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Abstract

Independent Living Service Programs for Foster ¥out
How Individual Factors and Program Features
Affect Participation and Outcomes

by
Heidi Sommer
Doctor of Philosophy in Public Policy
University of California

Berkeley Professor Jane Mauldon, Chair

This dissertation examines factors that impacptio@ision of services and resources for youth
during their transition from foster care into attolbd, specifically the support provided through
federally funded Independent Living Skills Prografihs$SPs). The population targeted by these
programs numbers fewer than 400,000 current amdeiofoster youth between the ages of 16
and 21 at any given time. The review of the ILSRI@ation literature presented here shows

little evidence to suggest that ILSPs, as they lugperated over the past two decades, have had a
positive impact on the young adult outcomes of ferfoster youth.

A quantitative analysis of ILSP graduation datarfrone California county is used to examine
how need and program access affect ILSP participatactors not previously addressed in the
literature. This case study provides evidenceybath are more likely to graduate from ILSP if
they had a higher level of need for transitiongmarts and greater physical access to an ILSP
site. Youth more likely to be referred to ILSPither because of the nature of their care setting
or because they were placed within their countgrafin - are also more likely to graduate from
the program.

A qualitative examination of CC25, an initiativeitoprove the supports available to transition-
age foster youth, indicates that counties implemgrdtrategies that more effectively engage
youth and caregivers in transitional planning amgi®rt program delivery, have the potential to
increase the reach and relevance of ILSP serviceaddition, increased community partnership
and investment can create a more comprehensive @rsupport programming greatly needed
by transitioning youth. These findings were cotesiswith data on transitional outcomes
reported by the initiative which showed increasadipipation of youth in support services,
greater satisfaction with the support receivedsorde positive impact on permanency, financial
literacy, housing, and education.



The findings of this research have direct implicas for the provision of ILSP services at the
local level and can be used by child welfare agento better target eligible youth, increase the
participation of youth in ILSP and develop ILSPvegs that more effectively address the needs
of foster youth. Promising strategies include tgeautreach to kinship and guardian caregivers,
increased inter-agency collaboration and outreadietter engage out-of-county youth in ILSP,
improved incentives to participate for youth wheelfurther from ILSP sites, and better
assessment of transition-age foster care youtlketteromeasure their need for support.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

“Society has a major financial stake in the fostme system. If the concept of human capital
investment is to have meaning, child welfare wded to document the extent to which its social
investments are cost-beneficial and linked to pasibutcomes (Mech, 1988).”

Since the issue first came to the public agendharearly 1980s, growing concern over the poor
adult outcomes of former foster youth has led noudtitude of program and policy interventions,
continued increases in funding for these programd,a great deal of literature evaluating youth
outcomes and efforts to improve them. Since ihat,tthe focus of these efforts has shifted
considerably, from a need to prepare older fostetlyfor independent living prior to their exit
from care, to the provision of comprehensive sufgpimore commensurate with what average
young Americans might receive from their family ithgrthe transitional period. Today, reform
efforts in this area are concentrated primarilystate implementation of policies that allow
foster youth in care until age 21. However, theaspfor some youth to remain in care longer
will not eliminate the need for additional suppantd resources for all youth transitioning out of
care, a role that traditionally has been playedelgrally-funded, locally operated Independent
Living Skills Programs (ILSPS).

This dissertation examines several issues relatétketprovision of support services and
resources to foster youth during their transitomadulthood:

e Chapter two reviews the history of this policy desh, the relevant evaluation findings
to date and the resulting interventions that hawerged over the past three decades to
address the problem.

e Chapter three develops a theoretical framework,gsoended in the existing research
literature, to guide the analysis of factors affegparticipation in ILSP and other
transitional support programs.

e Chapter four uses a county case study to condgeaatitative analysis — using the full
population of youth eligible for ILSP — of how neadd program access affect ILSP
participation. Previous literature on this topasimot adequately addressed the
determinants of service receipt in this voluntamygsam and this chapter provides
evidence that subpopulations of youth are les$ylilcegraduate from ILSP because of
insufficient awareness of or access to the program.

e Chapter five includes a qualitative case studyefCalifornia Connected by 25, an
initiative that undertook comprehensive reformia system of care for transitioning
foster youth. This chapter shows that effortsripriove the reach, relevance and breadth
of transitional supports for foster youthn positively impact their outcomes, but not
without a great deal of community partnership anegstment.



e Chapter six provides a brief conclusion, linking findings of both the quantitative and
qualitative chapters and summarizing the key pahaglications of this dissertation.

The findings of this research have direct implicas for the provision of ILSP services at the
local level and can be used by local child weli@gencies to better target eligible youth,
increase the participation of youth in ILSP andealep ILSP services that more effectively
address the needs of foster youth. This resedsolcantributes to the academic literature by
advancing the theoretical approach and methodalsgy previously to evaluate these types of
programs.

The individuals targeted by these efforts — agingamd former foster care youth — are a
disadvantaged population that receives considemalilec empathy and a considerable policy
response relative to other vulnerable populatidngoth. There is an added imperative to serve
foster care youth because the state has direclyrasd the familial responsibility to ensure their
safety and well-being. An examination of the sfitbs and weaknesses of the programs that
serve them can inform future efforts to reform ILSR addition, successful demonstration that
transitional support programs can positively aftbet adult outcomes of former foster youth
could bolster efforts to extend similar supportstioer subgroups of adolescents who are also
struggling during the transition to adulthood andependent living.



Chapter 2
Policy Context: Recognizing and Responding to
Poor Adult Outcomes of Former Foster Youth

This chapter provides the background and policyecdrfor the research on Independent Living
Skills Programs (ILSPs) for transition-age fosteuth presented in this dissertation. It briefly
reviews the history of the issue and early polesponses in the United States, and provides a
logic model for the primary program interventiohhis chapter then presents the current policy
context in this area, including a summary of pragiprogram evaluation in this area and
remaining research questions.

Issue Background

On any given day, there are roughly 425,000 childireng in foster care in the United States,
and one in five (89,400 youth) are in the transiicage range (16 and oldér)Though some of
these youth will be reunited with their familiesqurto reaching adulthood, others will remain in
care until they are legally “emancipated” or agéafithe system. In 2009, nearly 30,000 youth
exited from foster care through this process oéll@gnancipation.

A large proportion of former foster youth exhibdgy young adult outcomes — such as failure to
complete high school, homelessness, and high chtesemployment and welfare reliance —
resulting in limited capacity to lead independém@althy, and successful lives after leaving foster
care (Bart 1990; Cook 1994; Courtney and Pilia\@88). The occurrence and persistence of
such poor outcomes indicates the existence othredlenges to child welfare policy and
practice. While state child welfare systems hassimed responsibility for youth removed from
neglectful or unsafe homes, these youth have ragalghed a point of self-sufficiency before
aging out of the system. In addition to the marglerative for child welfare systems to better
serve these youth, there is an economic incemiagldressing this policy issue. The poor
outcomes exhibited among this transitional aduftytation create a tremendous expense for all
of society — the costs associated with sheltetegiomeless, lost productivity from un/under-
employment, public assistance reliance, and crinjiuséice involvement. Programs that more
effectively link foster youth to available suppogsources and prepare them for independent
living can translate to considerable cost-savings.

Earliest definition of the problem

For nearly three decades, researchers, policy maker community stakeholders have worked
to better understand this policy problem and gtfitegies and solutions to effectively
overcome the challenges facing transitioning fogterth. In 1983, a Request for Proposals from
the United States Department of Health and Humawvi&s inviting study on how foster youth
adapt to independent living after care seemed théérst federal recognition of this problem
and acknowledgement of the need for informatiothenissue (Mech 1994). Perhaps in
response to the request, the first research oadhk outcomes of former foster care youth

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (R@@liminary Estimates for FY 2009 as of July 2@ninistration for Children and
Families, Administration on Children, Youth and Fkes, Children's Bureau. Accessed online 4/14M2 a
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/stats_reseafchvs/tar/report17.htm
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began emerging, and the findings suggested a et for policy and practice that better
prepare these youth for independent living (Mall&98).

The first study to use a large and nationally repnéative sample of youth was conducted by
Westat, Inc. who surveyed 1,644 youth at the tiflndischarge from foster care (between 1987
and 1988) and then again two and a half to foursykeder (Cook 1994). Only 44 percent had
completed high school at discharge, increasingitp 4 percent at the time of follow up (ages
18 to 24). This was in comparison to the 80 pdrgesduation rate among the general U.S.
population of 18 to 24 year olds. Only 39 peragrfoster youth had any job experience at
discharge and at follow up, 49 percent were culyembrking, and only 38 percent had
maintained employment for a year or more. Onlpéitent were supporting themselves
completely through employment. Between dischargkfallow up, 24 percent of males and 60
percent of females had become parents; 30 pereesitved public assistance; 25 percent had
been homeless at least one night; and 25 percdréxXperienced trouble with the law.

Other early studies using much smaller and moral lemmples of youth found equally poor
outcomes. Examining youth within a few years afctlarge, Barth (1990) and Courtney and
Piliavin (1998) found that only 45 to 55 percentofith had completed high school; 50 to 75
percent were working; 40 percent of females weegmpant and 10 and 27 percent of females
and males (respectively) had been incarcerateshat bnce since leaving care. Most of these
early studies of foster youth transitional outcoraegphasized the need for child welfare
agencies to address the critical issues of highdatompletion, securing safe and stable
housing, maintaining employment, and gaining inaejgat living skills (Cook 1994). Sample
attrition and inability to locate many former fasy@uth is a common methodological challenge
for these types of studies, and raise questiots idshe youth who were missed are different
than those who were successfully surveyed (Courthey. 2001). For example, the Cook
(1994) study sampled 1,644 youth while still intesscare but was able to locate only 854 youth
2.5 to 4 years after leaving care (and only 81theim were successfully surveyed).

Early policy response

While some state and local programs for youth agimgof foster care existed earlier, the
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 83 provided the first federal legislation
and $45 million in funding (with actual disburserhérst occurring in 1987) to support state and
county delivery of independent living skills semsc While foster youth were eligible for a
number of mainstream, federally funded assistanograms, this legislation signaled that there
was a government responsibility to provide addaiservices specifically designed to address
the needs of this vulnerable population. Initiadhly youth from families eligible for federally
funded welfare assistance, and exiting betweenagles of 16 to and 18, were eligible for ILSP
services. The policy goals established for ILSsavwo identify youth likely to remain in care
until age 18 and offer the services that facili@ticcessful transition to self-sufficient
adulthood. The desired outcomes of the programsied on 1) educational attainment
(particularly high school completion); 2) employmieand 3) the avoidance of dependency on
public assistance, homelessness, premarital chitdlimcarceration and other high-risk
behaviors (drug use, etc.).



There was some advocacy around this issue in 19@8 whe Child Welfare League of America
created a special issue of its research journah&nag issues around foster care youth and the
independent living skills programs that served thand followed it up by publishing their
recommended standards for independent living seiograms in 1989. In 1993, federal
funding for ILSP received permanent entitlementustédMech 1994) and funding was increased
to $70 million annually, though states were reglitee provide a 50 percent match (CWLA
1999). Legislators continued to increase feddr@P funding so that by 1998 it reached $70
million a year (USGAO 1999b).

After a decade of gradual expansion, ILSP growtmmated in 1999 with the passage of Public
Law 16-169, the Foster Care Independence Act, wieithmed the program the John H. Chafee
Foster Care Independence Program (“Chafee Prograhtig Act doubled the previous level of
federal funding to $140 million a year, further arded ILSP eligibility to all youth in foster

care (not just those eligible for federally-fundeelfare), and provided a state option to provide
ILSP services to all youth likely to remain in carrgil age 21 (and removing the minimum age
requirement) (Foster and Gifford 2005). In addifistates could use up to 30 percent of the
federal grant to fund room and board for 18 to 28rylds and provided states the option to
extend Medicaid coverage to former foster youthilitén’s Defense Fund 1999).

In 2002, Public Law 107-133 also authorized up@6 #illion a year to create a discretionary
fund under the Chafee Program, the Education aachiig Voucher (ETV) Program, which
provided additional dollars for states and locaditio distribute to youth to cover educational and
training expenses. Youth generally eligible foBR_participation, as well as those adopted after
the age of 16, can apply for vouchers worth up3@®®0 annually. Since 2002, little else had
emerged in terms of federal policy targeting ILSRluhe federal Fostering Connections to
Success Act (H.R. 6307) of 2008 created a staierophd federal funding to extend foster care
payments until age 21, which is discussed briedipWw.

ILSP Logic Model

Historically the goals of ILSP have been to idgntife youth most likely to remain in care until
age 18 and help them make successful transitiossltsufficient adulthood. In the Foster Care
Independence Act of 1999, the primary goals of Ik&fe defined as¥(1) increased
identification and outreach to youth who are likiybe in foster care until age 18; (2) the
provision of education and training necessary fopleyment; (3) preparing ILSP participants
for postsecondary education; (4) the provisionmbgonal and personal support to youth aging
out of care; and (5) the provision of a range ovises to former foster youth ages 18 to 21.”
(Lemon 2005, p. 254)

States and counties receive federal funding to yalph achieve these outcomes but can
exercise flexibility in choosing the types of seas they offer and the range of youth who are
eligible for them (USGAO 1999b). ILSPs are aldmanistered in a variety of different ways
by states and localities. In some cases childarelagencies establish their own county ILSP
program with designated staff positions but in otases, child welfare agencies contract with
community service providers to deliver some ooélhe supports available to transitioning



foster youth. Regardless of how they are admiradtd LSPs generally provide foster youth
with five categories of important services (USGA@92b):

e Independent Living Skills — money management, heatid safety, food and
nutrition, access to community resources, and kskils development;

e Education services - tutoring/training to finish /&&D, help preparing for post-
secondary or vocational education, financial assst with school expenses through
the Chafee ETV program;

¢ Employment services - career planning, job readinedé search and job placement;
e Transitional housing assistance — support withifigé&aind maintaining housing; and

e Financial assistance — stipends or incentivesspartation expenses and assistance
with establishing a residence (utility depositsnfture, etc.).

The ILSP Target Population

Caseload data for all youth in out-of-home caréonatide (stratified by age) can provide a
sense of the size of the total eligible populaba given time. While some states offer ILSP
services at an earlier age, foster youth are ginetaible for ILSP services by age 16 and
remain eligible through age 2T.able 2.1estimates the total number of youth who would be
eligible for ILSP in 2009 by including all those ¢are between age 16 and 20 at the start of that
fiscal year (98,213), those who entered care mdhie range that year (33,471) as well as youth
who exited care in previous years, at age 16 arplaut are still under the age of 21 in 2009.
That would include youth exiting in 2008 who wegea 16 to 20 (67,121); youth in 2007 who
were 16 to 19 (67,837); youth exiting in 2006 wherev16 to 18 (62,091) and so on. This totals
to over 380,000 youth who could potentially recdiv@P services in 2009, a relatively small
population of youth to be targeted by ILSP polidhis number duplicates a share of youth who
cycled in and out of care between ages 16 andW@lo omits foster youth younger than 16
eligible to receive services in states offerindyelrSP. The fact that these foster youth are so
identifiable and serviceable a population makemtha ideal target for transitional

programming (Wald and Martinez 2003; Foster ando®if2005; Elliott and Feldman 1990).

Table 2.1: Estimated Foster Youth Population Eligite* for ILSP Nationwide in 2009

Starting In-care, | Total New Entries
Youth Exiting Care Annually, by Age By Age (16-20) Total Estimate

# youth exiting by age: | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 [ 2007 | 2008 2009 2009 of All Youth,

16 Years 17,599 | 18,559| 18,264 18,238 17,011 38,475 19,953 Ages 16-20,

17 Years 19,762 17,635| 24597 30,469 22,325 39,832 12,816 Eligible for

18 Years 19,608 | 23,282| 19,230 15,929 22,274 13,069 563 ILSP in 2009

19 Years 3514| 3,781 3,599| 3,201 3,728 4,088 95 (includes some

20 Years 2073 2154] 2561 2485 1,783 2,749 44 duplication):
TOTAL Youth Potentially | 17509| 36,194| 62,091| 67,837| 67,121 98,213 33,471 382,526

Eligible for ILSP

* Shaded cells are those included in the estimeligtble population for 2009
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Figure 2.1illustrates how the services delivered by ILSRsiatended to impact foster youth
outcomes during the transition to adulthood. Hosvean important element of ILSP
programming is that participation is rarely reqdireyouth may receive a referral into the
program from their social worker or someone elgd,they may be strongly encouraged (or
even offered an incentive) to attend the prograttheir participation is voluntary.

Figure 2.1: ILSP Program Logic Model

Common ILSP Services Intended Outcomes
Independent living skills Self-sufficient, able to maintain
curriculum — daily living (e.g. own household

cooking, budgeting), decision B ) 1
making, and social skills Skt CobnpEnrt e ine e
community

Social support — mentoring,
Graduated high school, attend

and complete post-secondary
Targeted Population Educational resources — tutoring, education
- college assistance, financial aid

family finding and peer support

Transition-age > Employed, financially self-

Foster Youth Employment resources — sufficient, avoid welfare reliance

(16 to 21) financial and other support for

I T e BT In safe and stable housing, avoid

homelessness

Housing resources — transitional

. . . Other: Avoid nonmarital
housing programs, financial and

: . regnancy and incarceration
other assistance for housing preg ¥

And indeed, ILSPs do not serve the full populatideligible youth. The earliest estimates
suggest that between 44 and 60 percent of fosteryoath eligible for ILSP nationwide were
actually receiving services (USGAO 1999b; USGAO4£00.emon et al. (2005) in their
ethnographic analysis of nine counties in Califarioiund rates of participation in ILSP ranged
greatly — from 30 percent to 98 perceAt.2006 survey by the U.S. General Accounting €affi
found that a third of state child welfare directogported serving less than 50 percent of the
eligible population of youth, a third were servibi@to 75 percent of eligible youth and a third
reported serving 75 percent or more (USGAO 20079st recently the Midwest Study
(Courtney et al 2005) found that among currentfanaher foster youth at age 19 just over a
third (36 percent) had ever received some kindoofsing service from a local ILSP and only 23
percent reported ever having received an indepéniderg subsidy. This pattern continued to
the third wave of the Midwest Study (Courtney e2@D7b), at age 21, when only 24 percent
reported having received housing services from |ciBEe age 19.

Evidence from California shows considerable vasiatit the local level in terms of ILSP
participation. Lemon et al. (2005) in their ethregghic analysis of nine counties found rates of



participation in ILSP ranged greatly — from 30 aicto 98 percent. More recent statistics from
state-mandated reporting on ILSP participations@néed inTable 2.2,indicate continuing
variation among California counties, though notejgio severe. Looking at only the 17 counties
with more than 50 youth aging out of foster carer(f both child welfare and probation
agencies) in 2011, we see that in all but four tiesrthe percent of all youth reported as having
received ILSP services were close to the stateageenf 77 percent. In three outlying counties -
Tulare, San Bernardino, and Fresno - rate of IL&#eipt ranged from a low of 34 percent to a
high of 58 percent.

One factor that could explain both local variatwithin California, and the large disparity in
ILSP receipt rate between California and the Midvtsdy findings could be differences in
how ILSP participation is defined. For example, khidwest Study asks specifically about the
receipt of housing assistance or an independdanglsubsidy, where as the state reporting in
California asks about any kind of ILSP service igice which could include attendance at an
initial orientation for information on the progrankven with consistency in how service receipt
is defined, rates of ILSP participation would likeiary by locality due to differences in
implementation (such as program outreach and teoeait) and program take-up among youth.
ILSP is a voluntary program and what it offers lgcwill appeal to some youth and not to
others. These patterns of selection into the rogereate challenges for efforts to evaluate
ILSP. Ideally youth who could most benefit fronSIR would be the ones participating, but that
is not necessarily the case. This dissertatiangits to contribute to the existing literature by
engaging in a more thorough examination of thesgeis.

Table 2.2: Share of All Youth Aging Out of Foster @re (both Child Welfare
and Probation jurisdictions) Reported as Having Reeived ILSP in 2011

% Rec'd ILSP
# All Youth # All Youth Who (among all
Aging Out Rec'd ILSP youth)
Statewide 3,374 2,586 77%
Los Angeles 567 486 86%
Sacramento 296 202 68%
Riverside 285 215 75%
San Diego 250 233 93%
San Bernardino 167 75 45%
Fresno 151 87 58%
Alameda 202 150 74%
Orange 154 115 75%
Santa Clara 110 87 79%
Kern 156 129 83%
Tulare 89 30 34%
San Joaquin 71 59 83%
Ventura 60 47 78%
Contra Costa 58 44 76%
Merced 58 49 84%
San Francisco 54 43 80%
Stanislaus 52 46 88%




Review of the ILSP Evaluation Literature

As greater awareness of the issue and federalrfgridr ILSPs emerged in the 1980s, so too did
calls for better documentation and evaluation efithpact of these programs (Mallon 1998).
Efforts to measure the impact of ILSP increased twe, commensurate with growth in federal
funding and expansion in program scale and fo¢imwever, none of these studies employed a
randomized design and most were locally specitiizad small sample sizes and did not
include a comparison group (Kerman et al. 2002;rDey et al. 2004; Montgomery et al. 2006).
Most of these ILSP studies also did not addregsgeh bias — that improvement in targeted
adult outcomes might in fact be due to individualiables that facilitate ILSP participation
(motivation, academic standing, proactive caregivetc.) rather than to the skills actually
obtained through ILSP.

Among some of the more sophisticated studies, ssswdlfoster youth who did not participate

in ILSP were used as the comparison group or mdtcbetrol group. The first two analyses
cited here used ex post facto research designpeghtest only, a comparison of group means
between the ILSP and non-ILSP on youth outcomesharstatistical controls for differences in
demographic characteristics or foster care histhigdsey and Ahmed (1999) found that ILSP
youth were significantly more likely to live indapdently than non-ILSP youth (55 percent vs.
12 percent). Though not statistically significdbhGP youth were more likely to be paying their
own housing expenses (used as a measure of fihambependence) and be employed one to
three years after exiting from care. Scannapi¢ed. €1995) found that ILSP participants were
significantly more likely than non-ILSP youth toaegiuate from high school, be employed at case
closing (52 percent vs. 26 percent) and be livimdgpendently. Pasztor et al. (1986) employed a
guasi-experimental design with both pre- and peststfor both groups, but also did not control
for initial characteristic differences between tve groups. This study found significantly

higher scores on the Emancipation Social Functmp&icale among ILSP youth, but no
significant differences in scoring on the Psych@adeunctioning Inventory. Shippensburg
University (1993) compared the outcomes of ILSPtlyauth non-ILSP youth and did employ
statistical controls in their methodology. Whitarse differences in adult outcomes between
these two groups of youth were found, all but omeeenstatistically insignificant, possibly due to
the small sample sizes employed (32 ILSP youth2zindon-ILSP youth).

In their review of eight ILSP evaluations (two ofiwh are cited above) that assessed the
efficacy of ILSPs through use of suitable comparigmoups, Montgomery et al. (2006) found
that all but one found better high school gradumatesults for ILSP participants; half of the
studies found better employment outcomes for IL&Ri@pants, and all studies that examined
housing outcomes found better results for ILSPi@pents, relative to their non-ILSP
counterparts.

