates, poor job search and retention skills, youth with dependent 
children, and youth with special familial or social adjustment problems. The 
model provides for an integrated program of employment, training, and educational 
services for youth in need of stabilized living and working environments. 

Finally, the combined, or dual, project model utilizes both Community Service 
and Youth Participation concepts. youth are trained in program development so 

. that they can actively participate with program administration and staff in 
the development, implementation and assessment of policies and projects. The 
dual model is one method that can be used to expand the numbers and kinds of 
individuals who develop programs and provide $ervices.' . 

'Demonstration projects operating under each type of model are identified 
below: 

YOUTH PARTICIPATION MODEL 

The Bridge 
Boston, MA 

GLIE 
Bronx, NY 

Wales Tale 
Pittsburgh, PA 

The Relatives 
Cha t"l 0 tte, NC 

, . 
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Chicago, Youth Network Council 
Chicago, IL 

COr1MUNITY SERVICES ~10DEL 

Covenant House 
New York, NY 

SAJA. (Special Approaches in Ju'venile ASSistance) 
Washlngton, D.C. 

Mt. Plains Youth Services Coalition 
Pierre, SO 

Huckleberry House 
San Francisco, CA 

The Shelter 
Seattle, WA 

DUAL PROGRAM MODEL 

Country Roads 
Montpelier, VT 

The Corner Drugstore 
Ga i ns vi 11 e, FL' 

New Li fe Fo'r Gi rl s 
CinCinnati, OH ' 

Team Resources 
Amari 11 0, TX 

Family Connection 
Houston~ TX :. 

Head Rest 
Modesto, CA 

" . . 
San· Diego' Youth Services 
San Diego, CA 

. ,.' 

, . 

• 

.. , 

• 

Streamlininq Title XX Systems fo~ Effe . ' .. ':.' . 
p~velopment of a Statatide Model ctlve Ut,11zatlon by Runaway Youth Shelters 

r, 

This demonstration project award d 
jOint ~ffort of the YOB and HDS T~tl tOxih~ Ohio ,Youth S~rvices Network, was a 
estabhshed a consolidated progr ~ F d gency: The Tltle XX legislation 
the ~rovision of social servicesa~othees~r~l flnan~ial assistance to encourage 
serVlce goals". a es conslstent .with four broad human 
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SECTION IV - NATIONAL TOLL-FREE COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEf1 FOR R~NAWAY YOUTH 

. , 

, In 1973, Secretary of Heal th, Educat; qn,. and Welfare, Casper Wei nberger requested 
that an extensive effort within the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 

,be focused on the gro\'Ji ng proob 1 em of runaway youth. Funds were made avail ab 1 e 
to support a variety of studies and to conduct' several demonstration projects 
through various agencies within the Department. One of these projects, a 
demonstration effort for a national runaway hotline, was funded in August 1974 
through the Youth Development Bureau. The National Runaway Switchboard became 
a 24-hour toll-free telephone service established to test the feasibility of 

,operating a confidential communication channel nationally, th'rough which 
runaway youth might contact their families and/or be' directed to services in the 
'communi ti es from whi ch they were calli ng. 

The interstate character of the runaway problem and the evident unavailability 
'of specialized resources and services for dealing with the runaway problem were 
among the c~ief points of rationale for the new service. In addition, since 
poor communi cati on between youth and parents seemed. to be a, causa ti ve factor 
in a large proportion of runaway incidents, a national, 'neutral channel of 
communication for the runaway seemed to be a potentially useful service. 

, ., 
The hotline was directed at reaching large numbers of r~naway youth. It was 
hoped that a well-publicized telephone: service would provide incentive, and 
opportunity for a significant number of young people to attempt to make contact 
with relatives or to find appropriate service providers who could assist ,them 
in their crisis. The service provides a function for parents in that it . 
assists in relieving anxieties and c,oncerns regarding the health and safety 
of thei r nmaway youth. 

Based on the success of the demonstration effort, YOB has continued to support 
the operation of the hotline, a national toll-free communicatio~system, through 
Metro-Help, Inc., of Chicago, Il1inois. The foundation of the communications 
system continues to pe the National Runaway Switchboard (NRS)-, a t~l1-free 
telephone referral service. Funded at a level of $260,000, the SWltchboard 
operates 24-hours a day, seven days a week and employs' a ~taf~ of nine full-time 
individuals, five to 15 part-time in~ividuals, and over 100 trained volunteers. 

Through the' Switchboa'rd, youth can rece'ive i~formation, referral, and couns~ling 
services at the time of initial contact, regardless of location. An extenslve 
resource file listing' information on 7,000 agencies which provide services to 
assist young people is also available to callers. The telephone service can 
help youth establish contact wit~ the home through conference calls, "patching" 
calls, or by conveying messages back and forth. The NRS handled 143,000 calls 
during Fiscal Year 1979, and was accessible to youth in 48 states, excluding 
Alaska and Hawaii. Shelter and help with family problems were the most 
frequently requested needs expressed byt~e youth callers. 

An additional component of the toll-free communications system, establish~d in 
Fiscal Year 1977, is designed to facilitate networking among youth agenc~es. 
This component, the Agency Information Service (AI'S), assists youth-servwg 
agencies' by allowin'g, without charge, long distance phon~ communication,a~out 
specific client cases. The AIS helps insure continuity in service,p~ovlslon. 
assists in processing requests for parental consent, and helps facllltate 
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discussion around mutual program concerns. Accessible onli t~ agencies, the 
AIS'can only be utilized through an unpublished, toll-free telephone number 
obtainable from Metro-Help, Inc. Funded at a level of $40,000, it operates, 
ten-hours a ~~y~ f~v~ d~ys a week. In Fiscal Yea~ 1979, the AIS facilitated 
13,000 calls between runaway youth programs across the country. 

Since its inception, the National Toll-Free Communications System has obtained ' ~ 
a high level of visibility through television, radio, newsp,aper and magazi~ne 
coverage. Various local services clubs and thousands of public and private 
agencies throu'ghout the country have promoted and publ icized the system as an 
'eff~ctive aid in responding to the needs of runaway or otherwise homeless 
.youth. 

, . 
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APPENDIX I LIST OF 1979 RUNAWAY YOUTH PROGM}! GRANTEES 
BY REGION/STATE AND LEVEL OF SUPPORT 
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:JRegion I 
.:1' -

I " 

llconnecticut 

II 
'JMaine ' 
·1 
! 

! 
'1 . 
/Hassachusetts 

./ 
,I'jllewouampshire 

! ~ 1 tj Rhode Island 

~1 
f,l tl Vermont 

'1 
,I 
,{ 

1 
'Re' II L SJ.on 

'1 

f'l New Jersey 
fl 
'1 ' 
!1 
rl 
~ II"" York 

II 
gf 

~! 
j 

j 

·f 
I I' Puerto Rico 

r 
1 

Z"""";~r~==~~~-" 
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Grantee 

Bridge of Education Resources, Inc. 
Bridgeport Council of Churches 

Youth Services Planning & Development 
Council, Inc. 

