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AGING OUT OF FOSTER CARE:

‘What Do We Know about Helping Emancipating

Youth and the Independent Living Programs
in the Bay Area?

Executive Summary

This BASSC Policy Monograph
examines the needs of youth aging out of
the foster care system and programs to
assist youth with their transitions to
mdependent living. It 1s based upon a
review of the national research and policy
literature to 1dentify “what we know” as
well mterviews with local Independent
Living Programs (ILP) staff inside and
outside nine Bay Area county social
service agencies to 1dentify “what we are
doing”.

The monograph 1s divided into the
following six sections (along with an
Appendices that includes profile
descriptions of each county):

Description of outcomes for the
out-of-home placement of older
adolescents who are aging out of
care, along with a summary of the
The major research findings (1994-2000)
relate to the capabilities of older foster
youth to acquire independent living skills,
deal with homelessness, achieve financial
self-sufficiency, further their own
education, deal with mncarceration, and/or
deal with special needs. An overall
conclusion 1s that youth leaving
placements do, 1n fact, struggle to survive
mdependently and simply do not do as
well as adolescents who are not n foster
care. They lack experience in
employment and educational skills and
therefore are at risk of homelessness,
mcarceration, and public assistance.

federal legislation for the past two
decades.

Description of independent living
programs from a national
perspective.

Identification of gaps in services as
well as policy limitations from a
national perspective, along with the
California guidelines, funding, and
pending legislation.

An analysis of “what we know.”
Description and analysis of local
Bay Area ILP programs related to
“what we do”, along with a cross-
county comparisons of innovative
services and future challenges.

Major Research Findings

Most of the research relates to the federal
governments efforts, beginning in 1986
with the Transitional Living Program for
Older Foster Children, to assist state and
local child welfare agencies in responding
to the needs of youth aging out of foster
care. However, given the limitations of
funding and public policy, it was not until
1999 that congress passed the Foster
Care Independence Act (known as the
Chafee Act) to increase funding (capped
entitlement of $140 million), change the
upper age limit for eligibility to 21, and
require a 209% state match.




In the most recent national demographic
description (1996) of the youth served by
ILPs, youth aging out of foster care are
living in the following types of settings:
group care (32%), family foster care
(389%), kinship care (9%), independent
living (996), with birth family (196), and
other arrangements (119%). The array of
ILP services across the country can be
categorized nto two components; namely
trarning (daily living skills, employment
skills, and education skills) and
transitional support services (room and
board as well as counseling). Research on
the outcomes of these ILPs suggest the
following gaps: 1) lack of relationships
with local employers, 2) lack of affordable
housing, 3) lack of legislative mandates
for further education or acquiring
mdependent living skills, 4) limited
ehigibility for those under 16 or over 21,
and 5) lack of information on how youth
with special needs are being served.

The major research findings on youth
aging out of foster care across the country
mclude the following:

National Demographics

There are 175,000 youth in out-of-
home placements between the ages
of 14 and 21, with only 67,000
being served by ILPs.

There are approximately 20,000
youth aging out of care every year.

National Outcomes

While most ILPs include skill

training (daily living, employment,
Local ILP Services: What are we doing in
the Bay Area?

education) and support services
(housing and counseling), youth
aging out of care continue to face:
+  fancial hardship
* homelessness
* Incarceration
+ early pregnancy
+mental health and substance
abuse problems
+ 1naccessibility to health care
+ minmimal independent living
capabilities
+  limited employment and
education experience

National Service Gaps

+  Employment (lack of
collaboration with employers,
with few job coaches or
mentors)

+ Education (no funding for
secondary education tuition and
no funding for room and board
when in school)

+ Housing (lack of affordable and
stable housing and few cluster
site housing opportunities)

+ Personal Growth (difficulty with
transportation, no standardized
mdependent living skills
training, excessive adult
supervision)

+  Elgbility (limited to 16-21)

+ Special needs (inadequate data
to address these needs)

The preliminary findings are categorized
as follows: 1) organizational structures, 2)
service patterns, and 3) challenges ahead.
First, each county has a slightly different