The nationally representative Westat study citemal{Cook 1994) compared the outcomes of
former foster care who did and did not receive peaelent living services (84 percent and 16
percent respectively, of the final 810 youth in saenple), though it does not specify if these
services were received from an ILSP or another conityiservice provider. The analysis
consisted of five different models which togethestéd the relationships between 16 different
skills training measures and 8 young adult outcomes



The study found:

e In total, the author tested 128 relationships betwiadependent living skills training
measures and young adult outcomes and a total weB8 significant.

e No statistically significant impact on desired autes (employment, high school
completion, reduced welfare reliaficaccess to health care, avoidance of early
parenting, having a social network and generasfattiion) when comparing youth with
none versus any type of independent living skifising.

e Some significant relationships between trainingmatividual skills and individual
outcomes. For example, there was positive assogiagtween receipt of educational
skills and maintaining a job for a year or longamployment skills and being no cost to
community; and housing skills and general satigfact

e When youth received training in a combination géfskill areas (money management,
credit, consumer, education and employment), there positive and significant impacts
on several outcomes including maintaining employnae low welfare reliance, but no
significant effect on education or delayed parentin

While this study did control for youths’ demograplharacteristics and foster care experiences,
this would not accurately address selection bibseems likely that differences in initial skills,
knowledge and motivation would be associated witth la youth’s participation in an ILSP-type
program — and particularly with the likelihood afrapleting training in multiple independent
living skills areas — as well as the dependent@utes being examined. Controlling for initial
ability and motivation would likely decrease théimsted size and statistical significance of the
impact of independent living skills training.

One of the most recent studies of ILSP, conducyegkbearchers with the Urban Institute
(Courtney et al. 2008), did employ an experimedésign in which ILSP-eligible foster youth
were randomly referred to a treatment group orrarobgroup. The treatment group was invited
to participate in a classroom-based independeinigliskills class (similar to what is offered by
most ILSPs), which was offered on college camptisesighout Los Angeles County. The
control group youth were to obtain independenniiskills in the “usual manner” — such as
from family members, caregivers and community-baseslice providers. In many cases,
community-based organizations were providing ses/iery similar to those received by the
treatment group, and the researchers also founailoait a quarter of control group members
actually participated in the treatment. The stiaynd no significant impact of the ILSP on any
of the targeted outcomes (including high school gletion, employment and financial self-
sufficiency, housing stability, ability to live iegpendently, and avoidance of other negative
outcomes such as homelessness, incarceration,gr&inchildbearing). The researchers did
report that there were numerous violations of #r@lom assignment process and found that
youth in both groups reported receiving skills angport from various sources beyond the
ILSP.

2 While decreased welfare utilization is used hera ameasure of increased self-sufficiency, theaastthemselves note that this is an ambiguous
outcome as there are cases in which receipt ofadlaipublic assistance would be considered aipesiitcome.
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In conclusion, existing evaluations to date provitlke evidence in support of ILSP efforts
having a significant impact on the young adult outes of former foster youth. The majority of
studies suffer from weak evaluation design, andrevh@ore robust methodology was employed,
effects were modest or nonexistent.

Current Context

Despite two decades of increased federal fundingqhttependent living services — more than 4-
fold increase from $45 million in 1987 to $185 maitl in 2009 — we have seen persistently poor
outcomes among former foster care youth in thelavai research (Nixon 2005Y.able 2.3
compares findings on young adult outcomes of foriogter youth from the two strongest
studies: the nationally-representative Westatys{@bok 1994) conducted in 1990-1991 with
those from the Midwest Evaluation of the Adult Fuocing of Former Foster Youth (Courtney
et al 2007b) conducted in 2006. The Midwest studyg the first longitudinal study of foster
youth, employing a representative sample of yorghflllinois, lowa and Wisconsin.

While Table 2.3shows the later MidWest sample having better cueon most measures, we
still see that at age 21 nearly a quarter of forfaster youth have not completed high school or
GED, nearly half are unemployed, nearly one in éxperience some homelessness, over half of
females have a child and nearly a third had beessi@d at least once in the past two years.
Table 2.3also shows that receipt of public assistance t@gased — nearly doubled — among
this population, which on its face seems to be esamng in this outcome. However, given the
likelihood that a significant share of former fasgeuth are living in poverty (due to their low
levels of education, high levels of unemploymeinjreased receipt of government aid could
indicate that these young adults are better coeddotay to the support resources for which
they are eligible and to which they are entitlegp@aitive outcome). For example, the Westat
study found that 40 percent of former foster youtio were working still received at least some
public assistance.

Table 2.3 Young Adult Outcomes of Former Foster Yoiln, 1990 to 200

At Age 18 to 24 At Age 21
Outcome (Westat Study (Midwest Study
1990-1991) 2006)
Completed high school/ o o
GED 549% 77%
Employed 49% 56%
Homeless at least once 25% 18%
R . bli 57% (22% of males
eceving public 30% and two-thirds of
assistance females)
Females who _had at leagt 60% 550
one child
[0)
Ever arrested as an adu‘t - 523?@0;:?::2;'22(1

Sources: Cook 1994 and Courtney et al 2007b
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It should be noted here that the Midwest studyudes a substantial number of youth from
lllinois (62 percent of the total wave 3 samplegtate in which youth are able to remain in foster
care until age 21, and these youth have exhibigsigbyoung adult outcomes than youth from
states where emancipation occurs at age 18 or d9r{i@y et al 2007a). This certainly
contributed to the better outcomes observed in 28@6ive to those in 1990-1991 (and is
discussed further below).

The young adult outcomes for former foster youtineanraore similar to the experiences of young
adults living in poverty than to the lives of thengral population of 18 to 24 year olds, both in
the 1994 data (Cook, 2004) and in the more reced¥\Mdst study. While Courtney et al

(2007Db) found that in most cases (where they wieleeta compare outcomes) foster youth in
2006 fared worse than a nationally representativepte of 21-year-olds (from the National
Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health), the mappropriate comparison would have been to
young adults living in poverty. The former fosy@uth were twice as likely not to have a high
school diploma or GED; over two times as likelyheove a child; and at least seven times more
likely to be arrested as an adult than the compeugroup in the population.

Funding for ILSP

Between 2002 and 2009, federal funding for ILS®Uulgh the Chafee Foster Care Independence
Program remained at $140 million, a level thatifelleal terms by 16 percent. Federal funding
for the Education and Training Voucher Program abfudecreased from $60 million in 2002 to
$45 million in 2009 This amount translates to less than $500 peibiigouth in 2009, if one
includes in the denominator the many youth whodwted care and were still eligible for
aftercare services in that year, as demonstratédhte 2.1. Including only those youth age 16
to 20 in care in 2009 would increase the amounilabla to just over $1,400 per transition age
youth. The U.S. Government Accounting Office (20Bd07) highlights the wide variation

across states in funds per youth that states reéeiMLSP.

This suggests that one reason we have not seegea impact of ILSP on former foster youth
outcomes is because the federal funding level babeen sufficient to serve enough foster
youth or provide them enough support to signifipamhpact their outcomes. As stated above,
recent literature suggests that ILSPs nationwidesarving less than two-third of the foster
youth who are eligible for services (USGAO 2004).

However, rather than pushing for further increasdederal ILSP spending to expand the
program’s reach and scope, the most recent attamptgpand federal support of transition-age
foster youth have taken a different approach. féderal Fostering Connections to Success Act
(H.R. 6307) of 2008 created a state option andrédi®llars to extend foster care until age 21.
The Act, which took effect in 2010, also changesl difinition of foster care placement — to
include “a supervised setting in which the indiadis living independently”such as

transitional or supportive housing options — artddted eligibility for extended foster care
funding to education and work requirements. Whdme states already allowed youth to stay in

3 From: http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/resource/chédsger-care-program
4 Source: “Frequently Asked Questions: HR 6307 axphding Federal Funding for Youth in Foster Carége 21,” summary by the John
Burton Foundation, available &tttp://www.heysf.org/pdfs/070408/HR6307_FAQ.pdf
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care past age 18, this new approach at the feldeedlseemed an appropriate response to two
policy influences.

First, there was greater public awareness of ttietfiat young adults today generally require a
much longer period of time, and continued paresugbort, before they successfully transition
to self-sufficiency and independent living. Broetal (2003) found that nearly one quarter of
adults aged 23 to 27 still live with at least oaegmt and Goldscheider and Goldscheider (1994)
found that 40 percent of adults move back intortparental home at least once during their late
teens and twenties. Shoeni and Ross (2005) fdwatchtnong young adults living apart from
their parents, two-thirds of adults in their edryenties and 40 percent in their late twenties,
receive some material assistance from parentsO08 Bationwide survey found that the average
age at which respondents felt a young adult isldapaf complete independent living was about
23 (Lake, Snell, Parry and Associates 2003). &b slame survey, 70 percent of respondents felt
that foster youth should have support programdaai during their transition from care and
half thought foster care should extend beyond &ye 1

Second, and perhaps more influential, were regedinigs from the Midwest Study (Courtney et
al 2007a) that youth who are allowed to age odibsier care later fare better than those who
must legally exit by age 18. Controlling for obsst baseline characteristics, the study found
that foster youth from lllinois — where foster casdends until one’s 2birthday — exhibited

much better early adult outcomes than former fogteth from Wisconsin and lowa. lllinois
foster youth were three and a half times moreyikelhave completed one or more years of
college; 38 percent less likely to become pregbatween ages 17 and 19; and for each
additional year in care after the baseline internviat age 17), they earned an additional $924 per
annum than foster youth from the other two states.

While some might consider an extension of fostee ea alternative policy to prepare youth for
independent living, it is interesting to note tHzBP utilization was actually greater among
youth in extended foster care than those who agedtd8. lllinois youth were more likely (one
and a half to over two times as likely) to haveereed some ILSP assistance in each of six
service domains (education, vocational trainingpkryment, financial literacy, health
education, housing and youth development) afterl&gigan youth from the other two states.

Remaining Research Questions Related to Improvind-SP Efficacy

For youth in stable and supportive living arrangetegextending the foster care experience until
age 21 can more closely simulate what youth irgéreeral U.S. population experience and
provide additional years to prepare for independleimy. But even for these youth, ILSP can
play a role in imparting skills, offering educatiand employment-related resources, and linking
youth to a wide range of available housing androtbsources.The need for ILSP among youth
in extended foster care may be greater since extepdyments are attached to federal
requirement that youth veorking towards their high school diploma or simitaedential;

enrolled in a post-secondary educational, vocationeamployment program; or working at least
80 hours a month.Moreover, for youth who do not opt to extend thiene in foster care, ILSP

® Source: Frequently Asked Questions: HR 6307 anzhiding Federal Funding for Youth in Foster Carade 21,” Summary by the John
Burton Foundation, available &tttp://www.heysf.org/pdfs/070408/HR6307_FAQ.pdf
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may still be one of the only resources availablagsist them during the transition to adulthood.
For these reasons, efforts to further improve lis8Buld continue to be a part of the research
agenda. The final section of this chapter outls@®e of the issues related to ILSP efficacy —
whether the program is currently serving the fogterth most in need, in the most effective
ways — to be further explored through this dissena

Are ILSPs Serving the Neediest of Youth?

As shown above, ILSPs nationwide have tended teedar fewer than the full population of
foster youth eligible for support during the trdiwsi to adulthood. And while many ILSPs offer
a broad array of training, services and resourcesy youth do not get the assistance they need
during this time. According to the Midwest Stu@o{irtney et al 2007b) nearly 40 percent of
former foster youth surveyed at age 21 said thaxetivas some type of ILSP service that could
have helped them live on their own that theyritireceive. As it is unlikely that ILSPs will be
able to provide comprehensive support to all eleggymuth in the near future, one alternative
approach would be greater targeting of ILSP asuist#o the youth of greatest need (Foster and
Gifford 2005). In their 2006 review of ILSP impastaluations, Montgomery et al. stated that
an exploration of which foster youth could mostéf@rfrom the services and resources offered
by these programs would fill a void in the currbatly of research.

In one of few studies to address this, Wulczyn Bnehner Hislop (2001) found that among
foster youth still in care at age 16, there were primary categories: 1) youth who were
removed from home at a later age and returneceio Itirth family relatively quickly and 2)
youth who entered care at a younger age and have aparge amount of time in foster care.
The first group had greater connection to theithtiamilies and tended to receive support
services in family- and community settings relatiweéhe second group which had less
connection to family and was more likely to recesegvices in community- or facility-based
settings. A second study (Courtney et al 2010), using théwést Study sample of former foster
youth,conducts latent class analysis of independentdifactors at age 23 and 24 and found
four subgroups of youth with distinctive charac#ds and increasing level of need in the
aftercare period (Accelerated Adults, StrugglinggRts, Emerging Adults, and Troubled and
Troubling). These researchers and others have suggestedrthat insight on how individual
characteristics, connection to family and expersna foster care impact a youth’s need for
support can guide the development of program sfiege¢hat more effectively improve their
outcomegBarth et al. 1994; Wulczyn and Brunner Hislop 20Courtney et al 2010). Perhaps
if the foster youth with the greatest need for sarppan be identified and actively linked to an
adequately-funded ILSP — through more effectiveeadh, recruitment and engagement — the
program will have greater positive impact on thearly adult outcomes.

Are ILSPs Serving Youth in the Most Effective M&hne
While the existing ILSP literature has not madeagpogress in identifying the program
elements most effective at improving young aduttomes among former foster youth

(Montgomery et al 2006), those engaged in thisarebehave suggested a few avenues for
further exploration:
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e Alternative Service Delivery Strategi®®esearchers have long expressed an interest in
better ways to deliver independent living traintondoster youth including which settings
are most conducive to learning, what methods ar& eftective, and who is and should
be involved in the imparting of skills (caregiverspmmunity service providers, etc.)
(Cook 1994; Courtney et al. 2008).

e Further Development of Aftercare (for ages 18 tp Rapportsin their survey of ILSPs,
Lemon et al. (2005) found that while aftercare m&w for former foster youth often
include financial assistance with day-to-day livexpenses and pursuit of educational or
employment goals, they were often lacking a moregehensive array of additional
supports to address the multitude of challenges finee.

These issues are further detailed in the theotdtemmework presented in Chapter 3 and

explored in further detail through both the quaivie and qualitative case studies presented in
Chapters 4 and 5.
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Chapter 3
A Theoretical Framework for the Examination
of ILSP Participation

The concluding section of Chapter 2 suggests thafpromising strategies for future efforts to
improve the impact of the Independent Living Skiflogram (ILSP) on transition-age foster
youth are: 1) ensuring that the foster youth mosteed of support are actively engaging in
ILSPs and 2) designing ILSPs that can more effeltiasnd comprehensively address the needs
of transition age foster youth. This chapter depsla theoretical framework for examining
these two strategies in greater detail by incoroageboth the factors that influence the decision
to participate in ILSP as well as the program desgitures that can affect how well ILSPs can
deliver the needed support. Because early ILS#viantions developed without the benefit of
an empirically-based program model, an attemptadarhere to integrate within this framework
the relevant research findings that have emerg#usrpolicy area in the past two decades.

Factors Influencing the Decision to Participate inLSP

The program logic model presented in Chapter 2 shtbat in order to achieve the intended
outcomes among former foster youth (self-sufficigrsocially-connected, employed, stably
housed, etc.), ILSPs commonly offer services thairgended to:

1. Teach independent living skills;

2. Develop a support network (of people and prograans);

3. Provide access to financial and other resourceecesly for
a. education,
b. employment and training, and
c. housing

The theoretical framework developed hdfg(re 3.1)repeats the same ILSP Services and
Intended Outcomes presented in the program logobeiia Chapter 2, but adds a set of factors
that influence participation in ILSP. | focus &dirst on these “Participation Influences” and
how they are theorized to affect a youth’s decismparticipate in the ILSP.

Opportunity for Experiential Learning

ILSPs offer instruction designed to teach youth ynainthe independent living skills (cooking,
household maintenance, financial management,tbit. p young person would generally learn
at home from one’s parents or caregivers. Theeetbose foster youth with opportunity to
develop independent living skills through daily giree in their placement setting will be less in
need of those types of resources from the ILSP.
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Connection to Family and Other Social Support

How close a relationship a foster youth has withirthiological family or other caring adults,

can affect a youth’s need for alternative sourdesoial support or the setting in which they
receive support (Wulcynand Brunner Hislop 2001hede relationships can provide youth with
emotional and financial support during the traosiéil period and help keep a youth connected to
community. One study, for example, found that gomnity of foster youth surveyed a year or

two after leaving care were somewhat or very ctogeeir family of origin and over a third had
returned to live with biological family members (@tey and Dworsky 2006). Youth with
greater connection to family and other caring adwitl likely have less need for the social
supports available through ILSP.

Individual Ability and Motivation

At the center of these participation influencestaeeyouth’s own ability and personal
motivation to engage in available support prograifise literature indicates that foster youth
face many challenges beyond those that originabyght them into out-of-home care -
including the exhibiting of learning disabilitieacamental health issues at rates higher than the
general population of youth (Pecora 2005; Couretegl 2005; Courtney et al 2004). Youth
dealing with mental health challenges or learniisglilities are likely to be among those with
the greatest need for ILSP support, but also leds/ated or able to pursue those resources.

Availability of Financial and Other Resources

Even if connected to family or other supportive l&gjdoster youth may not have access to
resources sufficient to support them during theditéonal period. The family economics
literature provides ample evidence that the ressuparents have to invest in children are
constrained by available household income, the amafutime parents have to impart

knowledge and skills to youth, and the potentigts@ssociated with not investing these
resources elsewhere (Becker 1993A; Becker 1993BisV¥P94). U.S. households in the

highest income quartile provide at least 70 perosmte assistance to their children between ages
18 and 34 than those in the lowest income qudBitdoeni and Ross 2005). Factors linked to
higher household income are also likely to bengfitng adults in their transition — these include
the positive impact of having experienced bettbosts, neighborhoods, peer groups and family
dynamics (Cook et al. 2002; Settersten 2005).Yautb do have access to greater financial and
other resources will have less need for the fir@ragsistance ILSP offers (which is concentrated
in the areas of education, training and housing).

Access to ILSP
Regardless of the real or perceived need for thews ILSP services, it seems self-evident that
youth with limited knowledge of (and with caregigavho have limited knowledge of) the local

ILSP, or those with limited physical access topghagram, will be less likely to participate.

The blue lines irFigure 3.1reflect how the Participation Influences affect tecision to
participate in ILSP by determining a youth’s needthe common services and resources offered
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by the program and access to the program ovdrakddition, the red lines represent how the
Participation Influences can also have a dire@atfbn the Intended Outcomes.

The Participation Influences are determined pritpdoy a foster youth’s individual and family
characteristics, the duration of and experiencatewmfoster care, their placement and
caregiver characteristics, and ease of accessSB.ILThe existing research literature provides
considerable evidence to support associations leetiveese variables and the Participation
Influences as defined in this theoretical framework

Individual Characteristics

Earlier studies have found that ILSP participamésraore likely to be female and African
American or Latino (and less likely to be whiteathnon-ILSP participants (Lemon et al. 2005;
Courtney et al. 2008), but provide no evidence g¢jesder or race/ethnicity have an independent
effect on the likelihood of graduating from ILSH.ILSP graduation follows trends in high
school graduation in the United States, then ongldvexpect higher ILSP graduation among
females and that Asian youth would have the high&3® graduation rate, followed by white
youth, African American youth and Hispanic yoGtiWhile we know that foster youth are more
likely to exhibit learning disabilities or mentad#lth issues, no literature was found to indicate
how these challenges are associated with ILSPcpzation.

Family Characteristics

Characteristics of the biological family have getigrnot been examined in ILSP research.
However, there is no question that many of the liasmfrom which foster youth are removed are
operating under severe financial constraints arsdcibuld easily impact a youth’s need for
financial resources outside of the family. In @ahia, for example, nearly two-thirds of the
over 83,000 youth in foster care in June 2008 ctrome homes with incomes low enough to
qualify for Temporary Assistance for Needy Famili€®SS, 2006). It seems plausible that
foster youth from lower income families will haveyeeater need for the financial assistance and
other resources available through ILSP.

Case History Variables
There are a number of ways in which case historglbes might influence ILSP participation:

Reason for RemovalPrevious research supports an association bettheeseverity of removal
reason and a youthtonnection to biological familyFor example, Glisson et al. (2000) found
that children removed because of sexual abuse tivereast likely to be reunified with their
parents followed by neglected children and theséh@moved for physical abuse or due to
behavioral problems. This being the case, one theigbect that foster youth removed for more
serious reasons will have weaker connections tiodical family and be in greater need of the
social and other supports available through ILSP.

® Results based on high school completion rates grimafividuals ages 18 to 24 not enrolled in highcst or below. As cited in: Chapman, C.,
Laird, J., and Kewal Ramani, A. (2010). Trends igtHSchool Dropout and Completion Rates in the éthBtates: 1972—2008 Compendium
Report December 2010. Accessed online 3/19/20%#tat//nces.ed.gov/pubs2011/2011012.pdf.
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Time in Care. Longer time in care is likely to indicate weak®nnection to familyf origin and
greatemeed for resourcefsom the ILSP as a substitute for family guidaaocée support during
the transition to adulthood. Wulczyn and Brunné&iép (2001) found that youth who are in
care for a longer period of time and often have @®nection to family, are more likely to
receive support services in foster or group honttenge or community-based setting (and less in
family of origin settings) than youth who entere#ater and leave relatively quickly. Although
Lemon et al (2005) in their study of California IBS found some indications of a contrary
pattern, with ILSP participants having been in dardess time than non-participants, this
difference was not statistically significant.

Placement Stability.Placement instability could increase a youth’s rneedLSP services
because it: 1) may reflect challenging youth cbiréstics (behavioral issues, special needs,
etc.) that create greateeed for support2) impedes a youth’s ability to establish andnten
supportiveconnections with family or caring adulsreundlich 2003) (which can facilitate
resource sharing, experiential learning, suppdawaokk); and 3) reduces the ability to engage in
the type of formal and informaixperiential learningof life skills that tends to occur in a stable
home environment (Mallon 1998). On the other hgneater placement instability might make
it more difficult for a youth to consistently engaim an ILSP to access these resources.
Evidence supports the first hypothesis; ILSP pigdicts have a higher average number of
placements than non-ILSP participants (Lemon 2G05).

Placement/Caregiver Characteristics

The placement type reflects both the youth-caregelationship and the placement
environment, both of which can affect a youth’sché® life skills development, social
networking and community support, and financiabthrer resources. There is more research
evidence on how placement type is associated WwilParticipation Influences than any other
factor.

Placement types offering moopportunity for experiential learningould translate to less need
among youth for ILSP services targeted at devetppidependent living skills. Research on
living arrangements emphasizes that that youtbstef family settings have greater chance to
learn practical living skills (budgeting, shoppirigne management, etc.) from adult caregivers
and role models, whereas those in highly structurstitutional and group care settings will
have less access to experiential learning (Kro@8B)L Comparing assessments of the life skills
knowledge of 534 older foster youth in three défgrplacement settings, Mech et al. (1994)
found that youth in transitional living apartmeapttg1gs scored highest, followed closely by
youth in foster family homes and more distanthtihgse in group homes or institutions. This
finding does not rule out the possibility that viagylevels of life skills knowledge is more
driven by individual characteristics and case his{which can determine placement setting)
than by the placement settings themselves. Beclamddones (2007) also found that the
teaching of life skills was not consistently prostin group homes in one California County
(Alameda).