" 

Boston Network of Alternative Runaway Services 
Franklin Hampshire Community Mental Health 
Ne~ton-Wellesley-Weston 

Child & Family Services of New Hampshire 

Rhode. Island D~part of Child and Family. 
Runaway Services 

Country Roads 
Spectrum, Inc. 
St. Johnsbury Area Youth Services 

Crossroads Runaw.ay Program 
New Jersey Division of Youth 
Together, Inc. 
Tri~City Youth'Services, Inc. 

and Families 

Center for Youth Services, Inc. 
Compass House, Inc. 
Covenant House (Boys) 
Covenant House (Girls) 
Educational Alliance Project Contact 
Family of Woodstock, Inc. 
GLIE Community Yo~th Program, Inc. 
Nassau County Youth Board 
Project Equinox, Inc. 
Town of Huntington Youth Board 

MUnicipality of San Juan Human Resources Dept. 
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Project Total 

50,000 
~O,OOO 

42;000 

62,500 
56,000 
34,050 

59,000 

46,500 

46,500 
46,000 
38,022 

57,000 
65,000 
60,000 
68,000 

63,760 
60,000 
72,047 
68,000 
73,000 
70,000 
74.,607 
67;647 
70,000 
67,010 

70,000 
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State 

Region III 

District of 
Colwnbia 

Maryland 

Pennsylyania 

Virginia 

i1est Virginia 

Region IV 

Alabama 

Florida 

• Georgia 

Kentucky 

Mississippi . , 

Grantee 

" 
Special Approaches' in Juvenile Assistance 
Zocalo, Inc. ' "r,., 

Boys/Girls Home of Montgomery ~ounty, 
Family Service of Montgomery County 
Fellowship of Lights, Inc. 
Services to Alienated Youth 
Southern Area Youth Services, Inc. 
Youth Resources Center, Inc. 

The Bridge 
Helpline Center, Inc. 
Valley Youth House Committee, 
Voyage House, Inc. 
The Whale's Tale 

Inc. 

Juvenile Assistance of McLe~n, Ltd. 

Day Mark, Inc. 
Southwest Community Aetion Council 

American Red Cross (Decatur) _ 
American Na'tional Red Cross (Gadsden) 
American Red Cross (Birmingham) 

• 
Alternative Human Services', Inc. 
Catholic Services, Bureau, Inc. , 

Inc. 

The Corner Drugs~ore, Inc. ;. 
Crosswinds Runaway Center, Inc., 
Department of Human Resources/Child'ServicesDiv 
Human Resources Cent~r of Volusia,County,.'Inc" 
Switchboard of Miami, Inc. . . 
Tallahassee Family YMCA " , 
Youth Programs, Inc •. , 
I 

Metro Atlanta Mediatio~ Center, 
" 

YMCA of Greater 'Louisville 

Mile High Youth Center 
. .... .~ .. 

'f '. North Carolina The Relatives , ; '~'.:, ,", ,.;,,~ .. : .. ~" ,", 

South Carolina South Carolina Dept. of Yo~~h Ser\'i~es, ~d~~: ' 

Tennessee' Child and Family Services 
ES, Inc./Oasis House 
Runaway House, Inc. 

.\ . ' 
.. \.,.' .. J' 

.. 
1\-2 

• 
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Pro ect Total 
'\ ' 

63,000 
63,500 

38,000 
38,000 
69,500 
58,565 
59,500 
65,500 

59,000 
55,500 
63,000 ' 

108,353 
, 60,000 

50,000 

70,900 
47,875 

64,000 
64,000 
25,000 

60',000 
76,000 
72,000 
7'5,000 
60,000 
71,000 
73,600 
90,000: 

, 81,000, 

79,000 

90,000 

75,000 

78,000 

78,000, .. 

60,000 
85,000 

.42,000 

", 
State Totals. " 

. 126,500 

329,065 

345,853 

-, 50,000 

118,775 
970,193 

'153,000 

, ! 

658,600 

79,000 

90,000 

75,000 

78,000 

78,000 ,.,.",' :' , .. 

187,000 
1,398,600 

Children's Home and Aid Society 
Lake County Youth Services Board 
Salvation Army New Life House 
Youth Network Council of ,Chicago, Inc,. 

Indiana ,U. Foundation Development Trng. Center, 
Lincoln Hills Development Corporation 
Stopover, Inc. 
Salvation Army Sonshine House 
SWitchboard, Inc. 
Youth Crisis Center, Inc. 
Youth Services Bureau 

The Bridge for Runaways, Inc. 
C.O.R.Y. Place, Inc. 
Detroit Transit Alt., Inc. 
The' Link Crisis Intervention Center 
Ozone House, Inc. 

The Bridge for Runaway Youth, Inc. 
United Indians, I~c. 

Black Focus on the West Side 
Connecting POint, Inc. 
Daybreak, Inc. 
Daybreak II 
Huckleberry House, Inc. 
Junior League of Akron 
New Life for Girls, Inc. 
Safe Space Station 
Youth Services Bureau 

Briarpatch, Inc. 
~athfinders 
Racine Runaway, Inc. 
Walker's Point Project 
I 

Central Arkansas Human Servi'ces Council 

Youth Alternatives, Inc. 

A New Day, Inc. 
Youth Development, Inc. 

Cherokee National Youth Services' 
Youth Services for Oklahoma County, Inc~', 
"Youth Services Center of N. Central Oklahoma, Inc 
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55,000 
26~017 
90,000 

167,052 

70,000 
65,000 
85,157 
76,853 
61,043 
78,000 
67,970 

68,000 
22,700 
66,800 
68,000 
70,000 

84,000 
74,900 

70,000 
82,000 
82,270 
70,000 
65,012 
45,000 

100,000 
85,032 
65,539 

63,500 
80,000 
72,611 
80,219 

72,567 

73,000 

72,500 
71,000 

,72,500 
73,000 

, 73,000 . '." 

;".' ". 
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Regionl 
Pro1ect Total State Totals Region/State 

~gion VI cont 

'Texas 

Grantee 

Casa de 'ios Amigos 
Central Texas Youth Services Bureau,. Inc •. 
Denton Area Crisis Center 
E1 Paso Runm-/ay Center, Inc. ~ 

I 
" .... 

. ~..... .... .. '. 

.. The Family Connection 
Middle Earth 

" 

Region VII 

Iowa 

.Kansas , 

}fissouri 

Nebraska 

Redon VIII 

Col('rado 

~ntana 

South Dakota 

Utah 

"~·oming 

Sand Dollar, Inc. 
Team Resources for Youth, Inc. 
Youth Alternatives, Inc. 
Youth Shelter of Galveston 

Foundation II 
Iowa' Runaway Services, Inc. 
Total Awareness, Inc. 

Neutral Ground, Inc. 

Front Door Counse;ting and Youth Center, Inc. 
Synergy House 
Youth Emergency Services 
Youth In Need .' 

Lancaster Freeway Station!YSS 
You~h Emergency Services, Inc. 

. Cornits Crisis Center, Inc. 
Dale House Project 
Jefferson City Department 
~Iesa County Departme:Q,t of 
Routt County Care Center 
Volunteers of America 
I 

of Social Services 
Social Services 

Montana Department of Social & Rehab Services 
• 

Little Wound I 

Mountain Plains Youth Services Coalition 

Community Organizations Operations Prog~am, Inc. 

Laramie Youth Crisis Center 

I . .. 

. . , '. 
j . . 
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7S,000 
74,706 
55,000 
73,000 
74,500 , 
6.5,'970 
50,000 
65,000 
70,366 
75,000 

40,000 
50,000 
50,000 

55,000 

40,330 
45,000 
66,000 
50,000 

35,000 
50,000 

21,000 
36,770 
30,000 
38,000 
34,000 
40,000 

58,500 

37,00.0' . 
113,000 

55,000 

47,000 

" 

678,542 
1,186,109 

140,000 

55,000 

201,330 

85,000 
481, 330 ~ .. 

199,770 

150,000 . 

55,000 

47,000 
510,270 
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Region IX 

Arizona 

California 

Guam 

Hawaii 

~ev.ada 

Region X 

.Alaska 

Idaho 

Oregon 

Washington 

. . 
f ' 
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, Grantee . Pro1ec.t .To·tal State Totals ';, 

" Casa Ampara 
Center for Youth Resources, Inc. 
Open Inn, Inc. !" 