1



organizational structure for their ILP.
Some operate the entire program in-
house (Contra Costa, San Mateo, Santa
Cruz, and Sonoma), others subcontract
out their ILP program to a community-
based organization (Marin and Napa),
and still others operate a “hybrid” model
with some functions kept in-house and
other contracted out (Alameda, San
Francisco, and Santa Clara). Second,
when 1t comes to services, most county
ILPs provide independent living skills
courses at the local community colleges.
These courses are supplemented in most
counties with special workshops, career
counseling and vocational training. A few
counties are experimenting with
mnovative services in the areas of
transportation, drop-in centers, youth
empowerment programs, emancipation
conferences, and aftercare services.
Based on a variety of experiences in
providing services, a set of lessons
learned have been 1dentified i the areas
of program philosophy, program design,
and program components. Third, there
are significant challenges that impact the
future of ILPs in each county and the
youth that are emancipating out of child
welfare services. The local challenges are
framed as “A Call for Action” that
parallels, as well as amplifies, the needs
found in the national research findings.

A Call for Action

Challenge 1: Strengthening Program
Recruitment and Retention
Overcoming the resistence of
emancipating foster youth to
participate in a child welfare

The lack of foster and group homes

n a county forces the use of out-of-
county placements, complicating
the ability of ILP staff in the county
of origin to maintain contact,

supported ILP program and the

lack of a steady referral process due

to staff turnover. Similarly, keeping
track of youth who move from
placement to placement is a
significant threat to participant
retention in the ILP.

Challenge 2: Increasing Support for
ILP from Foster Care

Providers
There 1s a need to help providers
understand and support the value
of the ILP for emancipating youth,
including the need for
transportation assistance to get the
youth to the programs.

Challenge 3: Addressing the Need for
The lack of affordable housing
places increased pressure on the
Transitional Housing Placement
Program operated by some of the
ILPs. While some colleges and
universities provide dormitory or

congregate housing, community
colleges do not.

Challenge 4: Serving the Special Needs
There 1s a need to fully document
and address the special needs of
youth, especially tutoring to address
learning disabilities and counseling
to address substance abuse and
other emotional/ developmental
problems.

Challenge 5: Claritying Role of
Counties in Serving Out-of-
county Youth

facilitate independent living
services, and provide the financial
resources needed.

Challenge 6: Enhancing Database

1m

Housing

of Youth



Systems

Since the CWS/CMS information
system 1s not designed to track
participation in ILPs or to track
youth who have emancipated, it 1s
difficult to determine who 1s eligible
for the program, especially those
referred from a Probation
Department. In addition, the state
ILP reporting requirements
continue to change from year to
year and therefore 1t 1s difficult to
develop a consistent county
database, let alone one for the Bay
Area.

Challenge 7: Pursuing Further Research

Increased attention 1s needed to
fully understand the relationship of
ILPs to the referral sources of
county juvenile probation and child
mental health programs. Another
area of research mvolves the
prospects of recruiting youth
younger than 16 into the program
i order to begin the planning for
emancipation earlier (as young as

14).

1v



AGING OUT OF FOSTER CARE:
‘What Do We Know about Helping Emancipating

Youth and the Independent Living Programs
in the Bay Area?

Introduction

Children of all ages are placed in out-of-
home placements for a number of
reasons. The placements are mtended to
offer a supportive family environment to
children whose natural parents cannot
raise them because: 1) of physical or
mental illness of the parents, 2)
behavioral difficulties experienced by the
child, 3) or problems within the family
environment (e.g. child abuse, alcohol
and drug use, extreme poverty, or legal
issues). Such children are dependents of
the state, are i protective custody. They
may be placed in a state-licensed foster
home, group home, residential treatment
centers, or with families who receive
some payment towards care for the
youth, such as a county-certified foster
homes.

The parents of the child may or may not
retain their parental rights, and the child
may eventually return home, or remain in
care 1f recommended by the child’s social
worker and authorized by the juvenile
dependency court. All dependent
children are placed into a permanent
plan if reunification with their parents
fails. These children then receive a
permanent plan: adoption, guardianship,
or long-term foster care, with adoption
always being the goal.

However, once in their suitable
permanent placement, these children face
During the 1980s and 1990s there were
numerous research studies addressing the
outcomes of youth in the foster care
system related to employment, housing,

several risks, such as growing up without
experiencing the protection, atfection,
encouragement, and intimate contact
associated with a stable family life
(Nollan, Wolf, Downs, Lamont, Martine,
& Horn, 1997, p. 3). Essentially, these
youth are removed from their community
of upbringing. As a result, they are often
unable to utilize the known support
networks in their home or community, or
easily access the services available to them
in their new community.