Placement types that allow marennection to biological familgould translate to less need
among youth for ILSP resources that develop so&tlorks and community support. A larger
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share of youth (81 percent vs. 58 percent) in kjmplacements had some contact with the birth
parents compared to youth in nonrelative placem@ugick et al. 1994). The National Survey
of Child and Adolescent Well-Being (NSCAW, 20023@lfinds that contact with biological
family was weakest among youth placed in congregate and strongest among those placed
with kin, while those placed with non-relative agikeers were somewhere in between. In this
case too, it is hard to distinguish between theat$f of child characteristics and placement or
caregiver effects.

Placement types with greafiarancial resourcegould translate to less need among youth for
ILSP for financial resources. One study finds #iatcaregivers have much lower average
annual gross income than other foster parents4232and $51,320, respectively) (Berrick et al.,
1994). Using data from the National Survey of Aicean Families, Urban Institute researchers
also find significant differences in household imeodepending on caregiver type. Relative to
youth in non-kin foster care placements, youthdiegi with kin caregivers were more likely to
be in households with incomes less than the fegenarty level (39 percent vs. 13 percent)
(Ehrle and Geen, 2002). Furthermore, while onehirsgspect that available resources will be
more accessible to youth in kinship settings (wireganight expect higher levels of altruism),
research has shown that kin and nonrelative cagegjreport a near equal (and high) propensity
to spend their own money on the youth in their ¢8repercent and 83 percent respectively)
(Berrick et al., 1994) though this does not spegdtential differences in the amount of money
actually spent.

Regardless of real or perceived need for ILSP sesyiplacement types with limited knowledge
of oraccess to ILSEould hinder participation in the program. Reskandicates that kinship
caregivers have less frequent contact with cas&ew®than nonrelative caregivers (Dubowitz,
1994; Berrick et al., 1994) and are less likelyaoeive a variety of support services than other
foster parents (Berrick et al., 1994). Therefdres quite likely that youth in kinship placements
will also be less likely to be aware of or activelynnected to ILSP services. There is also
evidence that assistance with accessing ILSP dred oommunity support services is very
inconsistent in some group home settings (Beckeérdanes, 2007).

Table 3.1(next page) summarizes the theorized relationdhepseen placement type,
participation influences and ILSP participatioror ffouth in kinship placement, three of the four
participation influences are expected to have atngassociation with ILSP participation so |
theorize that youth in kinship placements will he teast likely to participate in the program.
For youth placed in group homes, three of the fmuticipation influences are expected to have
a positive association with ILSP participation gbdorize that group home youth will be more
likely to participate in the program.

For youth in nonrelative foster homes, the foutipgoation influences are evenly split between
having a negative and having a positive associatitmILSP participation so | expect their
likelihood of participating to be somewhere betwgenth in the other two placement types.
Lemon et al. (2005) do find that ILSP participamtsheir study were more likely to have been in
nonrelative foster homes and congregate care (grooges, shelters) and less likely in kinship
placement than youth who did not participate inRL&emon et al., 2005).
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Table 3.1 Theorized relationships between placemetype and ILSP participation

Placement Type Participation Influence Expected Association with ILSP Participation
Higher opportunity for experiential learning Les<=eddor ILSP skil-building programs
Kinship High connection to family Less need for ILSP sosiapport
Lower levels of financial resources Greater needUfBP resources
Less awareness of/connection to support serviceg s desess to ILSP
Higher opportunity for experiential learning Lesseddor ILSP skill-building programs
Nonrelative Medium connection to family Moderate need for ILSfeial support
Foster Home Higher levels of financial resources Less needliBPlresources
Greater awareness of/connection to support servidesGreater access to ILSP
Lower opportunity for experiential learning Greatexed for ILSP skill-building programs
Group Home Low connection to fémily. . Greater need for ILSP sbgigoport
No access to caregiver financial resources Greated for ILSP resources
Inconsistent connection to support services Lesesscto ILSP

ILSP Access Factors

Where ILSP is moraccessiblg¢o youth, they will be more inclined to utilizeetlservices and
resources it offers. The program’s accessibifitgffected both by awareness of the program
and actual physical or geographical access toritgrgm. Though the specific recruitment or
referral process varies by program, youth are géiyarotified of their eligibility for ILSP
either by their social worker/probation officerdirectly by the local ILSP. Where outreach
and referral is weak, youth or caregivers may ramaiware of eligibility and the potential
benefits of the program. Physical access to tl&Plkite can also facilitate or hinder program
participation; youth who live nearby can easily kvialit those residing further will be
dependent on available transportation options.e¥aluation of the ILSP operating in Los
Angeles County suggested that contributing to tlog@am’s high enroliment rate (76 percent
of eligible) were outreach efforts beyond whatustomary in other localities, including the
employment of specialized outreach workers thastgsth transportation and link youth to
information and resources (Courtney et al 2008)cdnclusion, | theorize that where the
program is more effectively promoted (e.g. throogkreach and caseworker referral) and
where it is more physically accessible (e.g. coremriocation, reliable transportation), youth
will be more likely to participate in ILSP.

Program Design Factors Influencing ILSP Efficacy

For those youth who do decide to participate inRL&e theoretical framework also allows that
features of the program’s design can impact how W8P engages transitioning foster youth
and responds to their needs, facilitating the w@targoals of achieving better early adult
outcomes. This section briefly reviews some ofghagram design features and strategies
highlighted in the ILSP literature as offering {h&ential for improving transitional support
services for foster youth.

Better Engage Youth and Caregivers in Transition Rinning and ILSP Services.Effective

strategies that outreach to and engage youth iR B®I other transitional support programming
have been identified as critical in efforts to @epthem for adulthood (California Child Welfare
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Co-investment Partnership 2011). Successful mstbbthcreasing youth engagement in ILSP
include having specialized social workers with derataseloads and using peer mentors to
conduct outreach to youth (Waldinger and Furmamt1@@urtney et al. 2008). Waldinger and
Furman (1994) also found that youth with more inredl caseworkers were more likely to feel
that they were instrumental in preparing for tlasition and were also more likely to stay in
touch with or seek assistance from caseworkers lefiging care.

In addition, the multi-county Breakthrough Seriedl@boration on ILSP Reform (California

Child Welfare Co-investment Partnership 2011) fotlvat an important element of effective
systems change in this area was greater involveafematregivers and other caring adults in the
lives of youth. Improved outreach to caregivens @se awareness of the resources available to
youth through ILSP and increase the likelihood thaty will help youth attend programs and
services on a consistent basis. In their guidelé»eloping effective transitional supports for
foster youth, Casey Family Programs (2001) als@ssigd that positive and trusting
relationships with caring adults could help fosteuth fare better during the transitional period.

Design Programs That are More Relevant to Foster Yigh. In the past decade, there has
been increasing work done to examine what factougddmprove the ability of ILSP and other
support programs to meet the needs of transitiofusigr youth. Many of these have focused on
increasing youth leadership in determining the eoh&nd youth-friendliness of support
programming, while others have looked for waysateetindependent skills learning beyond the
classroom setting. It has been acknowledged #werirg first hand of the personal experiences
of youth in the foster care system helps policymsike develop more effective policies and
programs and that the sharing of these experiegropewers youth to advance their own well-
being as well as the good of the larger commumi@A Center for Best Practices 2007). Youth
engagement has been defined as the genuine invehtasfiyouth in their own case planning
and in advocating for their own well-being (ShirkdaStangler 2004).

Youth engagement, a core strategy for improvingnaeency outcomes (Child Welfare
Information Gateway 2006; Annie E. Casey Foundagibal. 2008), has included efforts that
directly engage youth in permanency planning sscthi@ugh the use of team decision making
(TDM) models which bring together youth, caregivéasily members, mentors, other caring
adults, and child welfare staff to discuss placensbanges, transition planning and permanency
efforts. The Foster Youth Housing Initiative foutlét another key strategy that helped youth
stay engaged in transitional housing programs @& positive youth role models available,
such as by having other youth serve as residem@dy peer advocates and mentors (Latham et
al. 2008). Research has found that these variouthyengagement approaches do offer the
potential for improved programs and more positigatit outcomes (Gray and Hayes 2008).
There are also important benefits to foster youtlo warticipate in leadership or staff roles in
ILSP programming. Volunteer and paid work experger@s well as group teamwork with other
youth — relate directly to the development of etffexlife skills (Nollan et al. 1997).

Opportunities for youth leadership can also contelio the development of “soft skills,” such

as self-esteem and personal abilities which witidsi them throughout life Pine, Kreiger and
Maluccio 1990).
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In addition to an emphasis on the importance otlyassuming greater leadership in program
reform, the Breakthrough Series Collaboration oc8RLReform also encouraged the integration
of living skills instruction into care settings (@arnia Child Welfare Co-investment
Partnership, 2011). There is growing consensudebening which takes place in real-life
settings, or utilizes reality-based examples aratesgies, can be more effective at imparting the
desired knowledge and skills (Cook 1994; Casey Fartograms 2001). For example, Mech et
al. (1994) found that youth living in transitioregdartments, in which they can practice living
independently while still receiving some suppord anpervision, exhibited better life skills
assessment scores than youth in other placemest {iech et al. 1994). Additionally, the co-
locating of ILSP classes on community college casepu which is not uncommon today — has
been cited as providing an ideal opportunity toifeamize youth with educational settings, peer
networks, and community resources while providmgjruction on independent living (Courtney
2008; Waldinger and Furman 1998). Other reselaashsuggested that caregivers can
contribute to improved ILSP efficacy not only bypporting youth in their acquisition of
independent living skills but by providing more exiential learning opportunities in the care
setting (Waldinger and Furman 1994).

Create a True Continuum of Support that Addresses &Vide Array of Youth Needs. There
has been recent acknowledgment that a more compmieleeapproach to the provision of
transitional supports — one that provides greatettyand caregiver involvement and more
experiential learning opportunity — is unlikelylde achieved by most ILSPs without a great deal
of additional community collaboration (Californiani@ Welfare Co-investment Partnership,
2011). A comprehensive system of support requodiaboration and coordination among a
multitude of agencies and organizations that ctigreéouch the lives of transition age youth in
both small and large ways. This type of collaboratan improve the base of knowledge with
which practitioners are operating (through dataisg® maximize available resources (by
tapping into larger pools of mainstream federabliing) and more efficiently expand the array of
support services for youth (through the avoidarfatuplicative efforts) (Casey Family
Programs 2001).
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Chapter 4
Alameda County Case Study:
A Quantitative Examination of Factors Affecting
Graduation from a Local Independent Living Skills Program

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to examine how dhysindividual characteristics, foster care
history and current placement impact participatiothe local Independent Living Skills
Program (ILSP) in one California county. Specifigalddressed is whether graduation from
ILSP is determined more by level of need or degfesccess to the program.

There are numerous evaluations of local ILSPs, mwalyzing the efficacy of a program at
improving the outcomes of former foster youth. Hoer, the majority of studies suffer a
variety of shortcomings, often due to the poommonsistent data available on this population.
Earlier studies have generally utilized a small gl@nof ILSP participants only and many failed
to include comparison group data (Kerman et al22@urtney et al. 2004; Montgomery et al.
2006). The study presented in this chapter o§erse important improvements over previous
research. First, it employs data from the full plagion of ILSP-eligible youth in the county,
rather than just a comparison of some ILSP paditip and some non-ILSP participants, to
examine the factors associated with participatiothe program. In addition, this analysis
controls for geographic access to ILSP resourcasjque addition to the modeling of ILSP
participation.

Research Questions
This research addresses the following questions:

e What factors (individual, family and caregiver fa, geographic access) affect a
youth’s graduation from the local ILSP?

e Is ILSP reaching the most needy of foster youtthose that would do fairly well
anyway?

e What do these findings suggest for future effortd 8P reform? (for example, better
targeting, expanded recruitment, transportatiors&@swxe, etc.)

Program Description

One of the first such programs established in Gali&, the Alameda County ILSP (ACILSP) is
fairly representative of county-administered ILSRg0ss the U.S., offering an array of courses
and workshops on independent living skills (moneg home management, health and safety,
food and nutrition, community resources, etc.),cadional supports (tutoring, test preparation,
college applications) and employment skills develept. Services are also available to assist
youth with transitional housing and an array ofestheeds (health, mental health, disability,

etc.). Like other ILSPs, Alameda County’s progtiaralso the primary route through which
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youth can access federal funding (such as the €liadacational and Training Voucher
program) for post-secondary education and housists@as well as to supportive housing
through California’s Transitional Housing Plus Piaig. These supports are designed to
facilitate completion of high school, college attance, gainful employment, stable housing and
successful independent living during the transitmadulthood.

Youth are eligible to participate in ACILSP if thesere in out-of-home care (under the
jurisdiction of either the child welfare or prolmtiagency) at any time on or after theil'16
birthday, making equally eligible youth who haveebeén care for long periods of time through
their 16" birthday and youth who first entered care after 26, even if only in care a few
months. Having met this eligibility requiremengugh can participate in ILSP throughout the
transitional years (ages 16 through 21) whether éine currently in an out-of-home placement
or not.

In the period observed, the ACILSP provided itvsess to youth from two locations — a main
office in central Oakland and an auxiliary locatetnChabot College in Hayward, about 13 miles
southeast of the main office. A foster youth gatigreceives a referral to the program from
their social workeraround the time of their f&irthday, or as soon as they enter the system if
older than 16. In addition, ACILSP staff receiatist of youth who became eligible for the
program each month. All youth directly referredhe program, as well as those listed as being
program-eligible, were sent a letter informing thehthe services offered by ACILSP and
inviting them to a future orientation. If a fosi@uth under Alameda County jurisdiction was
placed in another county, ACILSP would refer thethao that county’s ILSP and offer
reimbursement for any services provided. Likewygeith in care in Alameda County but sent
there by another county’s child welfare agency ddad referred to ACILSP for services, and
ACILSP would be reimbursed. Between 1999 and 2805verage of 223 Alameda County
youth were placed out of county each year (roughlyird of Alameda County’s annual caseload
of youth 16 to 20), while an average of 117 youtimT other jurisdictions were placed within
Alameda County each yer.

Eligible youth, after attending an initial orientat, can participate in a variety of services and
workshops through the course of the year. Particpas voluntary and their level of
involvement is self-determined, though the ACIL$&ffddoes work to assess youth and
recommend supports that correspond to their neétsle ACILSP “graduation” — the observed
outcome and dependent variable in this analysises dot translate to completion of a specific
guantitative goal (e.g. a certain number of units\pleted or workshops attended) it does
indicate that a youth had a greater degree of warént with the ACILSP and its staff beyond
the initial orientation, as well as more prolongegbosure to its resources and programs. Youth
tend to graduate from the ACILSP program in Junihefyear they graduate from high school,
or about the time they would otherwise graduateifonger still in school.

" Youth who are in out-of-home care but under thisgliction of the probation department would benefd to ACILSP by their probation
officer.

%Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijo, M., Lee, S., DawsW., Magruder, J., Exel, M., Cuccaro-Alamin, \8illiams, D., Zimmerman, K., Simon,
V., Hamilton, D., Putham-Hornstein, E., Frerer, Koy, C., Peng, C. and Moore, M. (2010). Child \&e#f Services Reports for California.
Retrieved 9/12/2010, from University of Califor@aBerkeley Center for Social Services ResearclsitedJRL:
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare
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Foster youth residing in Alameda County also hagess to additional support during this
transitional period from organizations other thia@ ACILSP. For example, there are
community-based organizations — such as the HaseHA~und for Youth in Alameda County —
that offer individual case management, transitidrwalsing, academic support and other services
that parallel those offered by the ACILSP. In &iddi, some group homes offer on-site
workshops and support services in preparationf@after foster care. However, even if a youth
IS receiving support services from one of thesermsglources, a youth would be well-served to
simultaneously enroll in the ACILSP and take adaggtof the education and housing financial
support programs that flow through county-admimeddd LSP programs. In addition, because
actual delivery of on-site independent living skifirograms at group homes is less than
consistent, some residential facilities in Alamé€aainty even mandate that youth above age 15
and a half enroll in ACILSP.

There are a number of challenges to achievingutilization of the ILSP program among
eligible youth in Alameda County (see the theoedtmodel presented in Chapter 3 for greater
detail). The social worker or probation officeryrfail to mention to a youth his/her eligibility
for ACILSP or not complete the required referrahficand as a result, a youth remains unaware
of the program and its potential benefits. A yourt#ly be unable to attend ILSP services and
events on a regular basis due to a lack of tratefam, sufficient encouragement and support
from the caregiver, frequent moves and placemestalmlity, language or literacy barriers, or a
number of other personal challenges. A youth nisy eéhoose to participate or not based on
their actual need for support (financial and otlzr) the perceived value of the services being
offered by ACILSP as well as those offered by comitydbased organizations.

Data Description

This research utilizes data on youth who gradutited the ACILSP between 1998 and 2005
merged with data on the full population of Alamé&iaunty foster youth who would have been
eligible for the program during this time perio@ihe first dataset was compiled by the researcher
at the ACILSP and the second dataset was provigekdebCenter for Social Services Research
(CSSR) archive of Child Welfare Services/Case Manant System (CWS/CMS) caseload

data.

In this analysis, foster youth are included asileliegfor ACILSP graduation if they were in

foster care under the jurisdiction of Alameda Cgimthild welfare agency and placed in
Alameda County on or after their"18irthday, and were also within the normative aayege for
ILSP graduation during the study period. The ndiveaage range here, based on the finding
that nearly all (98 percent) youth graduate fromI&&P between ages 17 and 19, means that
eligible youth should have been no older than ltatime of the first graduation observed
(1998) and at least 17 years old at the time ofablegraduation observed (2005). As a result,
the 2,034 youth in the ILSP-eligible population e/&orn between December 3, 1978 and June
3, 1988. ACILSP eligibility as defined above indés placement in Alameda County at age 16
or older because youth receive ILSP services ittty of placement, though the county of

°Beckman, Tara and Jones, Regena Jones. (208Meda County CASA: Group homes Project: Advogdtin Group Home Youth and
Supporting Emancipating Youttfccessed online 02/08/11 atww.nww.org/documents/ytatdocuments/CASA GH_Repbpodf
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jurisdiction is responsible for reimbursing the tsosf such services. (See Appendix A for
additional details on initial case selection.)

Among the 620 ACILSP graduates during this periodentified a total of 319 graduates that
match to youth in the ILSP-eligible population. eTiemaining ACILSP graduates were most
likely under the jurisdiction of the Alameda Coustprobation agency or another county
entirely and were therefore not contained in thaskt of ACILSP eligible youth. These 319
graduates translate to an overall graduation rfai® percent among the total 2,034 youth in the
final dataset. (See Appendix A for additional soppn data matching results.)

Methodology

Following the theoretical framework of factors atiag ILSP utilization presented in Chapter 3,
this section reviews the variables included inahalytical model of ACILSP graduation
presented below.

Dependent Variable

There are several different ways to measure a @ptbgram participation in ILSP, including:
attendance at an ACILSP orientation, participatiothe array of ACILSP services offered, and
ultimately graduation from the ACILSP. At the tirakdata collection the ACILSP lacked an
integrated tracking system capable of generatinigdimidual-level dataset with these multiple
measures, but the county was able to provide afl&CILSP graduates. Thus, the dependent
variable used in this analysis is ACILSP graduati®his binary variable is coded O if a youth
was not an ACILSP graduate and 1 if the youth wgsaduate, a variable hand-entered from
ACILSP records.

In addition, ACILSP provided aggregate numbersaaftis invited to its orientations, and these
data are also reported and analyzed, although miotawy individual characteristics.

Tables 4.1 and 4.Zummarize the individual characteristics, remaia, placement site, and

ILSP access variables included in the analysistia@dhypothesized impact of those explanatory
variables on a youth’s likelihood of completing th€ILSP program.
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Table 4.1: Explanatory Variables and Hypothesized Blationship to ILSP Graduation

Explanatory

Proxy Measure

3%
=

Variable (if applicable) Values Hypothesized Relationship
Youth and Family-of-Origin Characteristic Variables

Gender N/A Dummy Variable§emale, | Females will be more likely to
Male graduate than males.

Race/ ethnicity N/A Dummy Variablesfrican | Asian and white youth will be
American, White, more likely to graduate than oth¢
Hispanic, Asian, Othét youth.

Income level — | Proxy for Equals 1 if Eligible for Expect positive correlation

Eligibility for resources federal foster care between eligibility for federal

federally funded | potentially foster care and probability of

foster care available to graduating ACILSP.

family of origin

Case History Variables

Reason for most
recent removal

Proxy measure o
closeness to

Neglect!! Severe Neglect,

f Dummy Variables: Generd] Expect sexually abused/neglect

youth will have the weakest ties

D
o

from home biological family. | Physical Abuse, Sexual to their biological family and be
Abuse,Other, Missing more likely to graduate from
ACILSP.
Total time in Proxy measure of Dummy Variables0 to <2 | Expect positive correlation
care, by closeness to years!? 2 to <5 years, 5 to | between number of days in care

placement at age
16+

biological family

< 10 years, 10 to 16 years

and probability of ACILSP
graduation.

Number of
placements, by
placement at age
16+

Possibly proxy
for factors that
impede
permanent
placement

Dummy VariablesOne, 2
to 3, 4to 5, and 6 or more

Uncertain — More placement
changes could suggest need for
increased support but also
interfere with ACILSP attendanc

and completion.

Variables inbold text are the omitted category for each variableese

Youth Characteristics. If ILSP graduation mirrors trends in high schoadmation, | would
anticipate youth who are female will be more likedygraduate from ACILSP, and might also
expect higher rates of ACILSP graduation amonglyeutio are Asian or white than among
African American, Hispanic, or other youth. The&o clear hypothesis with regard to the
number of placements experienced by the time aiudhys placement at age 16 or older.

Family-of-Origin Characteristics. Because information on the actual income level yd@h’s
family of origin was not available in the caselatda utilized here, | utilize eligibility for
federally funded foster care as a proxy for thaticial resources potentially available to a youth
from their biological family. A youth is eligiblfor federally funded foster care if the family of
origin qualified for federal welfare benefits undlee former Aid to Families of Dependent

©«Other” includes 16 youth who are Native Amerid8i), Pacific Islander (6) or Missing (2) race/ettityi info.

1 “General Neglect” also includes Caretaker Absdncapacity. Other includes Child’s Handicap/DisijilEmotional Abuse, Exploitation,
Law Violation, Relinquishment and Voluntary PlaceméVissing are cases with no data because of encgglata conversion error.

12 The 454 cases for which time in out-of-home carelacement at age 16 or older was 0 days inditht#ghe youth'’s first placement in out-
of-home care occurred after theé"iirthday.
3 Factors include youth characteristics, caregitaracteristics or a mismatch between youth andyiame all of which can affect a

placement’s success.
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Children program. It is expected that receipteafdral foster care payment will be associated
with a higher likelihood of ACILSP graduation besawouth have access to less family support.