Berkeley Youth Alternatives .,' . 
Diogenes, Inc. (Sacramento) .. ,. 
Diogenes, Inc. (DaviS) 

;,',.~ ...... ~ 

Head Rest, Inc. 
Helpline Youth Counseling, Inc. 
Huckleberry House 
Interface Community, Inc. . 
Klein Bottle 
Monterey Peninsula Youth-Services 
San Diego Youth Services, Inc. 
119 Grove Lane 
St. Cross Episcopal Church 
North Orange Coun'ty 'YMCA 

" 

YHCA of San Diego and San Diego County 

Sanctuary, Inc. 

County of Maui 
Hale Kipa, Inc. 

Focus, Inc. 
T~hoe Human· Services, INc. 

Family Connection ' 
'. 

. ~ .. 

Southeast Idaho Family Medical and 
~ Educational Services 

' •. r 

'. 

'. .'. 
Harry f S Mother ,~ 

~ooking Glass Fami~y Crisis Interventi'on, Inc. 

Borderline Youth Services 
Catholic Family and Children~s Services 
City of Takoma ~Runaway Youth Program) , 
Northwest Youth Services 
Shelter Runaway Center 
Skagit Group Ranch Homes 
Wenatchee Youth Programs : ·\lr;:.:, •• ~ ::,:;:1': ';f.! :~ ;~; -':.tl 

YNCA of Greater Seattle 
. ~ ", .: 
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69,700 
48,000 
75,888 

73,610 
80,573 
75,853 
74,500 
72 ,167 
75,000 
82,400 
76,000 
40,500 
80,600 
72 ,800 
73,900 
75,000 
66,200 

71,000 
76,000 

77,400 
61,100 

45,000 

49,092 

60,000 
67,500 

15,006 
20,000 
50,000 
50,000 
70,000 
25,114 
27,500 
22,554 
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APPENDIX II: EVALuATION OF THE RUNAWAY YOUTH PROGHAM 

Overview 

, . , 

... 

The Youth Development Bureau has been involved in a number of initiatives 
desi'gned to measure the effectiveness of runaway youth programs and the impact 
that services have on youth. These program evaluation measures are an essential 
part of the National Runaway Youth Program. They serve not only as a means for 
determining whether local programs are operating in accordance with Federal 
mandates, but also serve as tools for planning and enhancing service delivery to 
runaway youth. In this section;YDB will provide a brief description of several 
tools which are employed to determine pl"ogram eff~ctiveness. 

Intake and Service Summary (ISS) Form 

One assessment tool~ which has been in use since October 1977, is the Intake and 
Service Summary (ISS) Form. This instrument provides uniform data on every youth 
served by YDB-funded programs and is used to develop a profile of the types of 
youth served and the patterns of service that they require or need. The data 
compiled through the ISS form include: basic demographic characteristics of 
youth; family settings/living situations prior to program contact; source of 
referral to the program; previous runaway history; history of contacts with the 
ju.v·enile justice system; sur.mary of services received from the program and through 
referrals to other service providers; and living arrangements at the termination 
of program services, including reasons for not returni~g home, if applicable. 

Research Initiatives 

The' Youth Development Bureau has undertaken several research initiatives designed 
to examine specific major subpopulations of runaway youth and to provide a 
knowledge base to strengthen the provision of services to these youth. Some of 
the major recent research efforts have included investigations into typology, 
adolescent abuse and neglect, aftercare service provision, and the special needs 
of subpopulations of runaway youth. 

The'special needs study was undertaken in response to indications from statistical 
data suggesting that demographic and socioeconomic factors, such as age, sex, 
race, ethnicity, and economic status, served to differentiate youth into specific 
s~b-groups within the runaway population. It was shown, through a secondary 
analysis of client information, that each sub-group has its own particular 
problems "in terms of family, school, and other settings. The findings of this 
study confinn that age, race, sex and ethnicity are significant factors .in assess
ing the problems, behavior and service requirements of runaway youth; and provides 
a useful tool in ident.ifying the special needs within the various subpopulations 
of runaway youth. ' . 

Traditionally, aftercare services have been considered the weakest program 
component of runaway youth programs; however, detailed information about the 
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nature and provlslon of aftercare services was lacking .. Therefore, a' study was ·;i·~ ... ~. 
commissioned to collect data on aftercare needs, the direct provision of such 
services through programs, resource needs, and on the obstacles to effective 
service provision. The study documented the following: (1) disparity between 

.. _youth needs for aftercare services and the availabi'lity of continuing care; 
(2) the i~portance of improving interagency relationships to offer youth long
term servl~es (aftercare) through referral~ to other social service agencies in 
the communlty; (3) the lack o~ consistent aftercare needs assessment, evalua
tion and other record~keeping procedures necessary for improving services; 
(4) the absence of formalized aftercare service techniques; and (4) inadequate 
allocation of staff time both to aftercare services advocacy and the identifica
tion of aftercare resources. It is anticipated that, based on a clear defini
tion of aftercare, the findings of this research project, and the use of a 
,how-to-gui~e on the provision of effective aftercare services, runaway youth 

. programs wlll be able to improve program operations in this area and to handle 
encountered obstacles to aftercare $ervice de1"ivery. . 

,Adolescent abuse and neglect is another area of concern brought to YOB's 
attention th~ough data collection and feedback from runaway program staff. A 
research 'proJect to focus on the issues of identffication and intervention associated 
with ad?lescent abuse and neglect was undertaken. The study found that: 
(1) natlonally, subsequent to review of the iirclCtence of adolescent abuse and 
neglect, it was determined that the ratio is nearly proportionate to the per- . 
cen~age of a~olescents in,the minor age group of the youth population; (2) despite 
~n lncrease.ln the,reportlng of adolescent abuse and neglect cases, by workers 
1n the serVlce dellvery system, there is not a recognition of the extent of 
adolesce~t a~use/neglect; (3) abused and neglected youth are more likely to be 
dealt ~ wlth 1n the. court system under status offense and delinquency pet.itions 
than under dependency and neglect (abuse and neglect) petitions; and (4) 
Qenera1l~, there are in~dequate co~u~ity based interagency systems for identify-
1n9 servlce,gaps, plann1n~ and revlewlng abuse and neglect cases, and monitoring 
and evaluatlng the effectlveness of the services networks in dealing with the 
pro~lems of adolescent abuse and neglect. 

Base~ on.these findirgs, a series of special projectsar'e.befng sponsored by 
YDB 1n Flscal Year 1980 to demonstrate new methods, Agencies funded under the 
Runa~ay Youth.Act are eligible to com~ete for funds to' expand the range of 
serVlces provlded and the types of cllents served to more comprehensively address 
the needs of youth (10-18) and families experiencing crisis associated with either 
adolescent abuse or crisis due to the separation, divorce: or reconstitution of 
the ~uclear family. The projects funded under this demonstration program will 
permlt the testing and assessment of innovative approaches for the provision of 

,social and supportive servi ces to these target groups.. .. ' 

'YOB has become aware of the service problems of youth for whom a family setting 
is not appropriate in its interactions with funded runaway projects. A research 
p.roject was undertaken to determine what services are available and utilized by 
these youth and thei r fami 1 i es; and what servi ce needs sti 11 exi st.' The typology 
study found that~ overall, the most available and utilized services were individual 
counseling, emergency shelter, food, family counseling, and group counseling. 
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Furthermore, the most pressing need for youth who are unable or unwllling to 
return home is long-term, non-institutional housing. Some of the conclusions 
dr~wn from the findings are: 

(I) Various indices of family disruption show that a large number of 
youth who do not return nome are from families which evidence 
instability, conflict, and/or rejection; 

(2) The data collected on physical and sexual abuse, although limited, 
support the contention that such abuse is widespread and has 
definite, negative consequences for its victims; and 

(3) VOB-funded programs are an ,integrated part of the social service 
networks in their communities. In some communities, the local 
project is an important, if not singular, resource for sheltering 
adolescents on a emergency basis. 