Opver the past few decades, the child
welfare system has experienced an
mcrease n the numbers of adolescents i
out-of-home placements. Between 1960
and 1980 the percentage of teenagers in
care, over the age of 13 years, increased
from 46 percent to 56 percent (Hornby &
Collins, 1981). This growth could be
attributed to the fact that prior to the
permanency planning movement, many
youth simply grew up in the system. Or,
the mcrease could have resulted from the
significant numbers of youth first entering
care as adolescents (Hornby et al., 1981).
Due, n part, to the permanency
planning movement less than 40% of
youth 1n care are twelve years and older
(Casey Family Programs, 2000; Mech,
1994).

and education (McDonald et al., 1996;
Hornby & Collins, 1981; Cook, 1994). A
variety of factors are associated with
outcomes; type of placement, reason for




admission, age at placement, number of
placements, time n care, and age at
discharge, yet 1solating their effects 1s
difficult, given the high correlation
between each of them (McDonald et al.,
1996). These studies have been effective
at shaping policies and programs related
to out-of-home placements throughout
the nation. Consequently, all levels of
government (federal, state, and local)
have pursued modifications to existing
policies such added funding, changed
reporting requirements, and increased
services to youth in out-of-home
placements, at all ages.

However, in more recent years research
has focused on the status of older
adolescents aging out of the system.
Some refer to this phenomenon as,
‘emancipating from the system.” These
older youth leave care with the
expectation from the foster care system
that they have the social skills,
educational and vocational experience,
money saved, and independent living
skills needed to succeed on their own.
However, studies have found that a large
proportion of youth leave the system
without the proper preparation and skill.
As a result, the federal government first
created and then modified Independent
Living Programs (ILP) legislation.

This monograph examines the needs of
youth aging out the foster care system and
Independent Living Programs, created by
county and state child welfare systems, to
assist these youth with their transition.
First, 1t describes out-of-home placement
outcomes of older adolescents aging out
of care, followed by the changing
legislation of last two decades. Second,
mdependent living programs are
described from a national perspective,

taking into account service changes over
time, present services offered, as well as
gaps 1n service and policy. Third, this
monograph examines the intervention of
Independent Living Programs from a
State of California perspective, by looking
at the state guidelines, eligibility, funding,
and pending legislation. Fourth, the work
of local Bay Area county ILPs are
described and compared. And fifth,
specific recommendations are proposed.

Youth Aging Out of Placements

There are between 600,000 and 700,000
children and adolescents in out-of-home
placement i the United States each year
(Casey Family Programs, 2000) and many
of these youth are older adolescents
(Maluccio & Fein, 1985). In fact, in 1998
over 100,000 adolescents ages 16 to 21
years were in care, and another 75,000
were between the ages of 14 and 15 years
old (Casey Family Programs, 2000).

Of these older adolescents, approxi-
mately 20,000 will age out of the child
welfare system each year with the
expectation that they will be independent
and self-sufficient (Fagnoni, 1999).
However, many youth experience
significant challenges in making the
transition from the out-of-home
placement system to independent living
(GAO, 1999). Some of the challenges
mclude: 1) lack of employment
experience, 2) inaccessibility to medical
care, 3) homelessness, 4) financial
hardship, 5) lack of affordable, stable
housing, 6) increased likelihood of
mental health problems and/or substance
abuse problems, 7) incarceration, and 8)
early pregnancy (Barth, 1990; Fagnoni,
1999).




Child welfare agencies across the country
have the task of providing specific
services to meet the transition needs of
youth prior to their discharge from care,
especially since many will never return
home or be adopted (Barth, 1990). To
address these challenges, the service goals
mvolve helping the youth obtain adequate
housing, complete high school, achieve
and retain employment, forge and sustain
positive social relationships, perform
daily living skills, and live independently
upon exit from the system (Cook, 1994).
However, meeting these goals 1s
complicated by the growing numbers of
youth n care, the diversity of the youth,
and the bureaucracy of the service
delivery system.

Unfortunately, many young people
released from out-of-home care as
adolescents return as adult to the public
system through the criminal justice
system, the welfare system, or as residents
of homeless shelters (Casey Family
Programs, 2000). The reason for their
lack of self-sufficiency can be traced to
limited life skills, education, employment,
and social skills. The following section
describes the empirical

research addressing the outcomes of
youth aging out of placements.