Case History Variables.The variables reflecting a youth’s foster care egpee - since

entering care through their placement at age Idar - include reason for the most recent
removal from home, total amount of time in out-@iae care and total number of placements.
The first two of these variables serve as proxysuess for closeness to family since many
foster youth receive assistance and support frain biological family during the transitional
period, support which can reduce their need foPlaSsistance. Being removed because of
sexual abuse or neglect, and longer time sperdrmare hypothesized to decrease closeness to
family and increase the likelihood of graduatingnfrthe ACILSP program. Greater placement
instability could both indicate a greater needIE@P resources but also result in less consistent
access to ACILSP, creating potentially contradiciafluences on the likelihood of graduating
from the program.
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Table 4.2: Explanatory Variables and Hypothesized Blationship to ILSP Graduation —

(@)

Yy

Continued
E)&)alﬁr;%}gry inrfoggpl\l/ilgskjté;e Values Hypothesized Relationship
Placement/Caregiver Characteristic Variables
Placement type | N/A Dummy Variables: Group Expect youth in kin and guardian
(at age 16+) Home, Foster Family, placements to be less likely to
Foster Family Agency | graduate from ACILSP, youth in
(FFA), Kinship, group homes or FFAs to be the
Guardian, Othet* most likely to graduate, and youth
in nonrelative foster homes to be
somewhere between.
Income level Proxy for Per capita income in Expect negative correlation
(block level), resources $1,000s between per capita income and
neighborhood potentially probability of graduating ACILSP.
placement (at age| available to
16+)° placement
family
ILSP Access and Exposure Variables
Distance from N/A Dummy Variables: Expect negative correlation
placement site (at Under 1.5 miles 1.5 to 3 | between distance to nearest ILSP
16+) to nearest miles, 3 to 5 miles, 5 to | site and probability of ACILSP
ACILSP sité® 10 miles, 10 to 25 miles, | graduation.
25+ miles, Missing
Nearest ACILSP | N/A Dummy Variables: Expect that youth residing closer t
site'® Sitel, Site2, Missing Site 1 (the larger site) will be morg
likely to graduate from ACILSP.
Exposure to the | N/A Age at start of ACILSP | Youth with greatest exposure to
Opportunity to observation period. ACILSP during the study period —
ACILSP 2001 and 2002 — will be more like
Graduation to graduate from ACILSP.
County of Removal and Placement Variables
Removed from N/A Equals 1 if youth was Expect that youth who were
County other than removed from a county | removed from another county will
Alameda other than Alameda. be less likely to graduate from
ACILSP.
Removal County | N/A Equals 1 if youth is Included as a control variable.
Missing missing data on removal
county.
Placement County N/A Equals 1 if youth is Included as a control variable.
Missing missing data on
placement county.

Variables inbold text are the omitted category for each variableese

14 «Other” includes Court Specified, Shelter, Medjeaid Adoptive placements.
% Income level for neighborhood of out-of-home plaeat is missing for those for whom the geograptémtifier for placement is missing or
failed to match to Census data.
®Distance to nearest ACILSP site variables are mskir those for whom the geographic identifier ftacement at age 16+ is missing.
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Placement and Caregiver Characteristics.The analytical model also includes charactesstic
of the placement environment (at age 16 or oldexr) ¢ould affect a youth’s need or inclination
to participate in the ACILSP, as discussed in gredétail in Chapter 3. In nearly all cases,
kinship caregivers are relatives and all other gataent type categories are with non-relative
caregivers. It is hypothesized iffable 4.2that residing in a kin or guardianship placemeitit w
reduce the likelihood of graduating from ACILSPnasre experiential learning from caregivers,
more frequent contact with biological family andaker connection to support services among
kin/guardian placements will reduce the need fawareness of the ACILSP. Youth in group
home placements will be more likely to graduatenfio SP because less opportunity for
experiential learning and weaker connection to kaemd other supports will increase their need
for ILSP resources. The likelihood of graduating ILSP among youth in nonrelative foster
family homes will be somewhere between those tvenigs because of contradictory influences
(for example, greater opportunity for experienigarning in placement but greater awareness
and access to community supports such as ILSPaddition, | hypothesize that youth in FFA
placements will be more in need of ILSP assistaacd,will be more likely to graduate from the
ACILSP, because such placement often indicatesithyequires a higher level of care. In this
sense, FFA placement also serves as a proxy fouth’g ability or special needs, information
which is otherwise missing from this analytical rebfas mentioned above). FFA homes are
also reimbursed at a higher rate for youth reqgiarhigher level of care, and in exchange are
held accountable for providing a greater degresmupport for youths’ needs, including
transportation to available community services ahLSP.

Since information on income level of caregiveraas available, US Census per capita income
data at the block level is merged to placementtiondat 16 or older) to serve as a proxy
measure for resources available at placementpdaixthat as per capita income increases, the
probability of ACILSP graduation will decrease besa youth will be less likely to need the
resources offered by the program.

ACILSP Access and Exposure FactorsACILSP provides services from two locations, one in
central Alameda County and one in the easterngbdine County. Thus, the primary measure of
access to ACILSP is a series of dummy variablesesgmting the calculated distance from
placement site to the nearest ACILSP locationxpleet that youth who reside closer to an
ACILSP site will have a greater probability of guading from the program. To control for
between-site variation the model also includesrardy variable indicating which of the two
ILSP sites (based on proximity) a youth would hbkely accessed. | expect that youth residing
closer to the central ACILSP site, which offers morientation events and services, will be
more likely to graduate from the program.

To control for the amount of exposure a youth loaé EP graduation during the period of
graduation data used here (1998 to 2005), | exaf@ieSP graduation rates by a youth’s most
likely year of high school graduation. The datacsmtains both older youth, who may have
graduated just before the ACILSP data begins, &wy@unger youth, who may have graduated
after the ACILSP data ends. Therefore | anticiplse the youth with maximum opportunity for
ACILSP graduation will have likely high school gredion years around 2001 and 2002.

¥ The only exceptions are 30 youth in kinship plaeets for whom the caregiver was categorized agjteimonrelative.
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County of Removal and Placement VariablesThree dummy variables were created to flag
youth who were removed from a county other tham#dda, or were missing data on county of
removal or placement at age 16 or older. Whiletlysamoved from another county but placed
in Alameda would be eligible for ACILSP servicdssialso possible that they might return to
the removal county or maintain contact with thePLi8 their original county, and graduate from
that program instead of ACILSP. Therefore | expglkese youth will be less likely to graduate
from ACILSP than youth removed from homes in Alamé&bunty (or youth who are missing
information on county of removal). The dummy vhlés indicating missing data for county of
removal or placement are included to control fer fdrct that these youth are systematically
missing data for distance and income variablesalthey were missing geographic identifiers
to map distance and block level information useth&wge Census data.

Missing Values. Nearly all (200) of the 202 youth missing a valaeer capita income in
placement neighborhood were missing a geographbittifter for home of placement at age 16
or older, and were therefore also missing a vatu¢he nearest ACILSP site variables. For the
purpose of the regression analysis presented behisgjng values were replaced with the mean
calculated among all non-missing values for easpeetive variable.

Analysis Conducted.To get a sense of initial program take-up amongeh@uth, | first
compare publicly available Alameda County child fared caseload data with orientation data
provided by the ACILSP for the 2008-2009 schoolryeivariate statistical analysis was
utilized to identify significant differences in emt of ACILSP graduation among subgroups of
youth defined by the various explanatory variallescribed above. Finally, logistic regression
was conducted using SPSS to examine which explaneaniables had a significant impact on
the likelihood of graduating from ACILSP.

Findings

This section first presents the findings relateA@ILSP program take-up and then the results of
both bivariate analysis and logistic regressiongishe merged ILSP-eligible and ACILSP
graduation data.

ACILSP Program Participation

Table 4.3presents the findings on ACILSP take-up amongl#édgoster youth. On January 1,
2008, there were 443 child welfare-supervised ydettveen ages 16 and 20 placed in Alameda
County (344 were under Alameda’s jurisdiction a@dr&re under another county’s jurisdiction)
and 215 probation-supervised youth (also ages 20X Alameda County, all of which would
have been eligible for ACILS¥. Another 131 youth (ages 16 and 17) entered ozzethe

course of 2008 under Alameda County’s child weltand probation agencié®.While some of

®Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijo, M., Lee, S., DansW., Magruder, J., Exel, M., Cuccaro-Alamin,\8illiams, D., Zimmerman, K., Simon,
V., Hamilton, D., Putnam-Hornstein, E., Frerer, Koy, C., Peng, C. and Moore, M. (2010). Child \&edf Services Reports for California.
Retrieved 9/12/2010, from University of Califor@aBerkeley Center for Social Services ResearclsitedJRL:
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/uch_childwelfare

®Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijo, M., Lee, S., DansW., Magruder, J., Exel, M., Cuccaro-Alamin, Butnam-Hornstein, E., Williams, D.,
Simon, V., Hamilton, D., Lou, C., Peng, C., Mod¥, King, B., Henry, C., andNuttbrock, A. (201®)hild Welfare Services Reports for
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these youth may have entered care too late ingbetp be invited to the ACILSP Fall 2008
orientation (in September), the full 131 is useddmpensate for the lack of information for
2008 on the number of youth who entered placememtameda in 2008 though they were
removed from and under the jurisdiction of otheurtiees. ACILSP recorded having sent out
605 letters to eligible youth, inviting them toeattl the orientation.

Table 4.3: Alameda County ILSP-Eligible Youth (ages
16 to 20) and Invitation to Participate in ACILSP,2008

#i¥outh

Child@VelfareEEDnz/1/2008
Alamedalurisdiction 344
Other@ountyAurisdiction 99
Alameda@robationEEDnE/1/2008 215

AlamedaBurisdictionEEnteredXarel

1/1/2008E=2/31/2008 131
TotalEACILSPEligible 789
#BDAACILSPErientationdnvitations®ent 605
%Eligible outh@nvited@oACILSP 77%

As shown inTable 4.3 approximately three-fourths of youth eligible ®CILSP were invited
to attend the program’s orientation. Of the 60&tkidhat were invited to the orientation, 18
percent (or 110 youth) attended in Fall 2008 aratteer 10 percent (or 59 youth) had already
attended an orientation at an earlier date. Wgakticipation in the orientation is strongly
encouraged, the ACILSP will still provide servidgesligible youth even if they did not attend,
so the actual rate of ACILSP service receipt wieayi higher than the combined 28 percent of
those invited (equivalent to 21 percent of thosepibally eligible.)

Bivariate Analysis

Using the final merged data set of 2,034 youthildkegfor ACILSP during the 1998 to 2005 time
period observed, | find 319 youth (15.7 percentyialty graduated from the program —
indicating that nearly one in seven of these yaugthe active enough with the program
(attending classes, being case managed, etc.jddugte.” The bivariate analysis results are
presented below ifables 4.4 and 4.5 Cross tabulations reveal statistically significdifferent
rates of ACILSP graduation among subgroups of ydefined by the categorical explanatory
variables.

e Females were more likely than males (17 vs. 13gmr@<.05) to graduate from
ACILSP, consistent with expectations.

California. Retrieved 4/2/2012, from University of CaliforratBerkeley Center for Social Services Researdisitee URL:
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/uch_childwelfare

34



As hypothesized, Asian youth were the most likelgtaduate from the program (24
percent) but they were followed by African Americayuth (19 percent) who had much
higher graduation rates than white youth (8 pe)¢avttich was not expected (p<.001).

Youth who were eligible for federally funded fostare had higher rates of ACILSP
graduation (17 vs. 13 percent, p<.01) as anticthate

Sexually abused youth were, as expected, amonmaselikely to graduate from
ACILSP (20 percent), though those removed for seweglect had an even higher
graduation rate (24 percent) respectively (p<.05).

ACILSP graduation rates were lowest among youth Wdth the smallest number and
the highest number of placements (14 and 13 perespectively) by the time of
placement at age 16 or older (p<.05). This is &test with the hypothesis that greater
placement instability may increase the need fopeuyservices, but at the highest level
also interferes with a youth’s ability to gradufitan ACILSP.

Consistent with expectations, youth placed withrdizas or kin were less likely than
other youth to graduate from ACILSP (8 and 14 parcespectively), youth in FFA
homes had the highest graduation rates (20 peroangjouth in nonrelative foster family
settings had higher graduation rates (18 perckat) group home youth (15 percent),
which was unexpected (p<.01).

Youth who live closer to the more central ACILS® sire more likely to graduate
(p<.05), as expected, than those closer to thenslesite (18 vs. 13 percent).

Distance from placement location to the nearestL/&PI site is associated with program
graduation as hypothesized (p<.05); those whodigsest to the program are most likely
to graduate (20 percent), and those who live fgtthevay are least likely (10 percent).
However graduation rates do not decline continyoaslyouth reside further away —
those who live three to five miles out are lesslitko graduate ACILSP (14 percent)
than those who live five to 10 miles out (19 petxenhich is not as expected.

As expected, ACILSP graduation rates peak amonthymost likely to graduate from
high school in 2001 and 2002 (the middle-aged yauthe data) and then decrease
among both older and younger youth (p<.001).

Also as expected, youth removed from a county dtieem Alameda, had a much lower
graduation rate than youth for whom removal couvdg Alameda or missing (p<.001).
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Table 4.4: Percentage of youth who graduated fromhe Alameda County ILSP; by

explanatory variables included in the analytical madel
Explanatory Values and Frequency Percent| Chi- Total Youth
Graduat Sqg.
Variables ed from
ACILsP | Value
TOTAL - 15.7 -
Youth Characteristic Variables
. Female (1,286) 17.0 2,034 - No cases with
Gender Male (748) 13.4 4.79 missing value.
African-American (1,263) 18.5%
R . | White (413) 8.0% 2,032 - Two cases with
ace/eihmuty Hispanic (244) 11.5% 35.045| missing value, categorized a
Asian (98) 23.5% Other
Other/Missing (16) 6.2%
Not Eligible for Federal FG  12.0% 2,034 - No cases with
(569) missing value.
Income level™* Eligible for Federal FC 17.1% 832
(1,465)
Removal/Family-of-Origin Variables
General Neglect (1,332) 15.2%
Reason for most Seve_re Neglect (102) 23.5% _ 1_,962 — Cases (72) with
recent removal Physical Abuse (309) 15.9¢ 612 8gg | MSSING value due to an agen
from home* Sexual Abuse (162) 20.4% conversion errof’
Other (57) 7.0%
Missing (72) 9.7%
Total time in 0 to <2 years (925) 14.2%
care, by 2 years to < 5 years (320) 18.1%3 623 2,034 - No cases with
placement at age 5 years to <10 years (420) 16.0% missing value.
16+ 10 years to 16 years (369) 17.1%
Number of One (1,153) 14.0%
placements, by | 2 to 3 (543) 18.89 10.904 2,034 - No cases with
placement at age 4 to 5 (164) 20.79 ’ missing value.
16+* 6 or More (174) 12.6%
Placement/Caregiver Variables
Group Home (658) 15.3%
Foster Family (560) 18.4%
Placement type Flogzter Family Agency 19.8% 2,034 - Noaﬁazes missing a
(at age 16+)** ( . ). 15.465 value.
Kinship (469) 14.3%
Guardian (154) 7.8%
Other (11) 0.0%

*p< .05; * p < .01, ** p < .001

2 For whatever reason, this conversion error ordylted in missing data on reason for removal, aas mot related to missing data on other
variables. Youth having geographic identifiers tivate missing or located outside of Alameda Coenplains the share of missing data on all
other variables in this table.
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Table 4.5: Percentage of youth who graduated fromhe Alameda County ILSP; by
explanatory variables included in the analytical mdel — Continued

Explanatory Values and Graduate | Chi- Total Youth
Variables Frequency d ACILSP Sg.
Value
TOTAL - 15.7% -
ILSP Access and Exposure Variables
Site 1 (1,099) 17.9%
Neares‘?tteﬁ‘c”'sp Site 2 (735) 13.3% 9.299
Missing (200) 12.0% 1,8.34'— Cases (200) with
Under 1.5 miles (156) 19.9% missing value because
_ 1.5 to 3 miles (393) 17.6% placement geographic
|D|stance from =% S5 miles (708) 14.4% identifier is missing.
pfgfﬁg’:f;i;f“ 5 to 10 miles (419) 18.9% 14.793
ACILSP site* 10 to 25 miles (137) 8.8%
25+ miles (21) 9.59
Missing (200) 12.0%
1997 (89) 10.19%
1998 (158) 15.29
1999 ( 207) 12.6% 2,034 - No cases with
. 2000 (225) 15.19 missing value.
Most likely year of 2001 (230) 59 20
high school : 38.289
ek 2002 (249) 19.79
graduation 2003 (247) 17.89
2004 (246) 17.19
2005(246) 15.9%
2006 (137) 0.7%
County of Removal and Placement Variables
Removed from No (1,830) 17% 16.471
County other than | Yes (204) 6%
Alameda*** 2,034 - All cases
Removal County | No (1,721) 16% .437 assigned a value.
Missing Yes (313) 17%
Placement County | No (1,834) 16% 2.276
Missing Yes (200) 12%

*p< .05, ** p < .01, ** p < .001

While the differences are not statistically sigraint, ACILSP graduation was more likely among
youth in care the shortest period of time (0 teedrg) than among those in care for longer
periods of time, which is consistent with expectasi. Table 4.6also reveals no large or
significant difference between ACILSP graduates mmkgraduates in terms of the level of per
capita income in their neighborhood of placeméittis could mean that this variable provides a
poor proxy of the financial resources actually &lde to placement households, or that
household-level income does not accurately reflfeetresources directly available to youth.
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Table 4.6: Mean Per Capita Income in NeighborhoodfdPlacement, by ACILSP
Graduation Status

Explanatory AClLSP
Variable Graduation T- S_tat.
Status N Mean| test | Sign. Total Youth
Per capita Non- 1,832 — Value is missing for
income (in Graduate 1,538 22.28 202 cases with geographic
$1,000s) in ' 0.124 | identifier for placement
placement Graduate 294| 23311538 missing or not matched to
neighborhood Census data.

Multivariate Analysis

The results of the binary logistic regression madelreported iffable 4.7. Though only
approaching statistical significance (p= 0.05),esakere less likely to graduate from ACILSP
than females. Relative to African American youtbth white and Hispanic youth were less
likely to graduate (statistically significant aetp<.05 level or better) and Asian youth were
more likely to graduate from ACILSP (though nottistécally significant). A youth’s family
being eligible for federally funded foster caraiggesting limited financial resources - was
significantly and positively associated with thieelihood of ACILSP graduation (p<.01).

Consistent with the bivariate analysis results tygeamoved because of severe neglect were
much more likely to graduate from ACILSP than yorgmoved for other reasons (p<.05). The
relationship between sexual abuse and the probabflgraduating was in the expected direction
and approached statistical significance (p=.0Fsults for both total time in foster care and
number of placements (by age 16 or older) wereypsthesized, though only being on one’s
second or third placement (relative to being oriofiest placement) approached statistical
significance (p=.077).

Youth in all placement types (with the exceptiorfaher placement”) were more likely than
youth in guardian placements to graduate from t688# 8P, and all but Kin and Other
placements were statistically significant (p<.0Y¥puth placed by a Foster Family Agency or in
a foster family home had the highest probabilitgaduating (relative to youth placed with
guardians), but they were followed closely by thimsgroup homes (who were anticipated to
have the highest rates of ACILSP graduation). fiérecapita income of the census block of
placement location also had no significant imparcthe probability of graduating, again
suggesting this variable likely provides a poongrof resources available in the placement
setting.

In terms of ACILSP access factors, while whichted two ACILSP program sites a youth lived
closest to did not have a statistically significempact on the probability of graduating, distance
to the nearest site did. Youth who lived more th&mmiles from an ACILSP site were less
likely to graduate from the program than those Wwed within 1.5 miles (with probability
declining as distance increased). However, reswdte only statistically significant (at the

38



p<.05 level) for those who lived three to five rsilend 10 to 25 miles from ACILSP, relative to
those who lived within 1.5 miles.

Table 4.7: Logistic Regression Results for VariabkPredicting Graduation from the
Alameda County Independent Living Skills Program fa Full Sample of Youth (n = 2,034)

Explanatory Variables ) e?
B SEB Wald Sig. (OR)
Gender (Female is reference) Male -.282 144 3.853 .050 754
Race/ethnicity White*** -.867 216 16.139 .000 420
(African American is reference) Hispanic* -577 .233 6.132 .013 561
Asian 171 273 .394 530 1.187
Other Ethnicity -1.614 1.054 2.347 126 199
Income level of family of origin Eligible Federal Foster Care** .536 163 10.774 .001( 1.709
Removal reason General Neglect .872 541 2.602 107 2.393
(Other reason is reference) Severe Neglect* 1.387 .593 5.476 .019| 4.002
Physical Abuse .786 .562 1.954 162  2.195
Sexual Abuse 1.016 575 3.115 .078| 2761
Missing 578 .685 711 399 1.782
Total time in care 2 to 5years 274 .199 1.897 .168 1.315
(0 to 2 years is reference) 5to 10 years .158 .199 .628 428 1.171
10 or more years .164 .208 .622 A430( 1.178
Number placements 2t03 .275 .156 3.128 077 1.317
(1 placement is reference) 4t05 301 .240 1571 210 1.351
6 or more -.127 .284 .198 .656 .881
Placement type Group Home** 1.043 .348 9.002 .003| 2.839
(Guardian placement is reference) | Foster Home** 1.078 .338 10.175 .001| 2.940
FF Agency** 1.149 .378 9.228 .002| 3.154
Kin .610 .343 3.158 .076| 1.841
Other -18.532| 11859.208 .000 .999 .000
Per capita income (in $1,000s) - |Income .032 .023 1.946 163 1.033
Placement Neighborhood Sq. Income .000 .000 .378 .538 1.000
Nearest ACILSP site Site 2 -.122 167 .536 464 .885
(Site 1 is reference)
Distance to nearest ACILSP site  ]1.5to 3 mi. -.453 .263 2971 .085 .636
(Less than 1.5 mi. is reference) 3to 5Smi* -520 243 4.584 032 594
5 to 10 mi. -.433 276 2.461 A17 .649
10 to 25 mi.* -.949 428 4,921 .027 .387
25+ mi. -1.047 .802 1.705 192 .351
Age at start of observation period |Age*** 1.557 .328 22.507 .000| 4.745
Sq. Ager** -.056 .012 22.444 .000 .945
Removal & placement controls Removed from other county*** -1.110 315 12.421 .000 .330
Rem. address missing .060 A77 114 .736( 1.061
Place. address missing** -.963 .332 8.421 .004 .382
Constant*** -14.215 2.362 36.206 .000 .000
Model Chi-Square]152.126
df] 35
NJ]2,034
Nagelkerke R Square]0.124

* p< .05; ** p < .01, *** p < .001

A youth’s exposure to the opportunity to graduatenf ACILSP was also statistically

significant. In the regression model, opportunitygtaduate from ACILSP during the observed
period was controlled for by inclusion of age a #itart of graduation data observation - June 2,

1998. The squared version of this variable was ialsluded because the bivariate analysis
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suggested it had a nonlinear association withikedithood of graduating. The probability of
graduating increases between the oldest cohoruthy(who were no more than 19 in June
1998) to the middle cohort (who were age 17 toril®001) and then decreases as the cohorts
decrease in age to those who were 18 in 2006).

As expected, having been removed from a county ¢kt Alameda has a statistically
significant and negative impact on the probabibtyraduating from ACILSP. But youth who
are missing the address and county of placemegeail6 or older, are also significantly less
likely to graduate from the program than youth vane placed in Alameda County, suggesting
these youth may have actually been placed out§idéameda County.