The Status of the Effectiveness of the Runaway Youth Program - A Special Study 

During 1979, Berkeley Planning Associates (BPA), under a contract with YOB, 
completed a comprehensive evaluation of the National Runaway Youth Program. 
Conducted over a ninetpen month period, this study evaluated a representative 
sampl e of YDB-funded runaway youth programs. One of the key fi ndi ngs of the 
evaluation reveals that YDB-funded projects have been successful in expanding 
their total resources with substantial volunteer staff time as well as additional 
Federal, state and local funding. According to the study, while the average YDS 
grant for the sample of projects participating in the cost analysis was $67,000, 
the average operating budget for these projects \'las $146,000. The most common 
other funding sources used by the projects include the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, National Institute of Mental Health, Title XX, local, state and. 
county agencies, and private foundations~ In addition to obtaining other direct 
funding, the projects have also been successful' in recruiting volunteers and 
soliCiting 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 volunteer labor and other donated resources. 

An Executive Summary of the BPA report is appended, to the full text of the 
VOB FY'79 Annual Report. Additional copies of the Executive Summary: National 
Evaluation of the Runaway Youth Program tDHHS Publication Number OHDS-80-32008) 
are available from the U.S. Government Printing Office, Department 76, Washington, 
D.C. 20401. ' , 
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INTRODUCTION 

EXECUTIVE Sill1l-tARY 

NATIONAL EVALUATION OF THE RtlNAWAY YOUTH PROGRAM 

October 1977 to ~fay 1979 

... 

, 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 h~s lived by seem un~cce?ta~le and awkward. yet new rules' have not yet 
had~ t~me to ~evel~p. Wlule ~~ l.S true that. most children successfully' ':, , 
cro~s the br~dge.lnto adult l~~e~ few do so without experiencing some perioa 
of great uncerta~nty about the~r own worth and bewilderment over exactly how 
and where they' wlll assume new roles in society,. , The awkwardness of youth 
has. many soul·ces. b~t~ within the' individual as wel,l as within the general 
soclety: ' By. deflnl, tlon, a youth is locked into a life stage in which he 
or she 1S nelther totally dependent nor totally free. Adolescents are 
exrected to b7gin ~king their own decisions regarding their chC'lice of 
frlends, hobbles, lnterests, and mobility patterns. At the' same; time, 

, ' they are expected to obey their parents ~ obey school officials arid above 
" :,.~'~'p ','stay o~t of trouble." Thp.y are their own persons, yet ar~ still sub

Ject.to a w~de rang~ of external controls. They are told to be responsible 
and lndepen~ent,. whlle they are also being told they cannot work and, 'in 
~act,.see Ilt~le.of the productive siue of society. Given all the conflict
l.ng slgnals, 1t 1S not surprising that teenagers have problems; it is amazing 
that most are a~le to overcome ~hem. 

Beginning in the 1960s~ the pr~blems ox·youth took on new dimensions. 
A~o~e7c~nts ~d young:people having difficulty adjusting to the new respon
slb71ltles o~ adul~ llfe were no longer simply problems'for their parents. 
Socletyas a w~o~e began.wonder~ng how. to control the upcoming generation .. 
Beyo~d the pollt~cal man1festatlons of the youth movement, youth in general, 
and.1n greater numbers, were acting in ways requiring larger degrees of ' 
soclal c~ntrol. ~rom ~9S0 to 1972, the number of actual delinquency cases 
brought lnto the Juvenll~ courts throughout the country increased from 
280,000 to 1,112~500,. and the ratio of cases to the youth population (11-
1~ ye~rs of age) rose from 1.6% to 3.4%.1 Truancy and dropout rates in 
hl~h'scho~ls climbed dramatically. Although there has been little talk of" 
dropouts ln the past few years, urban school districts estimate that as much 
as 10% of their enrollment 2 attend school only sporadically. Running away 

1Juvenile Court Statistics, Office of Youth' Development, 1972, p~ 415,. 

2 
Children I s Defense Fund, Children Out of School in America, Octobe~c 

1974, pp. 2-3. 
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became a conunon response to family and social 'prl:!ssures, 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 pennission ,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, ~ICAs, and existing youth ser
vice agencies, were the first to recognize the spe~ific se~ice needs of this 
particular youth subpopulation. Several of these ag~ncies began providing 
temporary shelter and counseling to youth on the run, 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 availabl~ 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 runa\'1ay 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 oveT\~'he1m 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 III of the 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974, was designed to 
address this "epid'emic" of running away., ' 

Since 'passage of the Act, the organizatio~al form of these projects as 
well as their staffing patterns and service delivery systems have undergone 
substantial changes, with the majority becoming more complex, multi-
dimensional youth service agencies. Despite ttlis ,pattern of organizational, 
growth, the service philosophy of these projects has 'remained constan1:. 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 
sbelters ~s been successfully retained by the more established projects and 
bas been su~cessfully transmitted to many of ' the ne\~er programs. This value 
system has, in effect, become a system-wide ,ethic which ensures t,hat, regard- .', 
less of the specific project frorn which youth seek assistance, they can,be 

.assured of having their needs ~et and their ~roblems addressed in the manner 
most supportive and comfortable to them as opposed to the manner most con-
venient to the service provider. ,.\ 
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The Youth Development Bureau (YOB)l has admi~istered the Runaway Youth 
Act since its passage. This Act authorizes the provision of grants,.t~chni
cal assistance, and short-t.cm training to pu}Jlic and privnt.e non-profl.t 
agencies located outside of the law enforcement structure and the juvenile 
justice ;ystem, f9 r the development and/or strengthening of community-based 
programs of service which provide temporary shelter, cC)\lnsel~ng, az,td.aftir -
care services to runaway or otherwise homeless youth and thel.r fam11~es= . 
These services are proviCled both directly by the proje(:ts and through l1nk
ages established with other service 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 runaway 
episode; 

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

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

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

.... 

To date, YOB has supported a number of ini~iatl.ves -- both progr~mmatic 
and research -- designed to enhance t~e planning and delivery of serVlces to 
runaway or otherwise homeless youth and their families. Since June 1977, YOB 
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. 
Y~B and the projects to profile the types of clients being served and the~r 

IThe Youth.·Development Bureau' is located within the Administration for 
Children, Youth and Families, Office of Human Development Services, Depart
ment of H~alth, Education, and Welfare. * 

2nuring FY 1977, when the contract for the National Evaluation of the 
Runaway Youth Program was awarded, 127 projects nationwide were being sup
PQrted 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-FTee Communication System, 
designed to serve as a neutral channel of communication between runaway 
youth and their families and to refer them to needed s~rvices within their 
communities. 

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 amendments 
approved by. Congress in 197~ that included "otherwise homeless youth" in 
the Act's target population and YDB's modification of the second goal, 
requiring projects to reunite "youth with their' families only "if this· 
[unification] is determined to be in the youth's best interests." 
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service requirements, including cha.nges in both over time. 1 Addi tionully 
YOB has undertaken several research initiatives designed to examine the n~eds 

. problems , and service requirements of specific subpopulat~ons of runaway I 

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 ynn with an information 
base on runa~lay youth and on programma.tic strategies for addressing their 
needs. These data, however, are not sufficient to answer the more qualita
tive questions regarding the· effectiveness of the Runaway Youth Act-funded 
proj~cts in meeting the needs of the youth and families served. In order to 
obtal.n these data, YDB contracted with Berkeley Planning Associates to con-· 
duct a co~rehensive eval~ation of the National Runaway Youth Program. This 
study, ~hJ.ch was conducted. over a 19-month period, was designed to obtain 
evall1at~ve data along twa separate, but parallel, dimensions: a determina
tion of the extent to which a representative s3.l:lple of the projects funded 
under the Runaway Youth Act have operationalized the four legislative goals 
~the organizational goal assessment study phase); and a determination of the 
lmpact of the services pTovided on the clients served as measured against 
these same goals (the client impact study pha.se). Additionally, BPA also 
conduct7d a C?st analysis de:igned to profile the·projects' costs and expendi
tUl":s~ ~ncludlng the allocat1on of these l'e~o~rces to specific services and 
actlVl.tles. 