Outcomes for Adolescents in Placement

There 1s a dearth of research in the field
of older adolescents aging out of the child
welfare system as most studies examine
the outcomes of younger youth and
children in the child welfare system. Yet,
One of the most well-known studies
examining outcomes of youth in out-of-
home placements 1s the Festinger study
of 1983. This study examined a sample
of 277 young people who aged out of
care in 1975, and who were between 18

adolescents have unique issues when
compared with other children in
placements, and therefore, it 1s
imperative to examine youth when they
first enter care. According to a recent
report by Casey Family Programs (2000)
approximately 27% of youth entering care
m 1998 were between the ages of 12 and
17 years. And, of these, 33% were 12 to
13, 449 were 14 to 15, and 23% were 16
to 17. A related study of outcomes of
adolescents m care found that
approximately 70 percent of adolescents
that exit from care entered the system as
adolescents (Courtney & Barth, 1996).
Similarly, it was found that the percentage
of youth that exit care, due to reaching 18
years old, increases as the age at entry
mcreases (Casey Family Programs, 2000).

Yet, older youth are the least likely, of all
of the youth in care, to be reunified,
adopted, or held in guardianship.
Fanshel, Finch & Grundy (1990) found
that when examining 585 youth in care,
with a mean age of first placement being
12.84 years (standard deviation 2.99
years), 55.5% of the youth were
emancipated, 20.29% reunified with
parents, 20.7% transferred, and 3.9% ran
away by the time the case closed. This
provides evidence that the majority of
youth placed as adolescents do, n fact,
remain in care until they reach 18 years
old and emancipate.

General Outcomes

and 21 years of age at the time of
discharge. All of the participants had
been in out-of-home placement for at
least five years. The sample was drawn
using probability techniques and the
study offered information about the life




experiences of the youth, as well as the
challenges they faced after exiting care.
Festinger (1983) found that employment
rates of the youth in care were lower than
mn the general population, while receipt of
public assistance rates were higher than
that of the general New York population.
Most of the youth i this study reported
having adequate social support, which
was comparable to the youth in the
general population, but the youth in care
reported being less trusting of their
support networks (Festinger 1983, in
Buehler, Orme, Post & Patterson, 2000).
And, there were no significant
differences between youth in care and
those not in care with regard to physical
health (Festinger, 1983).

A recent study by Buehler et al. (2000)
examined the long-term correlates of
family foster care by taking a sample of
the 1988 National Survey of Families and
Household (NSFH) resulting in three
sub-samples of 101 participants each.
The three groups of participants were: (1)
randomly sampled idividuals with no
history of foster care, (2) those who
reported living with foster parents for at
least 6 months before 18 years of age,
and (3) those without a history of foster
care, selected because each was similar to
a respondent in the foster care sample on
background and demographic

characteristics (Buehler, Orme, Post &
Patterson, 2000).

The samples were compared on
measures of adult adjustment; adult self-
However, a major limitation of the study
1s that the follow-up participants
represented only those youth who were
located and agreed to participate in the
study, reflecting a possible sampling bias
(854 were located and 810 participated).
In fact, the differentiating characteristics

sufficiency, behavioral adjustment, family
and social support, and a sense of
personal well-being (Buehler et al., 2000).
The findings of the study showed that
adults with a history of foster care are at
risk for adjustment difficulties i several
areas of life when compared to adults in
the general population (Buehler et al.,
2000). And, adults with a history of
foster care have similar levels of adult
adjustment with those adults matched on
background characteristics such as low
soclo-economic status, gender, age, etc.
This study of family foster care extends
our understanding not only of foster
children and foster families, but to other
families who experience significant
disruptions 1n structure and low
economic circumstance as well (p. 623).

Another significant study by Cook (1994)
examined the preparation of youth
care for mdependent living and mvolved
810 respondents, gathered using a multi-
stage stratified random sampling
technique. The purpose of the study was
to measure outcomes in terms of
education, employment, economics,
parenthood, support network, drug and
alcohol use, housing, and health care, as
well as the effect of independent living
skills training on outcomes at follow-up.
The study found that youth with a history
of foster care placements were similar to
18 to 24 year olds living below the
poverty line on educational completion,
the use of public assistance, and
premature parenthood (Cook, 1994).

found between groups were: age when
discharged from care, receipt of services,
and State from which the youth came
(Cook, 1994). Other limitations were
that the study was based on self-reports
and the rehability and vahidity of the

mstruments utilized were not provided.