Limitations

The analysis presented here improves upon preWi@R studies by examining data on all
foster youth eligible for the program, and incluglppossible explanatory factors such as a
youth’s need for transitional support and geograplecess to the program. However, there are
some shortcomings that should be noted as welkt, fine data are missing a measure of a
youth’s own ability or personal motivation, whicbuid certainly increase the likelihood of
assistance-seeking behavior (Wald and Martinez 2088ally one should include academic
performance or need for special education as auneas ability — variables that were not
available in this analysis.

While an attempt was made to include measuresahéial resources available to the youth,
additional improvement could be made in this aewell. Eligibility for federally funded

foster care is a reasonable indicator of the fawiilgrigin having limited financial resources but
income at the block level seems to serve as aroosy for resources available at a youth’s
placement. Future analysis would benefit fromatailability of actual household income for
family of origin and placement, and if possiblemngmeasure of the degree to which these
resources are shared with foster youth. Not ontytba absence of these measures introduce
missing variable bias into the logistic regressiesults, they limit one’s ability to determine
with greater confidence the impact of a youth’schie support on ILSP participation.

In addition, this analysis could be strengthenedhblusion of other dependent variables that
precede actual ILSP graduation — such as progreamdance and the level of actual service
receipt. This would allow a more thorough analggisow a youth’s need for support is
associated with various degrees of engagemeneipritgram and how to better recruit and
engage youth throughout the transitional period.

Discussion and Policy Implications
The findings obtained through this analysis haearcimplications for the design and delivery of
ILSP services to transition-age foster youth. Taiscluding discussion is framed around the

original research questions of what factors affeSP graduation and what implications do these
findings have for future program reform.
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What Factors Affect ILSP Graduation?

The logistic regression results presented indicttatiseveral explanatory variables had an
impact on the probability of graduating from ACILSEhd most were in the direction
hypothesized in Chapter 3. These findings speakther ILSP serves the foster youth most in
need of financial and other support during thedit@on, but also sheds light on how geographic
access and program awareness impact ILSP partaripat

1) This analysis provides evidence that youth witraggeneed for transitional supports are
more likely to graduate from ILSP.

e Youth from families of origin with more limited fancial resourceare more likely to
participate in the ILSP - Youth from families elg for federally funded foster care (and
welfare) were 70 percent more likely to graduatefrACILSP than youth from families
not eligible for federal foster care.

e Youth with weaker connection to family of origias proxied by reason for removal,
were more likely to graduate from the program - thoemoved due to severe neglect
were in fact four times more likely to graduatertly@uth removed for “other” reasons.
Youth removed because of sexual abuse were alse timan two and a half times as
likely to graduate from ACILSP, though this findimgs not significant at the p<.05
level. One possible explanation for why severdewtdiad a greater impact (and at a
higher level of statistical significance) than rerabdue to sexual abuse is because
“severe neglect” may in fact be the classificatised for cases in which more serious
types of abuse were involved (including sexual apbsit were not substantiated. Severe
neglect might also be picking up some of the esf@fta family of origin having
extremely limited financial resourgesince that may not be adequately captured by the
explanatory variable indicating eligibility for fecally funded welfare and foster care.

e Group home youth, theorized to have more limitezkas to experiential learnimgnd
weaker connection to biological familywere nearly three times more likely than youth in
guardian placements to graduate from ACILSP. Thawglsignificant at the p<.05 level,
youth in kin placements were 80 percent more litelgraduate from ACILSP than
youth in guardian placements which could indichtg placement setting is also picking
up differences in financial resources in placententseholchot adequately controlled
for in the model.

This analysis of how ILSP respond to the needsaofsitioning foster youth would benefit from
better measures of actual financial and other suppsources available, and the degree of
resource sharing between biological family, caregivand youth.
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2) This analysis provides evidence that youth withratgephysical access to ILSP are more

3)

likely to graduate from the program.

Statistically significant (at p<.05 or better), yowvho lived 3 to 5 miles or 10 to 25 miles
from an ILSP site, relative to youth who lived witlone and a half miles, were roughly
40 to 60 percent less likely to graduate from ACRLS

Tied to geographic access, there is also likelygsome cultural cohesion effect at play
in ILSP participation. Among the individual chatexgstics examined, the higher than
expected likelihood of African American and Hispagpouth to graduate from ACILSP,
relative to white youth, could support a culturahesion effect. As mentioned above,
ACILSP operates from two locations within Alamedau@ty and if the youth living in
the immediate areas surrounding program sites are heavily concentrated in one or
more racial/ethnic categories, this may provideeaddcentive for youth of similar
backgrounds to seek services (and likewise, proaidssincentive for other youth to
participate). A quick look at the make up of yolittng within one and a half miles of
both ACILSP sites does suggest that some cultofzsion effect may be at play.

Table 4.8: Characteristics of Foster Youth, by proxnity to ACILSP Program Site

<1.5 miles of <1.5 miles of > 1.5 miles from
ACILSP Site 1 ACILSP Site 2 | an ACILSP Site
% African American 72% 51% 62%
% Caucasian 18% 25% 20%
% Latino 4% 17% 12%
% Asian 7% 8% 5%
% Other 0% 0% 1%
Mean Income in $13,645 $18,615 $23,106
Placement Neighborhood
N 103 53 1,878

Table 4.8shows that youth living closest to Site 1 are niiledy to be African

American (and less likely Latino) than youth liviolpsest to Site 2 or further than one
and a half miles from an ACILSP program. Youthrgclosest to Site 2 are more likely
to be Caucasian or Latino (and less likely Afriganerican) than youth living closest to
Site 1 or further than one and a half miles fromA&ILSP program. Youth living closer
to ACILSP locations also have a lower mean incomglacement neighborhood (using
the US Census Block proxies) than youth who liviengher away. While this variable
did not have an independent effect on the likelcthobgraduating from ACILSP, it could
contribute in some way to this cultural cohesideef

This analysis provides evidence that youth wittaggeawareness of or linkage to ILSP
are more likely to graduate from the program.

Youth removed from homes in another county butgdaa Alameda County (and
therefore eligible to receive services from ACILS®xe only a third as likely to
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4)

graduate from the program than youth who were reddrom homes in Alameda
County (or youth for whom county of removal was nown).

Like their peers in group homes, youth in fostemkecaand FFA placements were also
about three times as likely to graduate from ACILle8R/outh placed with guardians.
This despite the prediction that these youth wdn@dess likely to participate in ILSP
because they have greater access to experierdialrig and caregiver suppor®©ne
possible explanation is that foster parents and E&&givers are made more aware of
ILSP resources and therefore more active in engingdheir youth to access these
support services than guardian caregivers.

This analysis suggests the need for further exaromaf the roles of both time in care
and placement stability over time in influencingR participation and graduation.

Lengthier time in care increased the likelihoodyaduation (relative to being in care

less than 2 years) but the level of impact decrkasdime in care increased. This was
consistent with the theoretical framework that maoree in care could indicate weaker

ties to family of origin and increase the needlE@P support — though this finding was
not statistically significant (at the p<.05 levélhis variable was also tested as a
continuous rather than categorical variable (ugiays in care and years in care squared)
with similar results that also fell short of stétial significance. Being on a higher order
placement (relative to on one’s first placemergpahcreased the probability of ACILSP
graduation until one reached their sixth or highlacement.

These results are consistent with what previoasditire has found — that youth that are
in care longer or experience greater placemendligly are more likely to be in greater
need of transitional supports (Mallon 1998; Wulczym Brunner Hislop 2001;
Freundlich 2003). However, they also suggest #edror further exploration of how
time-in-care and placement stability reflect act@inection to family of origin, ability
to bond with foster caregivers, youth charactersstir behavior, and opportunity to
access community resources.

Implications for ILSP Reform

One of the unique contributions of this analysithat it utilizes the full population of youth
eligible for ILSP in the study area, and in doing finds that only 16 percent of these youth
actually graduated from the program. While a lasfeare of these youth may have been
involved with ILSP to a lesser degree and stilldfgad from the program in some way, this still
suggests that strategies to improve outreach amdit@ent could expand the program’s overall
reach and impact. The strategies presented hérehare supported by the findings above,
focus on efforts to increase utilization among yowho are currently underserved by the
program.

Outreach to raise awareness among kin and guardragivers — These findings suggest
that youth who reside with kin or guardians coutahéfit from efforts that raise
awareness of ILSP, and the resources it offersngrtteeir caregivers. Special outreach
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to kin and guardians could encourage greater stipptheir youth in accessing the
program, helping to bring rates of ILSP participatup to those experienced by youth in
foster family and FFA placements. This is espécialportant in cases where
kin/guardian households have limited financial teses to offer their foster youth.

Inter-agency collaboration and outreach to bettgage out-of-county youth in ILSP —
Generally a youth’s social worker is responsibleifidorming a youth of ILSP-eligibility
and referring youth into the program, but when fiouho are placed out-of-county, this
system can break down. System improvements, such@oved communication and
collaboration among county child welfare agencmgsla increase ILSP participation
among youth who are placed outside of their coohtyrigin. This effort could occur at
the state level since most child welfare agendiasepat least some of their youth out of
county. An automated notification system, generaethe CWS/CMS system when
youth aged 15 or older are placed out of countylccprovide an easy solution to this
challenge.

Support and incentives to increase access andipatton — The findings related to
proximity of ILSP location indicate a clear need &ssistance in bringing youth who live
further away to the program. This could includéhwith transportation costs but also
more communication with caregivers to clarify thaile in helping youth to participate

in transitional support services. The finding®asaggest the need for strategies that
more effectively engage certain subgroups of yolibr example, though not statistically
significant (at p<.05 level), males were less kil graduate from the ACILSP and this
is important because some studies show that theyfarse than females on several
young adult outcomes, including education and wewlent in criminal behavior
(Courtney et al 2007). In addition, some effodsld also be directed to ensuring that
youth of all backgrounds (racial, ethnic, cultufakl comfortable accessing support from
ILSP and see these services as beneficial to them.

Improved assessment of transition-age foster cauméhyto better measure their need for
support — Child welfare agencies use a varietyseéasment tools and in California,
youth also complete an Transition to Independewinii Plan, but these tools rarely
collect information on the actual need for finahaiad other supports, and whether they
are likely to receive these from family, caregiverothers in the community. Improved
data collection along these lines could help agentm identify the youth with the
greatest need for ILSP services and develop outretaategies that recruit them.
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Chapter 5
Connected by 25 Case Study: A Qualitative Examinatin of
Strategies to Improve Support Services for Youth Amg Out of Foster Care

Introduction

In the past decade, efforts to evaluate or refarppsrt services for transition age youth have
concluded thatoster youth are likely to require a great deadybport beyond the classroom-
based skills training, social support and refergalserally offered by Independent Living Skills
Programs (ILSPs) to make a successful transiti@dtdthood (Courtney et al 2008; California
Co-Investment Child Welfare Partnership 2011). aypde see an increasing number of public-
private child welfare initiatives exploring an ayraf strategies to improve the efficacy of ILSPs
in addressing the full range of youths’ needs dytims critical time, and have more marked
impact on their targeted adult outcomes. This hrgmesents a qualitative examination of one
such initiative — California Connected by 25 (CC25§entifying some of the best practices
emerging from these efforts and discussing theiemqteal to improve the transition experience of
foster youth in the future. In particular, it debes some of the successful strategies by which
county child welfare agencies more effectively egeghyouth and caregivers in their own
transitional planning and improved the reach atelvesce of support services available to
exiting foster youth.

Research Questions

While counties participating in CC25 have targedddrger number of priority areas, this study
focuses specifically on those elements of ILSP pgdesign discussed in Chapter 3, namely
the strategies utilized to improve the reach, r@hee and comprehensiveness of support services
for transitioning foster youth. This chapter tlagtdresses the following questions:

e How have these strategies improved transitiongbsuservices and youth outcomes?

e What do these findings suggest for future effottd &P reform?

Design of The CC25 Program and the Evaluation

Since at least 2000, a variety of public and pevattiatives have aimed to improve child
welfare systems more broadly - and outcomes ositianal youth in particular - many with
overlapping objectives and strategi@sable 5.1provides an overview of a few of the initiatives
that have had a strong presence in California. Hdmily to Family Initiative, a public-private
partnership between philanthropic foundations amtth Btate and county child welfare agencies,
has been working with child welfare agencies irC2ifornia counties (and 17 other states)
since 1992 to achieve better outcomes for childrehfamilies through four core strategfés.
Nearly a decade later, growing concern over fastee outcomes prompted the California
legislature to pass the Child Welfare System Imprognt and Accountability Act (Assembly
Bill 636) of 2001. The Act established a systemdiagoing review of child welfare
performance in California to prepare for the Fed€rald and Family Services Review to take
place in 2002 and 2007 (Needelland Patterson 20049ddition, the County Welfare Directors

2 |nformation on this initiative retrieved frorhttp://www.f2f.ca.gov/
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Association of California developed several subcattess and workgroups, including one

focused on issues related to ILSPs.

Table 5.1: Child Welfare and ILSP Reform Efforts

Welfare Systems
Improvement (AB
636 enacted in 2001)

for youth in care, including
transitioning youth

Initiative Scale Focus Evaluation/Data Tracking
Annie E. Casey National Broad child welfare systemUltilize existing county and
Family to Family reform state data tracking systems
(started in 1992)

California Child California | Improvement of outcomeg| Utilize existing county and

state data tracking system

[72)

Collaboration on ILP
Transformation

services for and outcomes
of transitioning foster youth

Connected by 25 3 Sites: Improvement of support | In California, implemented

(started in 2004) California, | services for and outcomes| new data tracking system
Florida and| of transitioning foster youth for services and outcomes,
Indiana

Breakthrough Series | California | Improvement of support | Encourage counties to

utilize existing county data
tracking systems

(started in 2006)

The CC25 Initiative evolved from several separéfiers to expand transitional foster youth
supports beyond age 18. In 2003, a publicatioajd and Martinez presented the imperative
and tremendous opportunity to improve support @ogning for transition age youth in
housing, education and employment. This work irespthe Youth Transitions Funders Gréup
to launch the Connected by 25 Initiative at thremdnstration sites across the country to
address the issues impeding the successful tramsififoster care youth. In 2004, the Annie E.
Casey Foundation, Walter S. Johnson FoundatiorSaumalt Foundation began a new initiative
to build a continuum of care for transition-agetéoare youth as an additional strategy of
Family to Family in California. In 2005 these fesccombined and Connected by 25 in
California expanded to multiple counties includirg@sno, San Francisco, Santa Clara and
Stanislaus. All four of these counties had takem ipaboth Family to Family and the California
Child Welfare System Improvement efforts. In amdhif three of the four (all but Stanislaus)
would later take part in the Breakthrough SerieBaBoration on ILSP Transformation, an
initiative begun in 2006 to develop and test a nesion for how support services are provided
to transition age foster youth.

Program Description

Counties patrticipating in CC25 engaged in comprseiverassessment, planning, and strategy
implementation to expand the continuum of suppavtslable for transitioning and former foster
care youth, particularly those available througtaldLSPs. Working collaboratively with

youth, caregivers, and community partners, CC2htes were to develop programs and
services addressing seven focus areas: K-12 Eda¢c&tost-Secondary Education/Employment;

Znformation on these efforts retrieved frohitp://www.cwda.org/

ZThe Youth Transitions Funders Group is a collationadf philanthropic interests that invest sigrafitly in programs and services for
transition aged youth in three vulnerable poputetie youth involved with the juvenile justice systdoster care youth, and youth who were
educationally disconnected - across the UnitedeStat
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Financial Competency and Asset Development; Housnaependent Living Skills Programs;
Personal/Social Asset Development; and Permanehayassist them in reaching that goal, each
county was provided grant funding (approximatel$@&000 a year for three to five years) and
an array of technical assistance, including a ngstesn for tracking service and outcomes data.
Many of the counties were also part of relateddiogouth initiatives — such as the California
Permanency for Youth Project (advancing lifelongroections with caring adults), College
Pathways (linking youth to post-secondary educadiath employment opportunities) and
Guardian Scholars (supporting youth in completimgpllege education) — and as part of those
initiatives they received additional funding andteical assistance that certainly contributed to
their CC25I activities.

Each county’s self-assessment and planning praesstied in the creation of a work plan to
guide their overall CC25 activity. The work-plamsre required to address all seven focus areas
but counties had flexibility in prioritizing certaigoals and were able to direct their grant dollars
to where they were most needed. Each county credteast one CC25 workgroup to oversee
the activity set forth in the work-plan and thesarkgroups generally met on a monthly or
quarterly basis. Collaboration between child welfather public agencies, community partners,
families, caregivers and youth was emphasized tirout this work and workgroups members
represented each of these populations.

As shown inTable 5.2 the four early implementing CC25I counties — &tians, San Francisco,
Fresno, and Santa Clara — were together resporisitile572 transition-age foster youth under
the jurisdiction of either the child welfare or petion agencies on January 1, 2607This
represented roughly 9 percent of all youth in duit@me care in California between age 16 and
20. In addition, these counties were likely pravidat least some assistance to the 1,449 youth
who had already aged out of care between 2004 @@l 2ut were still eligible for ILSP until

age 21. Finally, many of the 1,397 youth who waged out between 2001 and 2003 and still
under the age of 25, while no longer still eligibde ILSP services, would still have been eligible
for some support services such as the Transitidoaking Placement Plus which operates in
California. CC25 also sought to expand additiauglports to these older youth during the
aftercare period.

Table 5.2: Transition-age Youth Served by CC25 Eayl Implementing Counties

4-County®

California Fresno |SanfFrancisco | Santalara | Stanislaus TOTAL
Child@Velfareaseloadd1/1/2007@oint-in-time)
Agesfl6-20 13,487 404 480 361 92 1,337
Probation@aseloadd1/1/2007@oint-in-time)
AgesFl6-20 4,199 75 49 73 38 235
In-Carelotal 17,686 479 529 434 130 1,572

Fouth@VholExited&oEmancipationhild@elfareR{

ProbationBupervised®lacementsfofE+@ays)#
Between/1/2004@&ndFL2/31/2006 14,890 475 459 357 158[ 1,449
Betweenf/1/2001E&ndA 2/31/2003 13,777 505 417 358 117 1,397

% Table 5.2 data source: Needell, B., WebsterABnijo, M., Lee, S., Dawson, W., Magruder, J., EXél, Cuccaro-Alamin, S., Putham-
Hornstein, E., Williams, D., Simon, V., Hamilton,,ou, C., Peng, C., Moore, M., King, B., Henry, @dNuttbrock, A. (2012hild Welfare
Services Reports for Californi®etrieved 5/15/2012, from University of Califcarat Berkeley Center for Social Services Researtfsite.
URL: http://cssr.berkeley.edu/ucb_childwelfare
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CC25 counties promoted child welfare systems imgmoent through use of technical assistance,
convenings, cross-county sharing and utilizatioa obw data system to track youth outcomes
and inform county self-evaluation efforts. CC2%ietes also implemented new program
strategies to expand and strengthen the arrayppicstiservices available during the transitional
period. Of particular interest in this case studs their use of strategies targeted at improving
the reach, relevance and comprehensiveness of giggpeices for transitioning foster youth.
These efforts focused heavily on the increasedivevoent of transitional youth and their
caregivers in the development, delivery and utiicraof transitional support services, as well as
the building of community partnerships to develogrgegrated and comprehensive continuum
of services for transitioning youth. CC25 countiesrowed from existing best practice in each
of the Initiative’s focus areas and the flexiblamfrdollars allowed them to also develop new
strategies of their own.

Data and Methodology

The researcher observed CC25 county activity ovbreee and a half year period, from early
2006 through mid 2009. Qualitative data was ctdié¢hrough observation notes at county
workgroup meetings, CC25I all-county convenings &uthnical assistance sessions, as well as
gleaned from annual reports prepared by countiethéfunders. The researcher also developed
short surveys through which county leads providdditeonal information on their existing and
new programs, and their growing community partnesshinformation on activities undertaken,
challenges encountered, and strategies developatbtess those challenges were summarized
and organized by each CC25 focus area. Reseashla@mconducted on successful initiatives
to improve support services for transition-agedoygouth elsewhere in the United States in
order to identify where CC25 strategies built ortontributed to existing best-practice
knowledge.

To examine potential impact of the initiative oruyto outcomes, the researcher compares data
from both Initiative evaluation results and pubtiaiailable sources. The first data are the
results of information collected through the Eféotd Outcomes (ETO) data tracking system
which CC25 counties were required to use. ETOdwa®loped specifically for the Initiative to
track youth characteristics, services receivedrateant transitional outcomes for both in-care
and after care foster youth. The database waseck@a a tool for county self-evaluation but
results were also used by those funding and magdheinitiative to measure the early impact

of CC25. Integrated within the database were s¢yeuth assessments to be completed by case
workers with youth while they were still in caréose to their transition out of care and during

the aftercare period.

Though not available for direct analysis by thise@cher, The Initiative’s concluding report
(Stuart Foundation and Walter S. Johnson Found2tdi) provided some results from the
ETO data system at the conclusion of the obsenvagtgsiod. These findings were based on a
total of 858 surveys of youtfi &ble 5.3 around the time of their aging out of care (&sown
as Assessment C) over the three-year period (2008-through 2010-2011). These results
provide aggregate findings for the four early inmpémting counties (Fresno, San Francisco,
Santa Clara and Stanislaus) and Humboldt Countighybined the Initiative in 2007. The 858
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surveys represented 56 percent of the 1,525 ybathetmancipated in these five CC25 counties
over the same time period.

Table 5.3: Number of Transitioning Foster Youth
Surveyed through CC25 Efforts to Outcomes

Yearl2 Number@f
YouthBurveyedll
2008-2009m@ 248101
2009-2010m@ 3113
2010-2011m@ 299101

The chapter also draws on some publicly availabta dources including report data submitted
by counties to the California Department of So8atvices (CDSS). One of the county report
sources is the SOC 405E, a new form implement&tiober 2008 that requires counties to
report on a quarterly basis the outcomes of chétfare and probation youth aging out of care in
that time period. SOC 405E data is easily accessatithe CDSS website. In addition, this
chapter refers to data that are tracked by coutttresigh the statewide Child Welfare
Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS). Tlataeack compiled by the Center for
Social Szgzrvices Research at UC Berkeley and maaitahie in aggregate form through their
website’

The next two sections of the chapter presentsitigenfys on how CC25 early implementing
counties incorporated cross-agency collaboratitmtimeir ILSP programs (Section 2) to create a
continuum of support (Section 3). These practa@sespond directly to the promising program
design characteristics presented in Chapter &gtated within these findings are some of the
results on youth outcomes available from both tiigative’s data tracking system and other
publicly available data.

Efforts to Increase the Reach of ILSP

CC25I counties employed a number of strategiesparmd youth and caregiver engagement,
both in terms of more actively involving them irettransition planning process as well as
increasing their utilization of the resources aa/iges available to support them during and
after their transition from foster care.