I. SUMMARY OF EVALUATION PROCESS AND COr.1PONENTS 

Throu?hout the evaluation effort, several interrelated objectives were 
pursued sJ..mul taneously. \'Jhile we were. principally concerned with the "out-" 
com.ell ~r eff~ctiv7ness of the runaway youth projects funded by YDB in ·terms 
of thel.r leglslat~ve mandate, we were also interested in furthering the 
tot~l b~dy of knowledge available in the area of youth services. The study 
was desl.gned not only.to look at the aggregate impact of the National Runaway 
Y~uth.Pro?ram but ~lso to explore the unique aspects of projects' functioning, 
h:ghllghtl~g the dlffercnt ap~roaches to service. delivery employed by indi- ' 
~l.dual p:oJects. More specif~cally, the study sought to provide evaluative 
1nformat~on for answering the f~llowing key policy questions: , . 

1 .• 
The dat~ comp~led thro~gh the Intake and Service Summary Form include 

t~e de~ograph7c chara~te~i~tics o~ the you~h; their family settings/living 
s1tuatlons prlor ~o recelvlng proJect servJ..ces; the specific reasons they 
sou?ht/wer~ referred to services; their sources of referral to the projects;' 
thelr prev~ous ~unaway episodes and involvement with the juvenile justice 
~ys~em, as appllcable; the services they received both directly from the 
proJect.and.t~rough referrals to other service providers in the community; 
~nd th~l.r llvlng a:rangements at the termination of project services, 
lncludlng, aft appllcable, the reason(s) they did not return home. 
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• Have the projects operationalized the four goals of the program 

as legislatively specified? 

• What project, clien~, or community factors have fac~litated or 
hindered goal operationalization? 

• What additional, local goals have been developed and operation
alized by the proj ects to impact posi ti ve 1y 0t.l thei.r clients? 

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

•. \fuat services, methods of service provision, or clie~t factors 
have the greatest influence on a project's capacity to have 
positive impact on the clients served? 

01 \fua~ are the costs or providing various services to these 
clients?' 

::' 

• In what way is the degree of operationalization of the legisla
tive goals related to client ~mpact? 

e, What project~ client and community factors account for the 
congl'Uence or lack of it between' goal operationa,lization and 
client impact? 

In ~rder to provide a thorough assessment of the runaway youth projects 
and 'to provide assistance to the Youth Development BUT:au in identifying the 
most useful evaluative data to be collected on an ongolng basis, the study 
was subdivided into three distinct: functional areas.: 

e the' organizational goal assessment; 

,e' the client impact assessment; and 

• the cost analysis of project functioning. 

Prior to initiating these activities, a series of additional data gathering 
procedures were undertaken. A comprehensive review of. the lit7r~t~re and 
other documentation relating to runaway youth programmlng was ~nltlated~ 
including a (fetai led revieli of the proposals submi '7ted by, all ~f, the pro
jects funded by YDS during 1978., ~ec~nd, informatlo~al s~te ~~~lts,w:re 
conducted to ten projects. to famlllarlze BPA staff wlth the s~mllarltles 
and differences in the actual ·operations of runaway youth proJects and to 
ensure that the evaluation design and instruments subsequentlY,developed were 
relevant to p'roject functioning and '''ere adl!linistrati vely feaslble. ~e 
findings from both of these initial reviews served as th~ backdrop ,agal.nst 
which the three essential evaluation components were deslgned and llnplemented. 

One' of the first tasks in the conduct of the evalua:tion was t~ select a 
sample of. projects for inclusion in the study .. It was co~sidered lmporta~t 
that the resulting: sample represent the full range of pr:oJects funded by tOB 
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 (I) were policy relevant, (2) could discriminate among the funded pro
jects, and (3) for which there was an adequate number of prQjects to permit 
a comparative analysis. Based on the findings of the proposal review pro
cess and discussions with the YDS 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 YOB-funded projects. 
In addition to capturing variation on these factors J the sample was also 
designed to include representation from: 

• projects that· are located in private as wel.l as public agenciesj 

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 
:eceived services from these projects constituted our sample for the client 
~mpact assessment component. Sbventeen of the 20 evaluation sites partici
pated in the cost analy~is •. 

A. Organizational Goal Assessment 

The orga~izational goal assessment was designed to determine the extent 
. to which the proj ects funded under the Runaway Youth Act have succes.sfully 
operationa1ized, 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 foI" each legislative goal (the goal-specific guide1ines); and, 
second, the project f,S capacity to achieve .an overall well-functioning system 
(the generic guidelines). In the first instance J we began with the four 
legislative goals, asking such questions as: 

• What servtces need to be in place for this particulargoa~ 
to be realized? 

e· What proceduxes should the project be follol\'ing in order to 
attain this particular goal? 

• '~atcommunity linkages are necessary to successfully realize 
this goal? 

. A list of guiQ,elines 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 :i-
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provide a particular service included the hours during which the service 
was available; the qualifications of the staff providing the service; the 
physical requirements necessary to provide the service; and a set of operat.
ing procedures that allow for the smooth delivery of the 'service. These 
elements constituted the basic ~equirements for goal operationa1ization. 

In the second phase, we began with ~he project itself, listing 12 
guidelines that were identified as constituting the essential elements of 
a well-functioning runaway youth project. These generic guidelines, which 
covered aspects of a project's organizational structure, management system, 
s'~aff characteristics, community context, and youth participation program, 
measured each project's capacity to operationalize all of its goals. In 
developing this list of 12 guidelines, we asked ~uch questions as the 
following: 

• tfuat types of management practices are necessary for smooth 
and efficient proj ect functioning? _'i-

• Are there any specific organizational factors that increase 
. the capacity of a runaway youth proj e'ct, to more effectively 
meet the needs of its clients? 

•. Are there any specific ways in which a proj ec_t can best utilize 
the resources or'overcome the service barriers in its parti
cular community? 

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 ~ide 
l'ange of local goals that each project has developed. 

lfuile 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 internal consistency of a-project, we as~ed such questions as 
the following: 

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

• Do some of the elements appear to work at cross purposes or 
to ~ddress.divergent needs? 

.. ...• . Does the proj ect claim one operating method, yet operationalize 
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 per
ception of its most essential goals. \'Je then reviewed this information 
in light of a project's community context and:the specific needs of its 
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client population. This analysis was useful in pinpointing tho~e service 'I 
areas in which projects have ,limited capa~ity or ~hose organ~zation,:"l ~rcas I :i 
which, if left unattended, m~ght develop ~nto serlOUS operatlonal dlffl- ' 
culties. The analysis also identified key' organizational, client, and 
community. factors that influence the extent to and the manner in which the I 
projects have operationalized their goals. Ii 

Data used to answer the questions posed by the organizational go~l 11,1 

assessment. were gathered by BPA field staff during week-long site visits I' 

to each of the 20 projects in our evaluation sample. During each of these !I 
visits, BPA field staff conducted intensive interviews with individuals " 
carrying out the functions of project director, counseling supervis~r, and :/'/' 
community liaison, and distributed self-administered questionnaires ·to th~ 
projects'staff. Also, at least three representatives from comIriunity., II 
agencies with which the project maintained 'its most important c09rdination Ii 
and referral linkages were interviewed. In addition, interviews were con- ii 
ducted with at least one member of the project's advisory board or board. il 
of directors, as well as with a representative of the project's affiliate Ii 

or parent organization, if such an organization existed. Ii 

B. Client Imoact Assessment . 
In contrast to ~he organizational goal assessment, the clien~ 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: 

• What types of youth are being served by the runaway youth 
projec~s supported by the Youth Development Bureau, and 
what types of services are being provi~d·to these youth? 