Independent Living Skills

Independent living skills training 1s
essential for adequately preparing youth
mn out-of-home care for emancipation.
The skills affect all areas of adulthood
such as finding and retaining
employment, pursuing further education,
maintaining a household, and achieving
stable housing. Mech, Ludy-Dobson &
Hulseman (1994) examined the life skills
knowledge of 534 foster adolescents ages
17 to 19 in three placement settings;
foster family homes, group homes, and
transitional apartments (scattered site and
cluster-site). The study used a purposive
sampling design. Life skills knowledge
was measured by a 50-item Life Skills
Inventory (i.e. a quiz) used to assess
knowledge in the areas of: rental/lease
arrangements, personal finances,
shopping, meal preparation, job seeking,
job retention, substance use,
contraception, health, consumer rights,
and household management. The
mternal reliability coefficient 1s 0.881 for
this measure, which 1s statistically
significant and the standard error of
measurement 1s 2.71, representing an
acceptable error measurement (Mech et
al, 1994). Validity measurements are
unknown.

The researchers found that youth who
live in apartment placements did
significantly better on measures of life
skills knowledge than youth n foster
homes or institutional/ group home
placements. A possible limitation to this
study 1s placement selectivity; youth being
In addition, Barth (1990) found that of
55 former foster youth interviewed,
almost 309% reported that there was a
time since leaving care where they had no
home or were moving almost every other

placed 1n certain settings might have
significantly different functioning levels
than youth in other placements. It is not
clear the extent to which placement
selectivity alone can explain the statistical
differences obtained between and among
the different placements (Mech et al.,

1994).

However, it was found that youth in the
transitional apartment settings tended to
have the most responsibility for meal
planning, apartment maintenance,
scheduling daily routines, and saving a
portion of their income (Mech et al.,
1994). This possibly illustrates that the
more responsibility given to older youth
mn their living situation, such as in
moderately supervised apartment settings,
the more they learn the skills necessary to
live independently.

Homelessness

Homelessness 1s another serious
outcome for youth aging out of
placements. A number of studies have
shown that either temporary or
permanent homelessness can result after
emancipation. Courtney & Piliavin
(1998) found that of the 113 youth
mterviewed, 14% of males and 10% of
females were homeless at least once since
exiting care. And, the Westat (1991)
study found that 25% of the 810 former
foster care youth experienced
homelessness for at least one night

(Cook, 1994).

week. And, thirty-nine percent stated
they sometimes or often had 1ssues with
housing (Barth, 1990). The relationship
between homelessness and prior
episodes of systems placement 1s also




lustrated in a 1997 study of 400
homeless individuals, where 209 had
lived in foster care as children (Homes

for the Homeless, 1998).

Fnancial Self~-Suftficiency

A lack of self-sufficiency 1s also evident
with this population of young people.
For mstance, Westat (1991) found that
40% of the 810 foster youth surveyed 2.5
to 4 years after leaving care were a cost to
the community at the time of the
mterview (receiving public assistance,
mcarcerated, etc), 519 were
unemployed, and 62% had not
maintained a job for at least one year.
Similarly, Courtney and Piliavin (1998)
found that 39% of 113 youth were
unemployed 12 to 18 months after
leaving care, 19% had been unemployed
since exiting placement, and 32% had
received some type of public assistance
while on their own.

Additionally, Barth (1990) interviewed
fifty-five youth that had exited from foster
care for at least one year. It was found
that approximately 53% had reported
having serious monetary troubles, such as
not being able to buy food or pay bills,
since leaving foster care, and as a result,
about one third reported they had
committed a crime to get money. Crimes
mcluded living in a car, stealing money
for food, prostitution, and selling drugs
(Barth, 1990).

Financial self-sufficiency and finding
stable housing are two of the most
important elements to achieving
mdependence. Youth that emancipate
from care are clearly at a higher risk, than
youth not in care, of not retaining stable
Little 1s known about how the effects of
events and transitions during time n out-

housing and not being able to support
themselves financially, which can lead to
homelessness and dependency on others.