Youth Engagement in Transition Planning Efforts
Consistent with the “team decision-making” (TDM) deb used by the Family to Family

Initiative, CC25 counties utilized a number of s&taes to ensure that the needs and opinions of
youth were central to the transitional planninggess:

% SOC 405E data are availablelstp://www.cdss.ca.gov/research
% Select variables from the CWS/CMS system are abvtilthrough the Center for Social Services Rebeatrbittp://cssr.berkeley.edu
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¢ In Fresno County, youth and caregivers are actigejouraged to attend “emancipation”
(transition or exit from care) conferences (heldge 17) and TDM meetings to discuss
future placement changes.

e In San Francisco County, “Goals” meetings are wsdating together youth and
supportive adults and get them on the same paderegard to a youth’s goals. At the
meetings, youth and adults jointly identify thrdgextives for the future and then
establish a plan for achieving these goals, indgdhe enlisting of additional adults to
support their efforts. Since 2006, Goals meethmagse been mandatory for all foster
youth age 16 and up and have been very successfulalving youth in the planning of
their own transitional services.

¢ In Santa Clara County, emancipation conferenceblelteevery six months for youth age
16 and older. These conferences are used to alst gad identify the support resources
necessary to help a youth successfully transibandependent living.

e Stanislaus County developed the Connected forrhdeting process, with input from
their Youth Advisory Council, as a mechanism fagating a youth’s initial Transitional
Independent Living Plan (TILP) and for updating THeP annually. Connected for Life
meetings are held in cases where the youth anidsber parent have already established
that the youth will continue to reside in the cavedgs home upon after exit from care.
The Ansell-Casey Life Skills Assessment is complgteor to each meeting and the
results guide the development of an individualiZddP. In addition, TDMs are used
prior to transitioning from care and placement dem(especially before a youth is
moved to long term foster care) bringing togethmurts, caregivers, permanent
connections and other important adults to partteijpayouth-focused discussions.
Emancipation TDMs are held prior to the youth’svieg the system and focus on
transition planning, goal-setting and identificatiof needed support resources.

e Also in Stanislaus County, weekly pizza nightsased as an informal strategy for
engaging aftercare youth in permanency and transgianning. The Aftercare Social
Worker facilitates these group sessions at whiciméo foster youth discuss their short
and long term goals for permanency and indeperolémg.

Youth Engagement in Transitional Services

Counties participating in CC25 also worked to imseethe utilization of a growing array of
programs, support services and resources avat@lalesist them during this transitional period.
Strategies to accomplish this objective include:

e Engaging youth at an earlier age to increase kieihiood they will be more actively
involved in their own transition planning and ILS@rvices throughout the transitional
period. The San Francisco Early ILSP has youtls 4geto 15 complete a version of the
Transitional Independent Living Plan to begin exjlg their educational, employment,
housing, and financial goals as soon as possiianislaus County also engages youth as
young as 14 with their Jump Start to Independengees ILSP program.
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In Santa Clara County, the ILSP unit initiatedckleér system to automatically inform
social workers about youths’ ILSP eligibility sathyouth can be more actively
contacted and encouraged to receive support serviddditionally, the child welfare
agency uses data extracts of demographic and eol@lainformation in order to identify
youth eligible for support programs and servicasi@adarly suited to their needs. More
current and accurate educational data — the restiie County’s K-12 educational
initiatives — was critical in this process.

A similar strategy to increase the participatioriasiter youth in the AVID educational
initiative, the educational liaison within the Stdaus County child welfare agency
reviews student records on an ongoing basis arakspeith social workers about
eligible youth on their caseload. Identified yoatle paid a visit by the educational
liaison and invited to attend an introductory Avéent.

As part of their work with the Breakthrough Sertasllaboration on ILSP Redesign, San
Francisco County is now conducting monthly trackifiggouth involvement and
satisfaction with transition age services.

In Fresno County, child welfare staff reviewed tlases of aftercare youth between ages
21 and 24 to identify which are eligible to paip@ie in new CC25-related programs such
as the IDA asset matching program, THP-Plus treamsit housing program, and the
post-secondary education College Pathways program.

CC25 counties also engaged in a variety of outre#fcits and other strategies to expand
awareness among foster youth and caregivers afahsition services available, and to increase
their utilization of these services. Two of theghimnovative strategies were implemented in
Fresno and Stanislaus Counties:

Fresno County had five ILSP social workers reaclougto foster youth directly on high
school campuses in the three school districts @ty the heaviest concentration of
transition-age foster youth. This not only boodtelr ability to recruit youth for ILSP
programs but increased communication between tite whlfare and educational
professionals involved with foster youth. The dhilelfare agency also hosts events to
increase program utilization, such as the annuat®&s to Higher Education Event”
which connects high school age foster youth witbrimation, tools, resources, and
inspiration necessary to steer them toward posirstsry education or career
opportunities.

Stanislaus County created two new ILSP Intervigpasitions (filled by former foster
youth) to conduct a variety of activities that egg#ocal youth and caregivers in
transition planning and program activities thatpare a youth for independent living.
The ILSP Interviewers administer the Ansell-Caseseasment tool to youth 15 and a
half and older (and their caregivers) — and useaisessment to refer more youth to
ILSP services. In addition, the ILSP Interviewead ILSP-eligible youth and caregivers
to invite them to events, and provide transportatimeeded.
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Caregiver Engagement in Transitional Planning angh@rt Services

The primary activities undertaken by CC25 counteicrease the involvement of caregivers
and other caring adults during the transitionalqzewere 1) joint involvement of youth and
caregivers in team-decision making meetings arahgping training and special events to keep
caregivers actively involved in transition plannigugd available support programs. The same
strategies used to actively involve youth in theisiens that affect their placements,
permanency outcomes, and transition planning wisteused to engage caregivers and other
caring adults as planning partners and supporfersuth during the process. And while not all
to the same degree, counties made some efforgagercaregivers and family member
participation in actual transitional support seegc In most cases, this consisted of formal and
informal events to educate and more actively ingasaregivers, particularly around issues of K-
12 education, permanency and transition planning.

e The Fresno County child welfare agency developsenainar for caregivers and
professional service providers in a position tasais®uth in preparing for their future.

e The San Francisco County child welfare agency etfex series of evening events at
multiple locations to share information with careggs about ILSP and transition
services; resources relevant to education, emplogrheusing, health and mental health;
and to encourage their involvement in transiticanping team meetings.

e Through a variety of outreach strategies, caregiueSanta Clara County were informed
about ILSP events and asked to support youth gaation.

e The Stanislaus County child welfare agency and-theter Parent Association co-host a
guarterly “Coffee Connection” to strengthen relasibips between caregivers and social
workers as well as provide training on topics dffegyouth and caregivers, such as
permanency and transition planning.

Impact of Youth and Caregiver Engagement on ILS&Re

By the conclusion of the observation period,

there was little consistent data across countissiggest how many youth and caregivers, or
what share of those eligible, were more activelyagied in the transition planning process. In
one instance, Fresno County provided an early tépat caregivers, including relatives and
foster parents, participated in three-quartersiefrtearly 400 TDMs on placement change that
took place between August 2005 and July 2006. kgslfrom CC25 data tracking efforts,
however, did suggest that overall these stratdgidsa positive impact on actual youth
participation in transitional support services amlg implementing counties.
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Figure 5.1: Increased Transitional Service Use
among Exiting, Child-Welfare Supervised
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Based on the youth assessment just prior to exit frare, the share of youth involved with
transitional support services increased from 5@gr@rin 2008-2009 to nearly 70 percent in
2010-2011, statistically significant at the p<.06tel (Figure 5.1)?’ Individually, Stanislaus
County reported that improved outreach and recentrstrategies (implemented by their two
newly created ILSP Interviewer positions) resuitedn early and dramatic increase in the
number of youth attending ILSP events — for exampbee than doubling from 83 youth in the
Fall of 2007 to 185 in the Fall of 2008.

All counties are mandated to report on local IL$&gpam utilization to the California
Department of Health and Human Services, and thggees are provided here as a point of
comparison with the measure provided by the CC26 Eacking system. Though not on
exactly the same time scale (fiscal years aboveugetalendar years belowable 5.4° shows

that across all four early implementing countiesaaerage of 71 percent of the youth who were
about to leave child welfare or probation care@A P had received ILSP services — nearly the
same as what was reportedHigure 5.1above. However, th€able 5.4also shows that this is
down somewhat from two years prior, when reporte&®M receipt was higher (78 percent in
2009 and 81 percent in 2010, across the four cesintinan in 2011. Statewide, ILSP receipt was
reported at its highest in 2009 but also fell digby 2011.

Table 5.4: County-Reported Percent of Child-WelfareSupervised
Youth Who Received ILSP prior to Exiting Care, 20092011

Samplef’sizes,m
2009 2010 2011 Yearsi;2;3
California 87% 87% 85%(N=2,906;2,667;2,248
Fresno 52% 69% 53%|N=56;B2;7A23
San Francisco 84% 80% 84%|N=62;#9;#3
Santa Clara 89% 84% 79% [N=80;B0;B2
Stanislaus 87% 86% 97%|N=31;87;A34
4-County Weighted Average 78% 81%| 71%|N=229;F98;282

" Figure 5.1 data source: ETO Assessment C (at@pion) results for Fresno, Humboldt, San FrarwiSanta Clara and Stanislaus
Counties between 2008/2009 and 2010/2011 as repiorttuart Foundation and Walter S. Johnson Fdiondg2011).The premise and
promise of the California Connected by 25 Initiatilmproving outcomes for transition age fostertjouAvailable at:
http://74.81.204.52/Files/CC25I|_Premise_Promise.pdf

% Table 5.4 data source: SOC 405 E - Exit Outcore¥ déuth Aging Out of Foster Care Quarterly StatidtReports, available at:
http://www.cdss.ca.gov/research/PG1940.htm
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Looking at individual CC25 counties, reported IL&Reipt exhibited varying patternsTiable

5.4. For Fresno County there was a significant bump0i10 but otherwise ILSP receipt
remained consistent between 2009 and 2011. Sawisca County, on the other hand,
remained consistent between 2009 and 2011 but bigh& decrease in 2010. Santa Clara
County reported consistently declining ILSP receigioss the three years, while Stanislaus is
the only county that showed a significant incréadé&SP receipt over the three years, perhaps
resulting from the greater degree of youth andgiaee engagement exhibited there. Other than
Stanislaus, CC25 counties generally had lower It&ieipt than the State overall throughout the
three-year period, particularly Fresno County, Wwhi@s unexpected given the presence of ILSP
social workers directly on high school campuséss possible that CC25 counties are reporting
more accurate but lower rates of ILSP receipt dubeir use of the new ETO data tracking
system, whereas other counties are still usingratdgthods (including hand-tallying in some
cases) which may be prone to overestimation.

It is important to note thatable 5.4provides only a three-year window on reported ILSP
receipt; as the SOC 405E was first implementeddtoker 2008. A longer horizon would allow
us to see if these disparate trends eventuallyargev(after the SOC405E form is not so new)
and also enable an examination of the sustainabfliyouth and caregiver engagement in
transitional support services in CC25 counties.

Efforts to Increase the Relevance of ILSP

Acknowledging that the current emphasis of ILSPslassroom-based life skills instruction is
not always the most effective way to engage arairgtouth in transitional supports, CC25
counties engaged in a variety of activities to makailable services and programs more youth-
focused and youth-friendly. These ranged fromréffto incorporate more youth feedback in
program design to engaging youth and caregivettsaelivery of services so that programs
provide more experiential learning and offer researthat directly respond to the needs of youth
and caregivers. This section first examines sirasethat resulted in more youth-informed and
youth-led programs and then shifts to practicesehgaged caregivers, family members and
other caring adults as lifelong connections andhees of independent living skills.

Engagement of Youth in Program Development andemg@htation

Youth engagement has come to be understood asgffgsung people meaningful

opportunities to take responsibility and leadershipile working in partnership with caring
adults who value, respect and share power with thene four early implementing CC25
counties received group technical assistance ontb@mgage youth and community members in
program development and implementation from theQasey Youth Opportunities Initiatite

as well as at county convenings, and individualbyf contracted TA providers specializing in
youth engagement. CC25 technical assistance emptable importance of having youth at the
table, whenever possible, on discussions that itrthagolicies, programs and services. Child
welfare agencies and community partners within C&2ties used a variety of approaches to
increase the actual level of youth engagement fransitional services developed with very

2 For additional information on the Jim Casey YoOportunities Initiative, please seaww.jimcaseyyouth.org

54



little youth input or feedback to the provisionpsbgrams that are designed and co-facilitated by
current or former foster youth.

In many cases, CC25I counties’ youth engagemenviitgdbuilt on the work of other pre-

existing youth advocacy and youth leadership pmagrancluding organizations such as the
California Youth Connection (CYC) and Honoring Erograted Youth (HEY) in San Francisco.
Most child welfare agencies participating in CC26unties already had relationships with these
organizations, directly or through the collaboratiork of their ILSPs. CC25 counties added to
this foundation additional efforts to engage yomtpbrogram development and evaluation in
CC25I counties including:

Youth Participation in CC251 Workgroups and AgeMsetings— In nearly every

county, current and former foster youth were inedl{and received a stipend for
participating) in CC25 workgroups and related tastés, guiding program development
and implementation in the area of transition agettyoln Santa Clara, two former foster
youth participated on the County’s ILSP Redesigmtgempowered as equal members
of the process. In Stanislaus County, ILSP andrédte youth were consulted on a
number of program development issues and wereaslksed to evaluate every ILSP class.
Monthly workgroup meetings in that county were hetdModesto Junior College so that
participating youth could be exposed to a collepgrenment.

Youth Engagement in Public Speakin@urrent and former foster youth were given the
opportunity to speak to the wider community on ésstelated to their transition into
adulthood and on the importance of their leadershtpansitioning planning. In Fresno
County, foster youth were actively involved in getations at agency trainings and
community events including ILSP workshops and fasumrecruit caregivers into the
THP+ transitional housing program. San Franciscor®poyouth were involved in
interagency meetings, press conferences and cormyrevants and could receive
financial assistance to attend trainings and cemes. In Santa Clara County, current
and former foster youth have contributed to methaes, interviews and legislative
hearings. Members of the Stanislaus County Youtigory Council were able to
develop their leadership skills by attending nagldaadership conferences and
presenting at PRIDE trainings for new foster paamd County Board of Supervisors
meetings.

Agency Development of Youth Advisory Boardis an effort to formalize the
engagement of youth in child welfare practice arahpm development, CC25 counties
were encouraged to establish youth advisory bodABs) and were able to utilize their
CC25I grant dollars to support these efforts. fallr of the early implementing counties
did exactly that.Table 5.5summarizes the parameters of the YABs establibljete

four early implementing CC25I counties.
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Table 5.5: Description of CC25I County Youth Advisoy Boards

Group Name Start Date: Frequency of Meeting Incentive: # Members Expected of All Members:
Fresno County Youth . 8-10 (both in- .
Organizing New July 2007 [ Twice monthly ?5,542232”9’ $25 to prepare and out-of- legsaf;ietfhéﬁ)hrgrl?'egr?ﬂ t”
Ideas (YONI) 9 care youth) ’ 9 P Y
San Francisco ILSP Februa $25/meeting, $25 to prepare, |8 (both in- 1+ YAB meeting or other
Youth Advisory 2009ry Twice monthly facilitate or attend other agency [and out-of- activity/monthly, share opinions
Board meetings care youth) [and ideas verbally or in writing

. Consistent meeting attendance,
Santa Clara County ) $20/meeting plus $5 t_o 15 (both in-  |6-month commitment, be
. November |[Monthly, Officers prepare/clean-up, Officers
Youth Advisory ; ) and out-of- respectful, represent YAB
2005 three times monthly | receive $100-150/month for all ”
Board o care youth) positively, share concerns and
YAB activity .
solutions
Stanislaus County _ Consistent meeting attendance,
. November . . 8 (in-care 6-month commitment, share
Youth Advisory Twice monthly Not available .
) 2008 youth) concerns and solutions,
Board - The Advisors e ] ’ )
participate in election/voting

Boards met monthly or twice monthly, and most beavere open to both current and
former foster youth. YAB participants were engaged wide variety of activities in
each of the CC25 counties but were most commomigchto share their foster youth
experiences at public forums; attend agency meetmgontribute to program and policy
design and improvement; assist with ILSP servicesaher transitional youth
programming; and serve as advocates and leadelanfie by raising community
awareness of issues relevant to foster youth.

As part of observation and data collection on thedkats, the researcher conducted a
survey of CC25 YAB participants. Among the postimpacts reported, YAB
participants experienced:

o Improved speaking, advocacy and leadership sk8lsme youth felt that child
welfare staff and other community members vieweittin a more positive light
because of their YAB efforts and this empowerednthe tackle policy and
program issues in other arenas such as their dchtéegje campuses or other
community programs.

o Opportunity to voice the foster youth perspectind be a positive role model for
other foster youth. Several youth felt that theegs of foster youth were most
effective when expressed as a collective and thiogth that perceived limited
effects of their efforts thus far were confiderdtttheir impact would grow over
time.

0 A sense of accomplishment at having contributedhfmrovement in agency
practice and programs. In some cases, YAB padiicip even led to new jobs
and public accolades.

o0 One of the most significant contributions of YABrfi@pants was in Stanislaus
County where youth members had direct input indéaeelopment and naming of
the new transitional housing program - MY HOME TRRss. Youth insisted
that there be a formalized agreement, which clesgyblls out the various roles
and responsibilities required of all participamtsl &aousing providers. Acting on
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their advice, the child welfare agency developédepage shared housing
agreement that was incorporated in the THP+ prdposa

To ensure the future success of the YABs, memhmosa counties reported the need for
youth leadership and team-building training; praadtskills development (budgeting,
computer literacy, note-taking, public speaking,)etechnical assistance with recruiting
youth and keeping them actively involved; posityeeith role models; and cross-county
sharing among YABSs.

e Hiring of Foster Youth into Agency Youth-ServingiBons —Involving positive youth
role models - peers who have faced and overcomiéasiohallenges - was a promising
practice in terms of increasing the relevance ofjpams developed for transition-age
youth in CC25 counties. Three of the counties tpmkth engagement to the highest
level by employing former foster youth in critigaduth-serving positions.

o In Fresno County, the child welfare agency hirddllatime Youth Advocate
(former foster youth) to work with their CC25 workgp in planning and
carrying out the work of the Initiative.

o In Santa Clara County, former foster youth weredin the following roles: two
positions in the Family Finding Unit to assist wtermanency efforts; a Financial
Literacy Liaison position, and a THP-Plus Housingiton. The County’s ILSP
also makes every attempt to hire former foster lyast Case Aides to recruit
eligible youth and support the efforts of case ngang In addition, Evergreen
College hires current and former foster youth tdamlitate the financial literacy
trainings offered on its campus. Particularlyhie tase of their financial
literacy/IDA program, county staff felt that parpaents needed to hear the real-
life stories of their peers to make the lessonsectorlife and youth-led evaluation
also elicited a greater response than adult-fat#iat evaluation discussions.

o Stanislaus County hired two former foster youtlseove as ILSP Interviewers,
responsible for engaging foster youth and caregiiretransition planning and
activities that prepare a youth for independenhgjv According to one ILSP
Interviewer, her personal experience in foster baegiven her unique insight
into the youth she works with — “It can speed up phocess of trust and allows
me to connect with the youth. Once | give the ydhthresults of the
assessments, they become personally empowereditigxadly, the Foster
Parents’ Association invites members of the Youtlvi8ory Council into their
office to do job shadowing and volunteer work -ngag skills, leadership
opportunity and community service.

Engagement of Caring Adults in the Delivery of ILS#vices
Going beyond the inclusion of caregivers, familynmbers and other caring persons in team

decision making meetings around permanency, placeamange and transition planning, CC25
counties worked to involve these adults in the ttmaaand delivery of ILSP and other
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transitional support services as a way to increaperiential learning and contribute to the
development of lifelong connections for foster youSome examples of these practices include:

e Fresno County’s Recruitment, Development and Supfeskforce, which includes child
welfare agency staff, specialized foster parentiacyy staff, and foster family agency
representatives, met monthly to discuss issuesaetdo caregivers and other resource
families, as well as to develop curricula that stssaregivers in helping youth plan and
prepare for the transition out of care.

¢ In San Francisco County, the Community College Bation hosted separate youth and
caregiver focus groups to identify areas in whiuytfelt they needed additional support.
The caregivers focused their discussion on theipes previously identified in the youth
focus group — so they could respond to their retgufes job and training opportunities,
medical coverage, money management skills, eduzdtapportunities, transportation
and other support resources.

e In Santa Clara County, the President of the Féxieent Resource Center, the Director of
the Foster Parent Association and other caregareractive participants in CC25 and
other workgroups. The welfare agency also utilisstiback from youth, caregivers,
social workers, probation officers, and other comityypartners in the development of
their THP+ housing program and the redesign ofabenty’s Independent Living Skills
program. Finally, in their search for a new ILS#tact service provider, the County
was requiring caregiver education and training el as strategies that utilize caregivers
in outreach to youth and the delivery of ILSP sesi

e Stanislaus County exhibited a high level of caregegngagement that actively involved
caregivers in ILSP service delivery and kept cérnb@important role that caregivers
(and other caring adults) play in supporting fogtauth during the transition.

0 Members of the Stanislaus County Foster Parentsdéiation conduct outreach
to other caregivers to increase their attendanteS®t events and the Association
has a formal commitment to assisting with facilgatof ILSP classes.

o0 Permanency concepts and establishing of lifelommections are integrated
within the ILSP curriculum. People identified &elbng connections are always
invited to ILSP activities.

o Stanislaus County’s PRIDE training for future fogtarents introduces the
philosophy of being connected for life and alsdudes a component on how
caregivers can assist their youth in developingautdeving the goals listed in
their Transitional Independent Living Plan.

o Connected for Life Meetings identify individuals aare important to the youth

and establish formalized lifelong connections tiglothe creation of
“Agreements to Maintain Contact.”
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o The My Home transitional housing model develope8tanislaus County
provided financial support that allowed foster yotd stay in a stable
environment with a nurturing and committed adulthadir choice for up to two
years post exit from care.

o Finally, the County was considering a pilot of heb@sed ILSP in which
caregivers utilize prepared modules to teach yowtbpendent living skills in the
home.

Impact of Efforts to Increase the Relevance of IbBFY outh Outcomes

By the conclusion of the observation period, theas some evidence that youth outcomes
which support a more successful transition to &ald had increased in CC25 counties. While
this information is not sufficient to prove thae#e changes were solely due to county efforts to
engage youth and caregivers in transitional sugpodram development and delivery, it is
likely that they contributed in a positive way.rdtj as shown ifigure 5.2,youth in CC25 early
implementing counties were more likely to repodttthey had established a permanent
connection with a caring and supportive adult fram 54 percent in 2008-2009 to 79 percent
in 2010-2011, statistically significant at the p&ldevel*® Figure 5.2also shows that the share
of transitioning youth who said they were satisfigth the services they received during the
transitional period increased from 45 to 65 pertativeen 2008-2009 and 2010-2011 (also
statistically significant at the p<.001 level), gegting that efforts to improve the relevancy of
ILSP services did have a positive impact.