.' How successful has, the Runaway Youth Program been nationally 
in accomplishing the four le~islative goals? 

• How are the different aspects of project success related to 
eacJ:t other? 

• What: factors are associated _with, 9.bserved variation in client 
impact? 
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In order to answer the key study questions 'regarding .the impact of the 

runaway youth projects on the youth and families they serve, Berkeley Planning 
Associates collected data on a sample of clients served at each of the 20 
evaluation sites. Within each project, the client sample selected for inclu
sion in the study consisted of all youth who received temporary shelter and 
left the shelter system during a five-week p~riod from June 26 through 
July 30, 1978. ' 

To generate data about the impact of project services on these clients, 
,interviews were conducted by local interviewers hired by BPA with three 
respondents,for each case: the youth, the parent figure with whom the youth 
had had most contact during the three months prior to arrival at the rtffi-

. away project, and the counselor or other staff member at the project who had 
the most contact with the youth. An attempt was made to interview each of 
these respondents at two different times: first) lrithin 24 hours of the time 
the youth ~eft temporary shelter; and, again, five weeks after the youth left 
the project. 1 .. ' 

The foundation of the client impact findings was a structured set of 
client impact standards, criteria and indicators. TI1e standards constitute 
the general principles against which judgments were made to determine whether' 
each of the four legislative. goals h'ad been achieved. The criteria repre
sented specific dimensions or aspects of each standard ,and were designed 
to more precisely define the outcomes sought by the standards. Each criterion 
was sufficiently discrete so as to be 'empirically verifiable. The indicators 
represented the specific data that documented the extent to wh1ch' specific 
aspects of each standard or each criterion had been met. A total of 26 ' 

,separate criteria'and 98 indicators relevant to assessing client impact' on 
the four legislative goals were developed. In addition, it was found that 
there were several important measures of overall program performance that 
did not relate clearly to any individual goal: Therefore, a fifth category 
was developed which we called "overall program performance." The goal or 
evaluation standard addressed by this category can be thought of as: "to 
assist youth in addressing their major problems." Thus, if a. youth's most 
pressing problem was family-related, the indicators under this goal tested 

." whether that problem had been adequately resolved, whereas if the youth I s 
major problem was a legal one, the rating on this goal would be based on 
whether the legal problem was succes'sfully deal t with. 

C. Cost Analysis 

A cost analysis provides a profile of eac'h project's costs and expendi
tures in terns of its payroll expenses; non-payrOll (or "fixed") expenses 
such as the costs of rent, mortgage, utilities, and durable equipment; and 
the· imputed expepses of donated resources such as volunteer labor and other 
items or services which were provided to the project at no cost by the 

lOur client' ~mpact sample consisted of 278 youth. On these youth, we 
collected 275 counselor at termination interviews, l8S youth at termination 
interviews, lOS parent at termination interviews, 271 counselor at follOW-Up 
intervieh's, 101 youth at follow-up intervie,~s, and 88 pa!ent at follow-up 
interviews. " 
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, communi~y. Wi thin thes!! larg'e groupings, the cost analysis examined the 
allocat~on of resourc7s to specific project activities, such as counseling, 
she~t:r cov:rage., ~a:l~us support services, case management, and ge'neral 
admlnlstratlve,actlvl~le~. By explor~ng the costs of providing services 
at several p7oJec~s wlthln an overall service program, the cost analysis 
was able to ldentlfy the major activities of the National Runaway Youth 
P:ogram.an~ then t~ d:t:rmine the relative costs of providing these ser
Vlces wlthln each lndlvldual project. The analysis also determined' com
~arable costs ac:oss.all projects for those activities that were provided 
1n common, by adJustlng for regional differences in wage and price·levels 
The '.'costs" of prcvi~ing services to runaway youth and their families wer~ 
examlned from essentlally three different perspectives: 

.' actual payroll costs; 

• 
• 

the "doll'ar value" of all labol" resources. including donated 
labC?ri and 

total cos'ts, including fixed, or non-payroll, expenditures 
and donations. 

The implementatiOI: of the cost analysis c~nsisted of the following elements: 

II. 

• the identification oE the project's distinct activities; 

• the identification of the project's resources; 

• the identification of the project's donated resources; 

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

• the distribution of indirect labor costs across all services; 
and ,. the valuation of the project's donated human resources 
(volunteers) • 

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

The present evaluation has reviewed the National Runaway Youth Program 
froD. a number of per:pecti~es. . t'le explored the performance of the proj ects 
~tudled from the varl~US vle'~olnts of organizational structure and function
lng, costs, and clie~t ~mpact. Each of these individual perspectives sug
gested a number of flndl.ngs that have implications for the future development 
not. only of the ~ational Runa''Iay Youth Progr.am but also of the individual 
proJects. These findings are summarized below. 

• The National Runa''Iay Youth Program has successfully operationali:cd 
the goals of the Runaway Youth Act. 

, Overall, the YOB-funded proj ects have ~uccessfully operationali zed the 
four goa~s of the Runaw~y Yo~t~ Act and have implemented those services 
and serVlce procedures ldentlfled as being essential to meeting the immediate 
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needs of youth, resolving family problems, securing stable living arrange
ments for youth, and helping youth decide upon a future course of action. 
With the exception of outreach, aftercare, and fOllow-up services, the 
projects did not demonstrate any signific~nt limitations in provid~n? the 
full range of services most commonly requ1red by the youth and fam1l1es 
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 l1ritten 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 oppo~unities for youth to be in~olved in the development 
of their own service plans. In addition, staff at the sample projects 
generally demonstrated a high level of moraie, with the projects experi
enCing limited degrees of unplanned staff turnover. 

• In addition to addressing the legislative goals, the projects ~Jnded 
under the Runaway Youth Act have developed a number of additiona,l goals. 

A1l but one of the 20 evaluation sites have developed local goals to 
better define the intent and purpose- of their programs. Generally, thes,e 
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 
~deq~atelY mold their 5ervice 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 syste~; helping youth develop a positive, role 
model; and directing seriously disturbed families into longer-term 
counseling. • 

o The projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act are extremely 
diverse both In tenr!s of their structures and their client popul~tions. 

Despite their common' funding source and the implementation of a common, 
set of 'legislative go()ls, the:projects funded under the Runaway Youth Act. 
demonstrated considerable diversity and range from being solely runa\iay 
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 agre'ement either as to the '" 

, . 

r~l~tive importance placed upon the four goals or as to the specific acti
Vltl:S necessa:y to achieve these goals with their clients. Rather than 
servlng ~s a flrm framework within.whic~ the individual projects develop their 
?Wll serVlce programs, the four legIslat1ve .goa1s seem only to' loosely 
lnfl~en,ce a project's d:velopment. For.example, when the projects were asked 
to llSt the most essent~al goals o~ t?e1r service program, 60% of these goals 
were local goals developed at the· Ind1vidual project level while 40%, 
rela~ed ~o one of the ~egis~ative goals. The' projects,' th;ough the flexible 
appllcatl~n of the 1eglslat1ve goals as well as the addition of specific 
loc~l proJect goals, have developed an overall service effort that is 
,deslgn~d.to respond to the needs of the local youth population and to their 
COrrunWll t1es. 

t.Inladdition to the diversity ,noted among the projects through the oroani
~a lona goal assessment, the projects also demonstrated considerable div;rsity 
1n terms of the. age range of their client popUlations, the length of time 
y~uth were pr?vIded shelter, the extent to which follow-up and aftercare ser
v1ces.we:e.belng provided, and the extent to which additional services other 
than lnd1v1dua~ counseling were being provided. The cost analysis similarly 
f?und that p:oJ ect sta~f. w~re spending the maj ori ty of their time on very 
dlfferent felms. of act~'Vl tles and on very different types of clients. While 
most of the ~roJ ects spent well over half their staff time providing se:-vices 
to housed cllents , five of the proj ects spent at least one-quarter of their 
.staff resources serving non-housed youth. 