LEducation

Educational deficits have also been found
m numerous studies among youth who
have emancipated from out-of-home
placements (Courtney et al., 1998;
Festinger, 1983). For example, the
Westat study estimated that only about
44% of the 18 year olds who exited care
had completed high school (Cook, 1994).
Blome (1997) found that 77% youth in
foster care (167 youth, randomly
sampled) had completed high school, as
compared with 93% of a matched non-
foster care group when examining the
participants five years after leaving care.
And, the study also found that foster
youth are two times more likely to have
dropped out of high school than non-
foster youth (Blome, 1997). However,
despite having similar test scores and
grades as non-foster youth, foster youth
are also less likely to be enrolled in
college preparatory classes in high school

(Blome, 1997).

There 1s clearly a large discrepancy in the
educational achievements of youth
care when compared to youth not in care.
Whether these discrepancies are due to
a lack of ability due to upbringing, a non-
supportive home-life, or minimal
residential stability, there 1s one thing
apparent; youth in care fare worse than
their peers at home with their families.

Incarceration

of-home placement are related to the
outcome of mcarceration (Jonson-Reid &




Barth, 2000, p. 493). English, Kouidou-
Giles, and Plocke (1994) randomly
sampled 500 youth ages 16 years and
older and found that over one-half (58%)
of the youth received additional services
from the Juvenile Justice system during
their time 1 care. And, another study by
Jonson-Reid et al. (2000) utilized a
prospective design to examine
mcarceration, for felonies and violent
offenses, as a long-term outcome for
youth in care. It was found that males
and females with prior child welfare
supervised placements had a higher risk
of later incarceration than children in the

general population (Jonson-Reid et al.,
2000).

Also, researchers specifically found that
for youth 1n care, the rate of entry to the
California Youth Authority (CYA), which
houses more serious adolescent
offenders, was highest for youth who first
entered placement between the ages of 12
and 15 years. These youth may have
experienced the trauma of being
removed from their homes, along with
the stressors of pre-adolescence, and
therefore might have fewer resources for
support than older children (Jonson-Reid
et al., 2000).

In addition, youth with multiple entries
mto care, having two or more different
spells in care, and those youth with
multiple placements, are at higher risk for
later incarceration than youth with only
one spell in care (Jonson-Reid et al.,
2000). And, there 1s a increased risk for
later incarceration for African-American
and Hispanic youth depending on the
Similarly, English, Kouidou-Giles, and
Plocke (1994) randomly sampled 500
youth, and found over one-half (54%)
had one or more documented
disabilities. Approximately one out of

placement type, as well as for youth who
were reunified with their parents
following their first spell in care (Jonson-
Reid et al., 2000). So, not only are youth
i out-of-home care at more risk for
future incarceration than youth never in
care, but also, specific subgroups of youth
are at heightened risk within the total
population of youth in placement.

Special Needs Youth

The data documenting special needs of
youth aging out of care 1s largely
unavailable, incomplete or unreliable
from most states (Casey Family
Programs, 2000). As a result,
mformation on clinically diagnosed
disabilities 1s available for only 39% of the
total children n care served in 1998. Of
the 399% of youth and children with
available information, 199% were found to
have a diagnosed disability, 619% were not
diagnosed, and 209 were not yet
determined (Casey Family Programs,

2000).

However, it has been estimated that 38%
of all adolescents 1n care, from 41 states
reporting, have an identified special
needs problem in 1998 (Casey Family
Program, 2000, p. 14). Special needs
mclude a diagnosed disability, vision or
hearing impairment, mental retardation,
physical disability, emotional disturbance,
other medical condition, child behavior
problem, substance abuse problem, or
receipt of Social Security Insurance
(Casey Family Program, 2000).

five youth were 1dentified as
developmentally disabled and about one
out of four were had emotional
disturbance 1ssues. These types of 1ssues
can greatly affect the probability of




success at time of emancipation as
behavioral problems and developmental
disabilities can limit employment abilities
and 1n turn, affect their ability to be self-
sufficient. Essentially, the adolescents
least ready for independent living appear
to be those who suffer from behavioral

and emotional problems (Iglehart, 1994).

Issues With Emancipation

In addition to assessing the outcomes of
employment, self-sufficiency, well-being,
education, incarceration, and
homelessness, 1t 1s important to evaluate
the emotional adjustment of the youth in
the process of terminating services and
entering independence. Youth react in
specific, identifiable ways and go through
similar stages before they can become
stable and independent (Anderson &
Simonitch, 1981). And, because their
placements tend to terminate abruptly
(usually on a birthday or achievement of
a high school diploma or GED), having
proper closure with foster homes can be
challenging because foster homes are
where dependency needs are met and
relationships are built (Anderson et al.,

1981).