Figure 5.2: Permanent Connection and Satisfaction ith Transition Services among
Transitioning, Child-Welfare Supervised Youth in CC25I Counties, 2008/2009 to 2010/2011

02008-2009 (n=248) 02010-2011 (n=299)
100%
80%
79%
60% 54% ~ 65%
45%
40%
20%
0%
Report Having a Lifelong/Permanent Satisfaction with Transition Services
Connection

It seems plausible that CC25 efforts to engage roar@g adults in the transitional support
services would have contributed to the developroéntore permanent connections among
foster youth. Since Stanislaus County exhibitéiaer degree of adult engagement than other

% Figure 5.2 data source: ETO Assessment C (at épatium) results for Fresno, San Francisco, Satdea@nd Stanislaus Counties between
2008/2009 and 2009/2010 provided by the CC25I Beéftuation team at the UC Berkeley Center for Sd®avices Research. ETO
Assessment C results for Fresno, Humboldt, Sancisem Santa Clara and Stanislaus Counties bet2@@8/2009 and 2010/2011 as reported
in Stuart Foundation and Walter S. Johnson Fouonla?011)The premise and promise of the California Connebie#5 initiative:

Improving outcomes for transition age foster youtvailable athttp://74.81.204.52/Files/CC25I|_Premise_Promise.pdf
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counties, along with a strong integration of perarany throughout their practice, we might
expect to see even greater improvement in thesemas there.

Efforts to Expand Existing Transitional Services inb a Continuum of Support

Acknowledging that transitioning foster youth haveariety of needs not likely to be fully
addressed by existing ILSP services, CC25 coudagsloped collaboration among public
agencies and institutions (child welfare but alsambgation, education, employment agencies),
community partners (including local businessesserdice providers), and other philanthropic
initiatives. The objectives were to leverage ala# resources, avoid duplication in efforts, and
transform the existing array of services into a poghensive and integrated continuum of
support that successfully helps foster youth ttaorsio adulthood. This section summarizes the
findings on efforts to increase community collaltiora and expand support programming for
transition-age foster youth in CC25 counties.

Increasing Collaboration in CC25 Counties

Towards the conclusion of the observation periodnaentory of community partners engaged
in CC25 was completed using information obtainedufh grant reports and additional surveys.
Across all four counties, child welfare agenciesked with an average of 31 community
partners among the five key CC25 program areBable 5.6shows that, based entirely on the
number of partnerships in each focus area: Fr€snmty’'s collaboration was concentrated
among K-12 Education and Permanency; San Fran€isoaty’'s among Post-secondary
Education and Employment and Housing, Santa Clatay’'s among Post-secondary
Education and Employment, K-12 Education and Haysand Stanislaus County’s among K-12
Education, Housing and Post-secondary EducatiorEamgloyment.

Table 5.6: Number of Community Partners, by Countyand CC25 Focus Area

Financial Post-Second.
Literacy | Housing| K-12 | Permanency Education/ | Total
Employment
Fresno 2 4 6 6 3 21
San 3 9 2 5 18 37
Francisco
Santa Clara 4 8 9 0 11 32
Stanislaus 4 8 11 3 7 33

These partnerships led to data sharing on eduedtiantcomes (necessary to link youth to
additional academic support); coordination andatmration on the development and
implementation of new services, and increased aefesral of foster youth into available
programs. County engagement in CC25 also resulteatreased investment from sources
outside their local communities. The following sews provide additional detail on some of the
key programs implemented during the Initiative assult of these new resources, which are
summarized imable 5.7.
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Table 5.7: Summary of Other Program Investments irCC25 Counties: Programs, Focus
Areas, Counties/Youth Served and Amount Invested

Initiative Focus Area Participating Counties - #utto Served Amount Investegd
San
Fresno | Francisco| Santa Clarg Stanislaus

Transitional Housing 20 youth 240 135 youth /| 29 youth/ | $7.3 million over
Housing 20 beds | youth/ 96 beds 20 beds 2 years
Placement-Plus 127 beds
Individual Financial Goal: 20,| Goal: 40, | Goal: 70, | Goal: 20, $120,000 plus
Development Literacy 23 served| 38 served| 82 served| 17 served| ~$60,000, over 3
Accounts over 1.5 over 2 over 2 over1 years

years years years year
Advancement Post- 25 foster 15 foster N/A Received CC25
Via Individual Secondary youth youth over technical
Determination Education over 1 1 year assistance with

year recruitment
Guardian Post- 30 foster | 193 foster| 53 foster
Scholar-Type Secondary youth youth youth over $1.35 million
Programs Education overl over 3 2 years over 3 years

year years*
Career Post- 57 foster 93 foster | 27 foster | $525,000 over 2
Pathways Secondary youth youth over | youth over| years (not just for
(Bridge) Education/ over 2 2 years 2 years foster youth)
Programs Employment| years

N/A indicates that no numbers were yet availablgauth served by this program by conclusion of the
observation period.

* This includes 151 youth served over the firstryefethe new Guardian Scholars program at City
College of San Francisco, and 42 youth served thvee years by the Guardian Scholars program at San
Francisco State University established prior to EC2

Financial Literacy and Asset Development

CC25 provided the resources counties needed teeimmgait new Individual Develop Account
(IDA) programs for foster youth. These programkpéeé youth set up savings accounts by
providing a match amount to incentivize saving dra Each county received technical
assistance from the Jim Casey Youth Opportunitigiative and $10,000 a year for three years
(a total of $120,000 across the four counties)didittonal CC25 grant funding to provide
matching funds. Counties provided additional miaigldollars, usually from ILSP funds, and in
the case of Stanislaus County, from the United Vday, this additional funding ranged from
$10,000 to $30,000 per county. IDA matched furatgyed from $2,000 to $3,000 so youth
could potentially save as much as $6,000 eachu(iig the match).

The biggest success in this program occurred inaSalara County where in the first two years
of the program, 82 participating youth saved 0\&8,800 of their own funds and received
$27,000 in matched funds. This accomplishmentsuagported by close collaboration with a
local financial planning organization that develd@ad provided ongoing financial literacy
training for foster youth in the County. Key lessdearned in this area were that youth must
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have access to earning opportunities, financiadity training, and that sustainability (in terms
of securing the IDA matching dollars) can be a atersble challenge.

Transitional Housing Support

The Transitional Housing Placement-Plus (THP-Pikig) state funded program that originally
provided a 40 to 60 percent state-county matdhrid transitional housing units for foster
youth. In 2006, the program became fully stated@thand the funding level tripled. Prior to
CC25, San Francisco was the only one of the faenmention counties to access THP-Plus
funds. During the course of the Initiative, THRhllocations increased from only $837,000 a
year to fund 31 beds in San Francisco in 2006/20@&er $6 million a year to fund 263 beds in
all four counties in 2007/2008 — an average costbolut $23,000 a year per bed. The 157 beds
funded in 2006/2007 served 186 youth and the 2683 hended in 2007/2008 served 324 youth.
As an early implementer, San Francisco accountedtdout half of all funded beds across the
four counties.

Fresno and Stanislaus County concentrated alledf bieds in host-family units — which places
added emphasis on the role of permanent connedaimngy this transitional period - whereas
the other two counties utilized scattered-sitegleisite and host-family housing units. Lessons
learned from these efforts in the housing focua arere that youth are more likely to succeed in
housing programs when they receive case managemneéra variety of support services
throughout the transitional period. Counties &sod it important to link youth in transitional
housing with other programs and services — sudimascial literacy services as well as post-
secondary education and employment programs.

K-12 Educational Technical Assistance

In an effort to increase the participation of foesteuth in higher education, CC25 funders
supported technical assistance for child welfaenagps in recruiting youth into the
Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) gam. AVID targets students who

would be the first in their families to attend egle, and provides the motivation, support and
resources needed to prepare for and successfutht encollege. However, because AVID

does not specifically target foster youth, very fester youth were participating in the program.
Fresno, Santa Clara and Stanislaus Counties meatiel in this technical assistance initiative and
as a result, over 40 youth were accepted into thgram in the 2008-2009 school yéXEC25

also provided technical assistance and convenimtyga areas related to K-12 Education —
strategies on sharing educational data betweed wiglfare and educational institutions and how
to draw down federal funding to provide academyapgut for foster youth. In addition, three of
the four CC25 counties — San Francisco, Santa GladhStanislaus — also received resources
and support from the Educational Technical AssitdProject which several Family to Family
counties across California.

%1 This figure only includes youth accepted into AVilDFresno and Santa Clara Counties; figures faniSiaus were not available.
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College Support

Three of four CC25 counties (all but Stanislausgneed significant investment from the Walter
S. Johnson Foundation (a key CC25 funder) to @stabkw Guardian Scholar-type programs on
local college campuses, in some cases after smigdll iplanning grants. In addition, the Stuart
Foundation (another key CC25 funder) was alreadgsting in a pre-existing Guardian Scholar
program at San Francisco State University. Thesgrams provide the campus-based support
services former foster youth need to successfuifiage in and complete higher education
including financial aid, housing, academic and éié&ching, tutoring, and mentoring. These
programs have proven effective at helping fostertty@omplete courses and graduate from
college. For example, the program operating atF3ancisco State University reported a
student retention rate of 83 percent, higher thahfor the university as a whole, and
participating students have averaged GPAs of 24t first cohort in 2005 to 3.05 for the
2008 cohort.

Together the additional investment made by CC28dunto these programs totaled $1.35
million over three years: $300,000 over three yeaiGal State University Fresno, $300,000
over three years at City College of San Franci$460,000 over three years at San Francisco
State University and $300,000 over three yearaatJ®se State University in Santa Clara).

College-to-Career Support

In the past decade, a number of programs havedmatoped to provide a bridge to higher
education and careers among low-literate and lakedkindividuals. These college to career
pathway or “bridge” programs offer basic skills edtion and training to help those who would
otherwise be unemployed or trapped in low-wage jobsge on to better employment prospects
in high growth industries. These programs are Wgiraplemented through close collaboration
between Local Workforce Investment Boards, whiahvjate participants with case management
and other federally-funded employment and traisiegyices, and community colleges, which
provide the faculty, coursework and campus supgeEmtices.

In CC25 Counties, the Walter S. Johnson providetitiatial grant funding for three career
pathway-type programs in Fresno ($200,000 ovenywass, at Fresno City College), Santa Clara
($200,000 over two years, at Mission College armul Bese City College) and Stanislaus
Counties ($125,000 over two years at Modesto Jubatlege). These programs served a total
of 318 disadvantaged and disconnected young addalghom 177 (or 56 percent) were former
foster youth. The early results of these prograomewhat mixed, with all three counties
reporting challenges with retaining youth througimpletion of all enrolled courses. One of the
key lessons learned was that flexibility in progrdesign is necessary to accommodate the many
challenges and responsibilities of participantem8 sites found it necessary to reduce the
academic course load and shifted classes to fattisose that could contribute directly toward a
degree or certificate requiring only two or threermisemesters. Across the three sites, the rate
at which foster youth completed the semester langnam ranged considerably from 44 to 88
percent.
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Employment Supports

Though not listed iTable 5.7 it should be noted that some CC25 counties aseldped other
pathways to employment and training in creative svay

e San Francisco County, through more formalized atdinated efforts between child
welfare, the workforce development agency, andlyeatployment community partners,
managed to place 123 foster youth in jobs or waiaing programs over a two-year
period.

e In Santa Clara, the County’s own career developmeiicreated the Emancipated
Foster Youth (EFY) Employment Program, which deatgs 21 different entry-level
positions (such as Account Clerk, Lab Assistand, @ffice Specialist) as available to
former foster youth applicants. These jobs begiprabationary with the possibility of
becoming permanent positions. Youth can attendrksthop to learn about the program,
get help with the online application and are thiggilde for referrals to job interviews.

In the first year, 173 youth entered the appligaodl and fifteen youth were successfully
hired into available positions. The EFY progranmswecognized by the California State
Association of Counties with a Challenge Award“fdiost Replicable County Program.”

Impact of Expanded Support Programs on Youth Outsom

While a thorough evaluation of these efforts ispmtsible, in this section | combine publicly
available data with findings from the CC25 datakmag system made available during and after
the observation period — to examine changes innyoutcomes in the relevant CC25 focus
areas: savings through IDA programs, housing stabénd educational progress.

Though missing data for Stanislaus Couiighle 5.8shows that CC25 counties did have higher
rates of IDA-holders among youth exiting care thta State average in the 2009 and 210.
This is consistent with implementation of CC25 Ipfograms, which commenced in early 2007
to early 2008 and would have been winding downhieyeind of 2010. The declining trend over
the three years could support the finding thatptfoggram was difficult for counties to sustain
once CC25 funding ceased. It should be notedhedme counties, San Francisco for example,
youth likely had access to other IDA programs alg%f the one established by CC25.

Table 5.8 Share of Exiting, Child Welfare-
Supervised Foster Care Who Had an IDA Account, 20(-2011

SampleSizes, HH|
2009 2010 2011 Years;2;3
California 1.7% 1.8% 1.3%[N=2,906;2,667;2,248
Fresno 3.6% 3.1% 0.0%|N=56;32;A23
San Francisco 12.9% 6.1% 2.3%[N=62;9;#3
Santa Clara 3.8% 2.5% 1.2% | N=80;B0;B2
Stanislaus N=31;B7;A34

*2Table 5.8 data source: SOC 405 E - Exit Outcome¥dath Aging Out of Foster Care Quarterly StatistiReports, available at:
http://www.cdss.ca.gov/research/PG1940.htm
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However, the small share of youth holding IDA aaasunTable 5.8suggests that even with
investment by CC25 and other initiatives, this tgbsupport is still very uncommon.

Figure 5.3presents a transitional housing outcome in whi€2Ecounties made progre8sAn
increasing share of foster youth reported that theaya safe place to live after exiting from care
(72 percent in 2008-2009 versus 53 percent in ZIA, statistically significant at the p<.001
level. This is consistent with efforts acrossfallr CC25 counties to both expand housing
options and work more closely with youth, caregsvand other caring adults to plan and prepare
for the transition from care. Likely also contrilng to safe housing plans was the finding
(reported inFigure 5.2 above) that youth were also more likely to reploat they had

established a permanent connection with a caridgsapportive adult over the course of the
Initiative.

Figure 5.3: Housing Outcomes among Transitioning, kild-Welfare Supervised Foster
Youth in Early Implementing CC25I Counties, 2008/209 to 2010/201
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In addition,Figure 5.4 displays some of the educational outcomes in waaty implementing

counties made progress over the course of thatini®>* Foster youth in CC25 counties (under
child-welfare supervision) made a small increasti@percent that graduated from high school
by the time they aged out of care (42 to 45 peraesttstatistically significant at the p<.10 level)

* Figure 5.4 data source: ETO Assessment C (at épatium) results for Fresno, San Francisco, Satdea@nd Stanislaus Counties between
2008/2009 and 2009/2010 provided by the CC25I| Bedfluation team at the UC Berkeley Center for Sdéavices Research. ETO
Assessment C results for Fresno, Humboldt, Sancisem Santa Clara and Stanislaus Counties bet2@@8/2009 and 2010/2011 as reported
in Stuart Foundation and Walter S. Johnson Fouonlat?011)The premise and promise of the California Connebie#5 initiative:

Improving outcomes for transition age foster yoat¥ailable athttp://74.81.204.52/Files/CC25I_Premise_Promise.pdf

% Figure 5.5 data source: ETO Assessment C (at épatium) results for Fresno, San Francisco, Satdea@nd Stanislaus Counties between
2008/2009 and 2009/2010 provided by the CC25I| Bedfluation team at the UC Berkeley Center for Sdéavices Research. ETO
Assessment C results for Fresno, Humboldt, Sancisem Santa Clara and Stanislaus Counties bet2@@8/2009 and 2010/2011 as reported
in Stuart Foundation and Walter S. Johnson Founlag?011)The premise and promise of the California Connebied5 initiative:

Improving outcomes for transition age foster yoatyailable athttp://74.81.204.52/Files/CC25I_Premise_Promise.pdf
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but a larger improvement in the share that padse@alifornia High School Exit Exam (44 to
54 percent, statistically significant at the p<l&&el). Transitioning foster youth in CC25
counties also increased their rate of completiorsémne or all of the A-G courses (required for
college attendance) between 2008-2009 and 2010{3Witb 45 percent, statistically significant
at the p<.001 level).

Figure 5.5: Educational Outcomes among Transitionig, Child-Welfare Supervised Foster
Youth in Early Implementing CC25I Counties, 2008/209 to 2010/2011

0,

60% 45% 45%
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40% 42% 44%
30% 30%
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Graduated from High School Passed the California High Completion Some/All of A-G
School Exit Exam Requirements
02008-2009 (n=248) E2010-2011 (n=299)

Though not displayed here, there was also somenaiion suggesting that individual CC25
counties outperformed the aggregate 4-county iebeliween years 2 to 3 on youth outcomes
where their partnerships and efforts were conctdra

e Remaining at Current Placement — Across all CC2mtes, the share of youth planning
to stay at their current placement after exitirggrfrcare was 38 percent in both years two
and three. Stanislaus County, which placed a hemphasis on expanding transitional
housing options using the host-family model wasahky CC25 county in which a
growing share of youth said they would remain atrtburrent placement after exiting
care (45 to 49 percent between years two and three)

e Moving in with a Family Member or Permanent Coniect While the share of youth
planning to live with family or permanent conneaBaafter exiting care increased across
all CC25 counties, it was highest and improvediost in Stanislaus County, increasing
from 36 to 50 percent. Fresno County, which hadngaship concentration in
permanency, also did well on this outcome increafiom 31 to 44 percent over the two
years).

e Completion of A-G Requirements — Across all CC2artees, 30 percent of youth
completed some or all of the A-G requirements iargégwo and three. Fresno County,
which engaged in a great deal of K-12 activity éxled the biggest increase on this
measure (from 29 percent in year two to 44 pericepear three) suggesting positive

% Data source: ETO Assessment C (at emancipatisnjtsgfor Fresno, San Francisco, Santa Clara saamiskius Counties between 2008/2009
and 2009/2010 provided by the CC25I Self-Evaluateam at the UC Berkeley Center for Social ServiResearch.
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impact of heavy concentration on K-12 initiativenw@and campus-based ILSP social
workers.

CC25 data tracking efforts did not identify any jpige findings on employment outcomes, but it
seems logical that the worsening economy at the @frthe Initiative might have neutralized any
positive impacts of early implementing countiesutoemployment efforts.

Table 5.9shows that average in terms of transitioning fogteith employment rates, two CC25
counties fared as well or better than the Stateagee(San Francisco and Santa Clara Counties)
and two did worsé® It is also not unexpected that the two rural ¢@sn- Fresno and Stanislaus
— have even lower rates of employment among tiansgiig youth. For the most part, however,
all counties and California as a whole, showed esing rates of employment (34 percent to 27
percent between 2009 and 2011) as the economy memtseésan Francisco County, where the
improvement of employment opportunity for fosteugfowas the number one priority, fared best
among the four counties and also did as well aeb#tan the State average in all three years
(starting at 39 percent in 2009 and ending at 30gm in 2011). Santa Clara County began
quite strong with a 45 percent employment rate002— perhaps reflecting greater opportunity
provided by the County’s EFY program as well asxpnity to the more job-rich Silicon Valley.
However, the employment rate among transitioningtlydhen decreased significantly to 26
percent (just below the State average) in 2011.

Table 5.9 Share of Exiting, Child Welfare-Supervisé Foster
Care Who Obtained Employment, 200-2011

2009 2010 2011

Statewide 34.4% 28.7% 27.1%
Fresno County 17.9% 9.4% 13.0%
San Francisco County 38.7% 28.6% 30.2%
Santa Clara County 45.0% 27.5% 25.6%
Stanislaus County 25.8% 8.1% 8.8%

Limitations

Despite standardized reporting forms and surve@25counties did not always provide
consistent data on the activities undertaken aices delivered as part of the initiative. While
they were more consistent in providing informate@nnew programs funded by CC25 or other
initiatives (including the number of youth served@®C25-funded IDAs, Guardian Scholars type
programs and College Pathways type programs),ataparticipation in existing programs or in
team decision making (TDM)-type strategies wererofacking. Also not addressed by CC25
county self-evaluation efforts was a measure of hmmy foster youth are accessing multiple

% Table 5.9 Source: SOC 405 E - Exit Outcomes fantlifd\ging Out of Foster Care Quarterly StatistRaports, available at:
http://www.cdss.ca.gov/research/PG1940.htm
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programs across the continuum of support, informmatvhich could help in the examination of
how more comprehensive support affects programaaf§i at improving outcomes.

It is also important to note a few limitations bétearly findings on outcomes derived from the
ETO youth assessment data. First, because itsomle time for the ETO system to be
developed and for counties to be trained and hiegdtementing the system, data are missing for
year one of the Initiative, which would have praaadda truer baseline measure of youth
outcomes. In addition, while counties were indgddo complete the assessments with all youth
in the transitional age range, it is likely that afl social workers or units were able to comply
with this request and therefore, these results maag limited generalizability to the full
population of transitioning youth in these CC25mies. For example, the results presented in
the Initiative’s final report were based on AssesstiC results for 858 youth surveyed over the
three-year period in the five counties, which repreed 56 percent of the 1,525 foster youth that
aged out in the select counties (Stuart FoundaimhWalter S. Johnson Foundation 2011). We
do not know in what ways the assessed youth amdasito or different from the full population

of foster youth eligible for support services and25 programming, or which youth are not at

all engaged in the continuum of care. It is higitgly — because so much ETO assessment was
completed by ILSP social workers — that youth namtvely engaged in ILSP services are better
represented by ETO assessment data.

Also, as mentioned elsewhere in this dissertatiatg on transition-age youth (services provided
and outcomes achieved) provided by counties t&thte in the SOC405E reports should also be
treated with caution. The counties do not useglsidata tracking mechanism for this
information, relying instead on a variety of dated® spreadsheets and hand tabulations. One
would therefore expect some inaccuracy on thesartisgpwhich could contribute to

inconsistency in the trends over time. And alsmastioned above, the recent change in which
SOCA405E reports focus on which populations of yauthut-of-home care mean that we have a
very short observation period (from 2009 onward).

Discussion and Policy Implications

This chapter details the many ways in which CC2%/éamplementing counties successfully
implemented strategies that more effectively endageith, and to a lesser extent caregivers, in
their own transitional planning and support progiarplementation, resulting in ILSP and other
transitional supports with greater reach and relega It is also clear that counties participating
in CC25 increased community partnership around,imavestment in, services and resources in
ways that produced a more comprehensive arraypgstiprogramming for transitioning youth.
Available data suggests that these strategies dsitlye impact on the actual participation of
youth in support services, increased satisfactiith thie support received and with a host of
important youth outcomes such as permanency, fiakliteracy, housing, and education. Still,
a few questions remain.

First, how sustainable will these improvements ber dime? Counties suggested that some
strategies will be easy to continue, such as yaaothcaregiver engagement in transition
planning and improved outreach to youth and cageggito increase program utilization. Others
will depend on available government funding and eamity partner investment — such as the
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provision of IDAs (with matching funds), transit@airhousing and support programs such as
Guardian Scholars or Career Pathways. In therfaate policy arena, the current focus is on
expanding paid foster care through age 21, whidlshhave a positive impact on housing
stability and permanent connections during thesiteomal period for those foster youth who
choose it. However, unless a continuum of sup@esstill available during this period — and
ideally to more youth than are currently servetlis possible that at age 22, far too many former
foster youth will still exhibit poor outcomes irrtes of post-secondary education, employment
and ability to live independently and self-sufficily.