., A grO\'ling "pTofessionalism" I"as found among the proj ects funded 
under the Runaway Youth Act. 

. In contrast to the initial runaway youth shelters, which operated largely 
as lnforma~, volunteer flcoun~er-cul ture" service programs, the current YDB
fun~ed pro~ects are profess:onal, well-functioning, alternative youth 'service 
cent7rs whlch are becoming lncreasingly integrated into their local youth :::Vl 7e net....·ork:. The or?anizational goal assessment found the staff at the 

Jonty o~ pro~ects stu.c!led to be well-educated, with most having a BA and 
:v:~bs~~~tla~ m~nori ty having HSWs or ot?er gradua~e-level degrees. l-iore
bot'. .maJorlty of the staff had pTev10us experIence in youth services 

. ~ w1th,ln and outside the public service system., In addition to operating 
Wlt. a more formally trained and educated staff the current runaway youth 
PfroJec~s have also adopted a number,of case man~gement practices which have 

ormallzed their serv' deli . ' . .... Ice,. very system. These lnclude formal case revi.ews, 
ongo~ng ,counse~lng ~upervlslon, and regular "staffings" with other se'rvice 
prov1ders worklng w1th the louth and the parents. 

• The most serious'se~i~e limitations within ~he Nation~l Runaway Youth 
Progra~ are the provlslon of follow-up and aftercare services. 

l'.'hile the ma~ority of proje'c~s. were found to have implemented all or 
most of the generIC and goal-speclflC guidelines all but one project demon
strated probl"ems in achieving at least one of th;se elements Many of the 
proble s·d ·f· . . m 1 entl led durine the organizational goal assessment were substan-
tlated b)" the de " f . . h . . scr1ptlonS 0 serVIces provided to the youth and fami lies 
~~r~n e,chent, Impa~t sample. When we look at the service data collected 

g the ellent lmpact study phase, we find that"on1y 50% of the clients " 
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termination of tempora~y shelter 
wi th the proj ect 'between the ddi tion on ly 17'!o of the 

had any contact interview five weeks later. In ~tercare'basis, and only 6% 
and the foll~w-UP n individual counseling on.an ~ n of temporary shelter. 
clie~ts rece:~~d c~u~seling following t~e ~crml.~a~,~~t their service philosophY 
recelved fa~l. .nstances the projects l.ndl.~a~e of aftercare services, most 
lfuile in a ew 1.. the lace on the pr~Vl.~l~n ecause they do not have 
limits the empha~l.S not ~r~Vide this se1"Vl.ce Sl.~PlYa~tercare service component. 
of the projects 0 tablish and maintain an actl.ve l service structure at many 
the resources t~/~esources as well. as the genera rary shelter facility) are 
The curren~ sta. the maintenance of.a te~o eeds of youth and to 
of the proJects ~~'~~~ard addressing the l.mme!l.a~~h~n one or two weeks of 
principallY gear blems that can be addrcsse W1 
resolving those pro 
service. attempt to address the'longe:-

Wh1
'le the rejects are makin&.a serious ent realities sugges~ that thl.S 

heir client populatl.onS , . CUT:: achieve than ml.ght be 
term needs of t .fficult service ob)ectl.ve to ·ects that operate 
will be a ~ar more~: to our cost analysis, those 0 pr~J their staff resources 
anticipated, A~C~~ ~~~ility have committed ,over 2~e~ one adds the tirne'pr~-
a temporary :he 7 .n and operating the shelter, . ounseling, and group 
to simplY mal.nta:n: g individual counseling, faml.ly c n covered, Consider-
jec7s,s~end pr~~~~l.~~% of all paid staff ho~rs ha~:i~e:taff time on administra
actl.V1t1. CS , a . ts spend n~ average, 40~ of t unity education programs 
ing that the pr~Jec ·fi~ functions, such as corom, kinrr hours remain 
tive and non-Cll.ent-spe,~~ roughly 18% of the :taff, s wor to ~ffer to their 
and gen: ral hout~d~~r~~alY~ervices that th: proJects e~~~~ spend very little 
to,proVldc~eec~st analysis found that proJ(~~~s ;~:~ement (1%), and support 
c11ents, . . h services as follow-uP 0, 

. provldl.ng suc , 0) 
tlme . t specific advocacy l2"O '. aWl.' dely diversified and cllen - , is serving 

• The National R~a\' .. ay Youth Program 
client populat1.on. " 'incl~ded a sizable number 

1 for this evaluatl.On f non fami ly-
The client impact samPt~ and youth seeking assistance ~rbY t~e projects 

of "pushouts ," homele: s eY~~e ~ost common 'type of client s~:v~rted that they 
related .problems, WIllI (449!) 16% of the 'client sample h P with the 

, to be runaways 0, 200 re away from orne . 
~ontl.nues" h d out" of their homes) '0 we 199:: ere either contemplatl.ng 
had been pus e heir arents, and another 0 w, TID residential 
mutual a~reement ~f tat th~ project awaiting other.long-~~er of other dimen-
running 3way ~ew~~~ent population also differedl~~i~gn~ith either one or 
p~acemcn~ile 60% of the clien~ sample h~d b~~nse~king assistance.from th~ 
$lOns. h' parents or ste,p-parents ,pr1.or . th other. re 1 a't, 1. ves, 150 
both of tel; . 'n" in foster ,homes or Wl. '.. on their own, 