The loss of a famihiar structure can bring
about a period of disequilibrium
mvolving regressive and progressive
behaviors (Lammert & Timberlake,
1986). Yet, managing the feelings
associated with the departure from care
can prove to be difficult for the youth
(Lammert et al., 1986). As a result,
reactive depression appears to be a
common reaction to emancipation
among the youths aging out of care. It
usually involves a four-stage process
consisting of anxiety, elation, fear and
loneliness, and quiet confidence

(Anderson et al., 1981). However, the
response to emancipation is different for
all youth depending on their support
network, ego strength, ability to adjust to
change, and coping skills. Symptoms of
reactive depression include despondency,
decrease of interest in activities,
apprehensiveness, loss of mitiative,
difficulty in concentration, and overall
pessimism (Anderson et al., 1981).

The research on this population, noted in
Figure 1, illustrates that youth leaving
placements do, 1n fact, struggle to survive
mdependently. Although some of the
studies have clear limitations, it 1s
apparent that adolescents in out-of-home
placements simply do less well than
adolescents not in foster care (Iglegart,
1994). These youth lack experience and
background in areas of employment and
educational skills, and therefore are at
risk for homelessness, incarceration and
reliance on public assistance.

Fortunately, policy-makers have
recognized the difficulties that former
systems youth face. As a result, they have
modified existing policies over time to
meet the changing needs of these youth
and fill the gaps n service. The next
section describes the federal legislative
changes in independent living

programs serving youth exiting the out-of-
home placement system.




Figure 1

Outcomes of Youth in Care

| Outcome Area

Study

Findings

General Outcomes

Festinger (1983)

Foster care youth felt less trustworthy of their
social support networks than non-foster care

youth (n=277)

Buehler, Orme, Post &
Patterson (2000)

Foster care youth are at risk for adjustment
difficulties in self-sufficiency, behavioral
adjustment, family and social support, and
sense of personal well-being as adults (n=101
i each sub-sample). Foster care youth were
similar to youth matched on demographic
characteristics

Cook (1994) Foster care youth were similar to youth
living in poverty on education completion,
use of public assistance, and pre-mature
parenthood (n=810)

Independent Living | Mech, Ludy-Dobson, & | Foster youth living in apartments did

Skills

Hulseman (1994)

significantly better on life skills knowledge
than youth in foster homes or group
homes (n=534)

Homelessness Courtney & Piliavin 14% of males and 10% of females were
(1998) homeless at least one night since leaving
care (n=113)
Cook (1994) 25% of foster youth experienced homeless
for at least one night (n=810)
Homelessness Homes for the Homeless | 209 of homeless adults were surveyed and

(1998)

found to have lived in foster care as children

(n=400)

Financial Self-
Sufficiency

Cook (1994)

40% of foster youth surveyed were a cost to
the community after leaving care (receiving

public assistance, incarcerated, food stamps
etc.) (n=810)

Barth (1990)

53% of foster youth reported having serious

money troubles (n=55)




Outcome Area

Study

Findings

Courtney & Piliavin
(1998)

39% of foster youth were unemployed

12 to 18 after leaving care, 19% had been
unemployed, and 32% had received
some type of public assistance (n=113)

Education

Cook (1994)

44% of youth leaving care had
completed high school (n=810)

Blome (1997)

77% of youth in care had completed
high school (n=167) compared with 93%
of matched non-foster care youth, foster
youth are two times more likely to drop
out of high school than non foster youth,
and foster youth are less likely to be
enrolled 1n college preparatory classes in

high school.

Incarceration

Jonson-Reid & Barth
(2000)

Males and females with foster care
histories have a higher risk of later
incarceration than non foster care youth,
youth with multiple entries into care,
having two or more spells in care, and
multiple placements are at higher risk for
later incarceration than youth with only
one spell in care (n=590).

English, Kouidou-Giles
& Plocke (1994)

5H8% of youth in care receive additional
services from the juvenile justice system

(n=500).