Second, the availability of reliable child welfatata will likely continue to be a challenge in
evaluating transitional services and outcomes anfastgr youth, not only with CC25 counties,
but all counties in the State. It is uncertain Hally CC25 counties will use the new ETO data
tracking system or how consistently they will usadross all youth eligible for transitional
support programs and resources. Other countiesatagsstrive to improve their tracking of this
information so that the resulting information candg local system improvements to the benefit
of transition-age youth. Across CC25 focus ardegtwas a perception that youth fared better
when they accessed multiple resources from thereamn of support, though could not be
supported quantitatively. Until we have a clearsseof which youth are receiving which
resources, it will remain a challenge to measuedh impact of expanded support services or
determine if the receipt of several types of suppas a multiplicative effect on those impacts.
In addition, a longer horizon of data on ILSP ssisfaction, and youth outcomes will also help
us to examine how counties are doing in sustaitiinge efforts.

Finally, this chapter makes clear that while ip@ssible to significantly expand transitional
support programs for youth, and achieve improvedtyoutcomes, this can only be done with
additional investment well beyond what we havedrisally spent on ILSP services for youth.
Based on the program investments and numbers ofi yauved inTable 5.7, the provision of
transitional housing cost nearly $23,000, IDA aggproximately $750, Guardian Scholars
college support was $2,500, and Career Pathwayggagrowas just over $1,800, per youth per
annum. This level of funding for new transitionapport programs — in addition to the grant
funding provided by CC25 for counties’ overall ogtgon of the Initiative — is much higher than
the roughly $1,700 per eligible foster youth (botirent and former) allocated each year in
federal funding for ILSP, as estimated in ChapteifBere remains a great opportunity — if we
can more accurately track services received, invest required and outcomes achieved on an
individual level — to conduct a thorough cost-bérefialysis of the longer-term impact of
transitional supports for foster youth.

69



Chapter 6
Conclusion

This dissertation has explored several issueseklat programs that support foster youth during
the transition to adulthood, and its findings cantdbute to future efforts to improve their
efficacy. Though much of the current policy larmse affecting these youth is focused on the
extension of foster care to age 21, the role oFll&d other transitional support programs is not
likely to diminish given the tremendous need thgsgth will continue to have for skills training,
education and employment services and other ressu¢et achieving a significant, positive
impact on the adult outcomes of former foster yauithrequire more effective ILSP and related
support programs as well as greater efforts torensat all youth in need of support are
accessing them.

The first part of chapter three provides a theoadframework for examining the decision by
foster youth to participate in ILSP — how their neation to family and their experiences in care
might affect their need for and access to the nogr The second part of the chapter
incorporates elements of program design that tistieg literature suggests could improve ILSP
services and increase the likelihood of youth wi@aate. The analysis conducted in chapters
four and five were guided and strengthened byttiedretical framework which highlights the
importance of understanding how factors such asliperiences, personal relationships, and
care settings interact with program characterigodafluence a foster youth’s decision to
participate in available services. Future efféotenprove transitional support programs for
foster youth will do well to develop logic modelsat consider these and other factors that could
affect a youth’s need, motivation and ability totmapate, remain involved and complete
programs to assist them.

The Alameda County case study in chapter four ptegea quantitative analysis of how need
and program access affect the likelihood of gradgdtom ILSP. Using the full population
eligible for transitional supports, this reseanmtiicates that having biological family with more
limited income, or having less connection to or@&ogical family, increases the odds of
graduating from the program. While this result \wasicipated, the analysis relied on proxy
measures of those factors -highlighting the needhiiproved data collection on this population.
More accurate measures of resources and suppeatiglavailable to foster youth would enable
ILSP and other programs to better connect youth thié supports they need, and perhaps more
efficiently target the more limited resources. sTtesearch also finds that certain subgroups of
youth — those who are removed from other countigplaced in Alameda County, those living
in guardian placements and those who live furtinayafrom a program site — are less likely to
graduate from ILSP, suggesting that awarenessdphysical access to available services play
important roles in facilitating foster youth’s asedo transitional services, and their absence
presents a significant barrier.

Chapter five presents a case study of the Cald&o@unnected by 25 (CC25) Initiative to
examine some strategies used by local child wedgsancies to address exactly these types of
barriers. CC25 counties utilized more aggressiveeach and recruitment strategies for ILSP
and other support programs, actively raising awesermf and facilitating access to services
among both youth and caregivers, and found thaicgaation did increase as result. These
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engagement activities also contributed to greatesfaction among youth with transitional
services and greater establishment of permanemiections. This chapter also shows how
increased community partnership and investmeniG@2% counties expanded the supports
available to foster youth, and resulted achievesitpe impact on permanency, housing and
educational outcomes. Increased communicatiorpartdership could improve how we
currently serve those youth who are removed fromaounty but placed in another — one of the
subgroups identified in chapter four as havingipaldrly low ILSP graduation rates — if we
could achieve collaboration among all child welfagencies across the state. In sum, these
findings emphasize the importance of public-privadetnership in efforts to improve services
for and outcomes of transitioning foster youthgagernment funding alone seems unlikely to
provide programs that can serve enough foster yioudhcomprehensive way. Sustainability,
however, will be an ongoing challenge.

As a society, we have a tremendous opportunityettebserve these youth in our care, at a
critical time of life and while our access to thenfacilitated by their being in our child welfare
systems. Though the costs of expanded transitsmraices and program participation are high,
they would likely be less than the enormous ecoon@nd human costs we incur from the
currently poor adult outcomes of former foster youRather than expenditures for high rates of
incarceration, unemployment, and welfare reliapedlic funding could be used to provide the
supports and resources need to impart the skiltsyledge and abilities necessary to
successfully navigate the transition and becom®dugtive member of society (Wald and
Martinez, 2003). Transition services can prove @isscost-effective as early childhood
interventions (Karoly 2003) and could prevent digant psychological, social and economic
costs over the long run (Cohen, 1998; Coles, 200&)proved data collection on this population
of youth - their need for support, the serviceenaad, and their transitional outcomes — could
make possible a thorough cost-benefit analysis meating the potential cost savings to society
that could be achieved through an expansion ofpitigram area.
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Appendix A

Appendix A provides 1) detail on the case selegtimtess and 2) additional information that
provides a measure of how reliable a match restited the merging of the ACILSP graduate
and total ILSP-eligible data sets.

[. Initial Case Selection

This section explains how the researcher obtainedtudy population of ILSP-eligible foster
youth utilized in the analysis presented in Chagtemhe original ILSP-eligible dataset provided
by the Center for Social Services Research (CS8Ramed 3,630 youth defined as having
been in out-of-home care under Alameda County’klckelfare agency at least one day at or
after age 16. Though youth under the County’s probalepartment are also eligible for ILSP if
in out-of-home care on or after theirlBirthday, these youth were excluded from the ILSP-
eligible data by CSSR programming staff because#iseload data on probation youth was
known to be unreliable at the time the data weasvdr

Additionally, as the eligible youth population sldonly include those likely to have graduated
in the study period (June 1998 through June 20@ES R staff restricted the data draw to youth
who were under age 21 on Jan 1, 2000. This exclydeth born in 1978 or earlier who would
already have been age 20 or older in the first gégraduation data (1998). This exclusion is
consistent with the normative age range for ILS&lgation presented ifable A.1 which

shows that nearly all youth who graduated ACILS®vben 1998

and 2005 did so between the ages of 17 and 19.

Table A.1:
Age®’ of Youth at ACILSP Graduation, 1998-2005
Age of Youth at ILSP All ACILSP Graduates,
Graduation 1998-2005
14 or 15 3 (<0.5%)
16 3 (<0.5%)
17 150 (24%)
18 401 (65%)
19 58 (9%)
200r 21 5 (<1%)
Total Youth 620 (100%)

To ensure the research sample of ILSP-eligible |adjon is consistent with this normative age

of graduation across the study period, youth shbailege been no more than age 19 at the time of
first ACILSP graduation observed here (June 1988)at least 17 years of age at the time of the
last ACILSP graduation observed (June 200%ple A.2 examines the oldest cohorts of youth

in the CSSR dataset, defined by their date of bethtive to the California public school cut-off
date of December? and displays the number of each that matcheetéCILSP graduation
data. All five of the six-month cohorts were ndel than 19 in June 1998 and are therefore

" Table 1 uses a youth’s age on Jun®@the recorded year of ACILSP graduation.
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retained in the eligible population. Their rateA&ILSP graduation increases from six percent
among the oldest cohort (born between D8c1®78 and Jun€'? 1979) to 14 percent among
the fifth cohort (born between Det? 31980 and Jun€'® 1981), as one would expect, since any
graduations prior to 1988 are not observable indata on ACILSP graduation.

Table A.2: Cohorts of Older Youth in ILSP-Eligible Data and Numbers Graduating from

ACILSP, by Year

Number Number
and % of and % of Number
Number Youth Youth and % of
of Youth that that Youth that
in Likely | Age | Match Match Match
ACILSP- | High on | ACILSP ACILSP ACILSP
Cohort of eligible | School| June | Graduate | Age on | Graduate | Age on | Graduate
Youth Dataset | Grad. | 2" Data in June Data June Data in
Born: (N=446) | Year | 1998| 1998 |2"1999| in1999 |2"1999| 2000
1) 34 1997 19 2 (6%) 20 0 21 0
12/03/1978
—6/02/1979
2) 75 1997 18 7 (9%) 19 1 (1%) 20 0
6/03/1979 —
12/02/1979
3) 97 1998 18 | 10 (10% 19 4 (4%) 20 0
12/03/1979
— 6/02/1980
4) 105 1998 17 5 (5%) 18 6 (6%) 19 0
6/03/1980 —
12/02/1980
5) 135 1999 17 2 (2%) 18 12 (10%) 19 2 (2%
12/03/1980
—6/02/1981

Graduations among the youngest cohorts of ACILSdibéd youth are shown ifable A.3.
Cohorts 17 and 18 graduated at rates similar tortdive but graduations drop precipitously for
cohort 19. Cohorts 20 and higher were born toentg to be age-eligible for ACILSP
graduation during the study period; not yet haviegched age 17 by the time of the last
graduation observed, they are excluded from theareb sample. Only one of the 481 youth
(less than .5 percent) in these youngest threertohad actually graduated from ACILSP. All
other cohorts of youth are retained.
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Table A.3: Cohorts of Younger Youth in ILSP-eligide Data and Numbers Graduating
from ACILSP, by Year

Number
of Youth Number and Number and
in Likely | Age | % of Youth Age % of Youth
ACILSP- | High on that Match on that Match
eligible | School| June ACILSP June ACILSP
Cohort of Youth Dataset | Grad. | 2" | Graduate Data| 2™ | Graduate Data
Born: (N=1,138)| Year | 2004 in 2004 2005 in 2005
17) 12/03/1986— 205 2005 17 1(<1%) 18 22 (11%)
6/02/1987
18) 6/03/1987— 222 2005 16 1 (<1%) 17 18 (8%)
12/02/1987
19) 12/03/1987 — 230 2006 16 0 17 1 (<.5%)
6/02/1988
20) 6/03/1988 — 217 2006 | 15 0 16 0
12/02/1988
21) 12/03/1988- 230 2007 | 15 0 16 1 (<.5%)
6/02/1989
22) 6/03/1989- 34 2007 | 15 0 15 0
12/02/1989

While not presented in either table, the ACILSRdgedion rate of youth born between cohort
five in Table A.2and cohort 17 iTable A.3(so born between June 3, 1981 and December 2,
1986) was 13 percent. Including only youth whoewsithin the normative age range for
ACILSP graduation in the study period results inlz®P-eligible population of 3,149 youth,
born between December 3, 1978 and June 3, 1988 awiACILSP graduation rate of 11
percent overall.

Among the 3,149 youth remaining in the ILSP-eligibhtaset were 302 cases in which the foster
youth were no longer in an out-of-home placemeagat16 or older, though their case had not
yet been officially closed. It is not clear if #eeyouth would be considered eligible for ILSP;
being “in foster care” has been defined by theeSaatreceiving a foster care payment after the
age of 16 (State of California, 1999). With theist placement ended, it likely that these youth
were 1) no longer receiving foster care paymenteorices; 2) unaware of their ILSP

eligibility; and/or 3) not actively enough engageith a social worker to have received an ILSP
referral. Only six of these youth (or 2 percenérgvmatched as ILSP graduates, a graduation
rate much lower than the 11 percent seen amonigifitz149 youth in the ILSP-eligible
population (statistically significant at the .0@l/¢l). Missing data on several key case history
and geographic variables, these 302 youth are edniitom the ILSP-eligible population.

Finally, there are some youth among the remainjBg2cases who were not likely eligible for
ACILSP because either 1) they were not actuallyenide jurisdiction of Alameda County or 2)
they were living in counties other than Alamedage 16. There were 241 youth whose case
records indicate that they were both removed frdmrae outside of Alameda County AND
placed within a county other than Alameda Countgge 16 or older. These youth are excluded
from the analysis for this reason, a decision coréd by the fact that only four of these 241
youth (2 percent) were ACILSP graduates. In addjtyouth generally receive ILSP services in
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the county of placement though the county of jucisan is responsible for reimbursing the costs
of such services. Accordingly, ACILSP is most ke have served the 1,834 youth who were
placed directly in Alameda County at age 16 or o&del not likely to have offered services to
the 813 youth who were placed elsewhéeFable A.4 confirms this with a 16 percent ACILSP
graduation rate among youth placed in Alameda Goamd¢l only four percent among those
placed in another county.

For those few youth placed in other counties whoeweCILSP graduates, it is possible that they
found a way to stay active in the program despiadplaced further away, or they may have
become involved with the program during a latecetaent that was in fact in Alameda County.
However, while we know that 29 of the youth plagedther counties did manage to graduate
from the ACILSP, we have no way of knowing if tleemaining 543 youth graduated from
another ILSP in their placement county. Missinigjiformation on the dependent variable
(ILSP graduation) for these youth, they are exdluiem the analysis, leaving a final sample of
2,034 youth.

Table A.4: Distribution of youth and ACILSP graduation
rates (in parens) among subgroups defined by countyf
removal and placement
County County of Placement at Age 16+
of Alameda Other Missing Total
Removal
Alameda] 1,383 469 (5%) | 134 (13%) 1,986
(17%) (14%)
Other| 182 (7%)| 241 (2%) | 22 (0%) 445 (4%
Missing 269 103 (7%) 44 416
(17%) (16%) (14%)
Total 1,834 813 (4%) 200 2,606(13%)
(16%) (12%)

Il. Examining the Degree of Match between ILSP-Eligole Youth and ACILSP Graduates

This section examines the accuracy of the matcleeeti by merging the ACILSP graduation
and ILSP-eligible datasets in terms of A) the petaé ACILSP graduates matched to ILSP-
eligible youth and B) the rate of ACILSP graduatamtieved through the merge.

A. Percent of ACILSP Graduates Matching to ILSP-Elgible Youth

Data on the 620 ACILSP graduates were merged wéhnitial CSSR ILSP-eligible youth
dataset of 3,630 foster youth and 58% (359 graduatere successfully matched. The most
likely explanation for the 261 ACILSP graduates ithid not match up is that these youth were
either 1) under the jurisdiction of the Alameda @yprobationagency or 2) under the
jurisdiction ofanother county entire)yand therefore not contained in the initial ILSRyible
population which drew only from youth who were untlee jurisdiction of the Alameda County
child welfare agency at some point. If youth weneler Alameda County jurisdiction but
supervised by the County’s probation departmenif,tbey were under another county’s
jurisdiction but placed in Alameda County, they \Wbliave been eligible for (and perhaps
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utilized) services from ACILSP, but would not haxeen included in the initial ILSP-eligible
dataset compiled by CSSR and used for the dataemétpbation youth would have been
excluded because of issues with data reliabilitg, youth under another county’s jurisdiction
would have been excluded because this dissertatiesearch is only permitted to utilize case
data for youth under Alameda County jurisdiction.

To examine this issue, the researcher compares2dACILSP graduates with overall Alameda
County foster care caseload dynamics with regambtmty of jurisdiction and agency of
supervision. Summarizing annual point-in-time asuf child-welfare supervised youth
between 1999 and 200bable A.5 shows that an average of 78 percent of the cheldiane

(CW) supervised youth living in Alameda County waraler that County’s jurisdiction, and 22
percent were under the jurisdiction of other caesifi If ACILSP-served youth are
representative of all foster youth (ages 16 toliéy)g in Alameda County, we would expect that
approximately three-quarters of the program’s gadeliwould be under Alameda County’s
jurisdiction. Identifiers for county of jurisdicmn (the first two digits of the youth’s Foster Care
Information System identification number) indictltat 88 percent of the 620 ACILSP graduates
from 1998 through 2005 were under Alameda Countyisdiction, while 12 percent (76 cases)
were under another county’s jurisdiction.

There are two likely explanations for this overegantation of Alameda County youth among
ACILSP graduates (that is, why only 12 percentieathan 22 percent, of ACILSP graduates
are under the jurisdiction of another countyP strit is possible that youth placed in Alameda
County but under another county’s jurisdiction kass likely to be linked to the ACILSP due to
weaknesses in the communications and service aéfarstems between counties. . In addition,
probation youth made up an average of 26 perceait ofit-of-nome youth under Alameda
County’s jurisdiction between 1999 and 2005. TH&ILSP graduate data do not distinguish
between child welfare- and probation-supervisedlydout the presence of probation youth
would increase the number Alameda County youth gn#&@ILSP graduates.

Table A.5: Alameda County Caseload CharacteristicsAverage Point-in-Time
Estimates, January > 199¢-2005, Part :

Point-in-Time # of Youth | Average % | Average # | Average %
Average # of Living in of Youth of Youth of Alameda-
Youth in Care, | Alameda, Living in Under jurisdiction
Ages 16-20, under CW- | Alameda, Alameda | Youth, 1999-
Youth Populations: 1999-2005 supervision 1999-2005 |Jurisdiction 2005
Alameda CW-
Supervised Youth Living
in Alameda 416 416 78% 416 48%
Alameda CW-
Supervised Youth Living
out-of-county 223 0 0% 223 26%
Out-of-county CW-
Supervised Youth Living
in Alameda 117 117 22% 0 0%
Alameda Probation-
Supervised Youth 224 0 0% 224 26%
Total All Youth
Subgroups 980 533 100% 863 100%

% Table A.5 Source: Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijb, Lee, S., Dawson, W., Magruder, J., Exel, ®ugccaro-Alamin, S., Williams, D.,
Zimmerman, K., Simon, V., Hamilton, D., Putnam-Hstein, E., Frerer, K., Lou, C., Peng, C. and Mobte(2010). Child Welfare Services
Reports for California. Retrieved 9/12/2010, fromikgrsity of California at Berkeley Center for SalcBervices Research website. URL:
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/uch_childwelfare
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Table A.6 presents these data differently, but with simiésults. Looking at average caseload
numbers for the study period (1999-2005) we seeAlzaneda County youth who were
probation-supervised and youth under other courntigsdictions made up a fairly substantial
share of the ILSP-eligible population in Alamedau@ty - 30 percent and 15 percent
respectively’”® If ACILSP graduates truly reflect the breakdovireligible youth, in terms of
supervising department and county of jurisdictitien the 58 percent match rate (of ACILSP
graduates to the ILSP-eligible dataset) is vergelm the 55 percent one would expect.

Table A.6: Alameda County Caseload Characteristiciverage
Point-in-Time Estimates, January ' 1999-2005, Part 2

Point-in-Time
Average # of # ILSP- % of Total

Youth in Care, Eligible ILSP- Included in
Ages 16-20, |Youth, 1999-| Eligible, Study
Youth Populations: 1999-2005 2005 1999-2005 Data?

Alameda CW-Supervised
Youth Living in Alameda 416 416 55% Yes
Alameda CW-Supervised
Youth Living out-of-
county 223 0 0% Yes
Out-of-county CW-
Supervised Youth Living

in Alameda 117 117 15% No
Probation-Supervised
Youth in Alameda 224 224 30% No
Total All Youth
Subgroups 980 757 100%

B. Graduation Rates Achieved by Matching ACILSPd@agion and ILSP-Eligible Data

When the ILSP-eligibe data set is restricted aailget inSection | above, the identification of
319 ACILSP graduates among the 2,606 total ILS§iksé youth suggests a 16 percent
graduation rate overall. Even when the ILSP-elgjopulation is restricted to only the 1,489
youth both removed from and placed in Alameda Cguhe ACILSP graduation rate only
increases to 17 percent. In order to get a sen$éhis is a reasonable merge result, the
researcher analyzed rates of ILSP service reogjatrted for Alameda County and California as
a whole. According td@able A.7, which is based on county-reported data for Fi¥ear 2008-
2009, 53 percent of child welfare-supervised angdtent of probation-supervised youth
exiting from care in Alameda County were reportedhaving received ILSP servicEsRates of
ILSP receipt among youth statewide were considgfailgher - 86 percent and 81 percent
respectively.

% Table A.6 Source: Needell, B., Webster, D., Armib, Lee, S., Dawson, W., Magruder, J., Exel, ®ugccaro-Alamin, S., Williams, D.,
Zimmerman, K., Simon, V., Hamilton, D., Putnam-Hstain, E., Frerer, K., Lou, C., Peng, C. and Mobte(2010). Child Welfare Services
Reports for California. Retrieved 9/12/2010, fromikgrsity of California at Berkeley Center for SalcBervices Research website. URL:
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/uch_childwelfare

“CTable A.7 Source: SOC 405 E - Exit Outcomes foutficAging Out of Foster Care Quarterly StatistRaborts, available at:
http://www.cdss.ca.gov/research/PG1940.htm
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Though California has recently changed to a newrntép systeni? the accuracy of these
county tabulated figures has long been in questiento both variations in how “service” is
defined as well different data tracking methodoésdbeing used across counties. Far more
youth receive some kind of ILSP service — which lbaras minimal as attending an initial
orientation — than become more fully engaged inptiogram and stay involved long enough to
“graduate” prior to their aging out of care. Aatstd in Chapter 4, only 28 percent of eligible
youth invited to an ACILSP orientation in the F20l08 period actually attended, though youth
could still receive services without attending aiemtation. As reported in Chapter 3, an
evaluation of a Los Angeles ILSP program found #mbng the control group (those not
specifically recruited into the treatment progra@y),percent enrolled in the ILSP and 23 percent
graduated from the prograth.Given these figures, an actual graduation ratséadr 17 percent
would not be unreasonable.

Table A.7: Receipt of ILSP Services among Child Wédre- and
Probation-Supervised Youth, for California and Alameda

Child-Welfare Supervised Probation Supervised
Youth of known % who rec'd ILSP Youth of known % who rec'd ILSP
whereabouts prior to aging out whereabouts prior to aging out
California 2,733
Alameda 160

41 Counties have long reported data on youth in Gditeene placements through quarterly SOC 405 reuitisnitted to the State. As of October
2008, counties now use separate SOC 405 forms @/CWS data fields to report on the outcomes oflaB services provided &xiting

youth (both child welfare- and probation-supervjséalchild-welfare supervised youth who are still care; and toprobation youth stillin
careand all youth receiving services in théercare period. This new method for tracking eligibilfiyr and receipt of ILSP services could be
yielding more accurate statistics.

“2.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Aistmation for Children and Families. (July 200Byaluation of the Life Skills Training
Program: Los Angeles Countyashington, D.C.
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