o)'ects 12'0 had been hvl. g d 13% had either been ll.v~ng. Although 
pr • ,. in group homes, an d 1· ving Sl.tuatl.on. 
had been 11 Vl.ng . ther type of indepen ent 1. . ced by 53% of 
with friend:, or l.~fso:eo~ted that the major problem :x~erl.~~% of the clients 
the co~nsel:ng ~~a sam~l~ was ,family-related t ~~e ~em~~;l~~lated', ranging 
the cl1,'nt lmpa . roblems that were non- am. roblems. 
sought !'.crvice: fo~ m~~~~ol to behavioral or p'sycho lOgl.~~l their caseloads 

~~~~l~~:f~~~l~~~je~~s are a~~ePtt~tca~~~r~~i~:~~e~:~~~ce providers. The, 
fcrrals from other loca pu 

as re 
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national sample showed only 30% of the youth rece~v~ng shelter come to the 
projects on their own. 'fui1e several of the projects continue to receive a 
substantial percentage of their clients through self-referrals, that per
centage seems to be dwindling in favor of formal public or private agency 
referrals. As the projects continue to increase their service linkages with 
public and private agencies, this agency referral rate can be expected to 
increase. 

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%) 

, r~~uiring food, shelter, and counseli~g with these services within the first 
few:hq~~s of the youth's arrival at the project. While the projects showed 

:;, a' sligl1tly less uniform rate of success in inunediately 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 projec~s 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, Th.is 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, 
sess,ions that most proj ects are able to provide their clients. The proj ects 
were also fairly successful in placing youth in a context that the majority 
of counselors, youth and parents C72!'o-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 
agai~ 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' nQn-family-related problems, 
such as difficulties with school (48!'o success), problems with the law (7S~;, ". 
success), problems in obtaining a job (30% success), and problems about de(!iding 
where to live (88% success). 1 

IAII 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 r~sult of project services. 
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, exhibited on certain of the impact The l evel of success that the proJects b 
' al achievements or may mere,Iy e average 

indicators may ~epresent ex~eptIo~hich serve ,youth and families in crisis: 
performance ratIngs for proJec~s I' t impact research it is not possIble h b f related prevIous c len , Th 
In t e,a sence 0 , 't' 1 of the 'observed performance. e 
to either praise or to be hl~hl~ CTl'l~C~slative goals may be reflective of 
varied success rates a~ong ~ e ~ur e~ious discussions relating to the ., 
the types of difficultIes cIted l~ pr t' to accomplish too much, given 

' ts encounter ~n attemp Ing db" problems that proJec , ~" the wide range of impacts covere y 
their limited resources. conslderlng

ll 
'sing to find that the projects 'I' Is it is not at a surprl 

the legIs atl ve goa, 'bi f all of the youth they serve. cannot resolve all of the pro ems 0 

R Y th Act achieve • In general the projects funded under the, unaway ou 
similar su~cess with a wide variety of cl1ent~. , 

, , ior runaway history, famIly compo-
Client characterIstIcs, such a~ age~'~~llY influence the extent to which 

sition or referral source ~hd not, ram~ I t The analysis found that the 
the projects achieved posit~ve cl~ent Impa~ ~lients including those youth 
proj ects did equally we~l wIth al tY1?es 0 roblems ~s abuse or neglect an,d 
experiencing such complIcated and serIo~s p t The only two factors that 
repeated contact with the juveni~e ju:tIce ~~~ :m~ent to which positive 
demonstrated a signif~cant relat1~nshli,tOtion o~ the youth to resolve his 
client impact was achIeved were t e ~o IV~e ro'ect For examp1e, the 
or her problems and family cont~ct w7t~ t p r~'ect staff as being more 
family problems of thos~ youth l~entIfIeddb~rPso~ewhat resolved in 72% of 
motivated than other'c1Ients wer_ resOl~e"d t"fied as being less motivated 
the cases, while only 49% of th~~e ~o~~ ~o;n lSimilarlY 61% of the more 
achieved a positive rating on t ~s 1n lC~ , Id need t~ run away again if 
motivated youth said they did not h ~~e1 t l;y 3~~lJ of the less motivated youth 
things "got bad" in the ~uture, w I e on f; t that 84']0 of the more moti
shared this opinion, ~JhI~~ t~e CO~~S~!~r~iO~S about their future, they 
vate~ youth 'h~7re bet~;~ a k~llot~aOnlY 40% of the less motivated youth. attr~buted t 1S specl_lc s . 

hI f 'I' had participated 'in project ser-In those cases where a yout s amI ~ h 1 ed them understand 
. vices, 85% of th7 youth felt t~at the 7b~o~~c'~h~a~OU~hP whose parents had not 

and work out thelr problems, w ereas , 'I 1 while 66% of the 
had contact with the project felt thi~t~aihe ~~~je~~ ~~lt their family prob
youth whose parents had had con~act w; 1 d 51!'- of the youth whose parents 
lems had been resolved 'or somew ~t re~o ve ~ ,~ 'ion. Finally, while 
had not had contact with the proJect shared t~ls"~hl~he project felt that 
sq% of the y~uth wh~~e ~~~=~t;l~~~"h~:l~~~~~~ t~~ ,termination of ,temporary 
they were gOIng ~o eh h hose parents had not had contact felt that 
shelter, only 68'0 of t e yout w , h "best place" 
the living situation to which they were gOlng was t e . 

The National Evaluation found that "a positive~ r,~lati~nship exists 
• ,between goal operational~zation,and positive cllent lmpact. 

db· . th organizational goal, assess-, The comparative analysis conducted et~een d t~e' two components to' have a 
ment and the client impact assessment ,ata ou~ h' was strongest on those 
positive relationship, In general, thIS ~eiatIon~hl~ecide upon a future course 

!~d!~~~~~~ i~~~t!!!:~l~~d~~%G~~\~e-;o~~h :e~v~~ubY 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. 

o 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 ~unding, ifuile 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 Co~mon other 'funding SOurces utilized ,by the projects include 
categorical grants or fee-for-service contracts obtained through LEAA, 
NIMH, Ti tIe XX, and local, state, and county agencies, TIle proj ects also 
draw heavily upon funds from both local and naiional private foundations, 
In addition to obtaining other direct funding, the projects also have been 
successful in expanding their total pool of available' resources through the 
careful cultivation of volunteer staff time and other forms of donated 
resources. The cost analysis found that the projects, on average, generate 
an additional $3,000 worth of resources per month through the use of volun
teer labor and other donated resources. 

• A variety of service, client, and fiscal concerns are giving way.to 
emerging n'ew servil:e mode Is wi thin t~e 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 proj ects will find increasingly' difficult to maintain, First, 
continued inflation is constantly increaSing the costs of maintaining a 
shelter facility, The cost analYSis found that those projects that operate 
a temporary shelter facility have ,almost three, times the fixed costs (i.e., 
rent, utilities, etc.) as those projects not maintaining a shelter, and 
these projects have to devote at leas~' 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 
proj ects for longer than one-''Or two weeks. This expansion in the average 
length of stay stems partly trom the'various characteristics of the Clients, 
such as the high percentage of youth requiring out-oof-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 

,·l~vel 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 

, shel ter and S6~.; of the YOLlth who stayed t,~o to' seven nights at the proj ect 
were viewed in this manner. Similarly, 72% of the youth who had stayed at a 
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project over two weeks reported that the project had helped resolve their 
major problem while only 50% of the youth who stayed one night and 42!', of 
the youth who stayed two to seven nights shared this opinion. 

Both the rising costs of maintaining shelter facilities and the increased 
average length of stay for clients are factors which might well influence the 
future structure of runaway youth programs ... For example, several projects have 
already adopted another, less costly, method of providing temporary shelter 
to clients, namely the use of a volunteer network of foster homes. While 
this model is certainly attractive from a cost perspective, the client 
impact data found that those projects that provide shelter in this manner 
house far fewer youth than those projects that operate their .own temporary 
shelter facilities. Other projects have sought to resolve the cost dilen~ 

. by expanding into mUlti-purpose youth service centers or by formalizing a 
series of service linkages with ether local service providers. It is not 
yet clear how these shifts in Cj:~g,'mizational form or· service delivery will 
affec't the long-run future of the temporary shelter model. It is clear, 
however,. that the free-standing, non-affiliated runaway youth project is 
becoming a, rarer sight 'in the area of youth services. 

III. CONCLUSIONS 

In summary, it \~ould appear that, on average, the ¥DB-funded projects 
are effectively addressing the intent and goals of the Runaway Youth Act. 
They have been able to do so, hO\~ever, only by expanding their total 1'e-' 
sources with substantial volunteer staff time as well as additional federal, 
state J and local funding, Even Hi th these additional resources, however,. 
the projects in our evaluation sample demonstrated clear difficulties in 
providing the wide range of services required to fully achieve all aspects 
af the Runa\~ay Youth Act. In an attempt to overcome these shortcomings, 
the prl;jects have expanded their organizational base, often forming coali
tions or service netHorks with other small co~rrunity-based youth service 
agencies or evolving into multi-faceted youth service agencies. This growth 
has moved a large percentage of the projects away from the free-standing, 
temporary shelter service model that dominated.the alternative youth ser- , 
vices movement in the late 1960s. ~~ile projects still consider the provision 
of temporary shelter to be one of their primary services, projects have also 
found it increasingly necessary to expand their services to add~ess those 
issues beyond. the immediate crisis period. Several projects are focusing 
their energies on preventing a runaway episode by encouraging youth and 
parents to seek assistance before a situation becomes explosive; other 
projects are shifting aHay from a I!temporary" shelter model and have begun 
to provide shelter to youth for longer periods of time and to encourage 
families to enter into long-term counseling arrangements. 

The implications of this expanded service focus and new organizational 
form has been that projects have, on balance, become more professional and 
mainstream in their working relationships with other servi,ce providers, an~1 
.have formalized their management struclrures and internal service delivery 
systems. This new "profeSSionalism," however, has not detracted from the 
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