Special Needs
Youth

Casey Family Program

(2000)

Approximately 389% of youth have
identified special needs problems

English, Kouidou-Giles
& Plocke (1994)

549% of foster youth surveyed have one
or more documented disabilities, 1 1n 5
are developmentally disabled, 1 in 4
have emotional disturbance 1ssues

(n=500).
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Independent Living Programs

Legislation

To address the needs of youth in out-of-
home placements, Congress passed the
Child Welfare Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-608)
and Adoption Assistance and Child
Wellare Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-272). These
statutes and their resulting regulations are
the major forces shaping out-of-home care
programs and services today (McDonald
etal., 1996, p. 12). The aim was to ensure
that youth were either reunified with their
families or placed in well-supervised long-
term out-of-home placements.

Specifically, P.L. 96-272 prioritized the
placement goals for youth in terms of
family reunification, adoption,
guardianship, or long-term care (in that
order). At that time, permanent planning
was held to be the most appropriate
arrangement for youth.

In 1986 the Federal Transitional
Independent Living Program for Older
Foster Children was created to assist child
welfare agencies with responding to the
needs of youth aging out of care.
Congress authorized the program via P.L.
99-272, Section 477 to improve
preparation for independent living for
federally eligible youth n foster care
(Barth, 1990, p. 420). It provided annual
federal funding ($70 million annually since
1992) for states to create and implement
ILP services and required that all youth in
care be tested for life skills competencies
by age 16 (Nollan, Downs, Wolf &
Lamont, 1996). Youth aged 16 to 18
years and older were offered services to
assist them 1 the transition to
imdependent living, and states had the
option to serve young people up to the age
Then, in 1999 the Foster Care

Independence Act was signed mto law

of 21. The legislation stipulated that state
and local governments could create ILPs
to offer counseling related to education
and employment, as well as training to
foster basic living skills and interpersonal

and social skills (U.S. GAO, 1999).

However, there were inherent problems
with this legislation. For instance, states
were not required to match funds if the
total allocation for all states was under $45
million of funding. So, if a particular state
did not want to mvest its own funds mn ILP
activities, 1t would still receive a significant
amount of funding, but not have to
provide any more for ILP activities. Also,
there was no provision requiring youth
participate in designing their own ILP
activities, and no special funds targeted for
young people transitioning from care
(National Foster Care Awareness Project,
2000). Lastly, this Act negatively affected
youth aging out of care, as it had no health
care provision and no requirement that
placement workers receive training to
assist young people with their transition to
mdependent living.

Additionally, under this Act of 1986, no
funds were authorized for evaluation,
technical assistance, performance
measurement, or data collection, making 1t
difficult for researchers to evaluate such
programs. Although this mitiative
attempted to alter the child welfare
services landscape for youth i care by
providing federal funding for ILP services,
almost nothing 1s known about the degree
to which its intent has been realized
(Courtney et al., 1998, p. 2). This helps
explain the present dearth of research
examining ILP programs.

(P.L. 106-169), replacing the former
Independent Living Initiative established
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mn 1986. It was called the John H. Chafee
Foster Care Independence Program
(Chafee Act), named after Senator Chafee
of Rhode Island, a long-time advocate for
children who are victims of abuse and
neglect. The Chafee Act allots $140
million to ILP services and changes the
upper age of eligibility for services to 21,
for those youth likely to remain in care
until their 18" birthday. It requires states
to provide a 209 non-federal match to
receive their full share of the funds
appropriated (National Foster Care
Awareness Project, 2000). By requiring
this, the federal government 1s attempting
to ensure states be fiscally invested in
foster youth as well.

The Chafee Act increases from $1,000 to
$10,000 the amount or assets that a young
person n placement can possess and still
maintain eligibility for funding. It gives
states the option to provide Medicaid
coverage to young people between 18 and
21 years of age who are still in placement
on their 18" birthday. It also requires
states to use a part of their funds for
services for youth between the ages of 18
and 21 who leave placement because they
have already reached 18; specifically, states
can use up to 309% of total program funds
for room and board to assist these older
youth.

Additionally, states are mandated to certify
that funds will be utilized to offer training
for placement providers to help them
understand and address the 1ssues
adolescents are faced with when preparing
for independent living (National Foster
Care Awareness Project, 2000). Most
mmportantly, it requires that young people
must directly participate in designing their
own program activities and accept
personal responsibility for achieving

mdependence (National Foster Care
Awareness Project, 2000, p. 12).

In addition, the Chafee Act increases state
accountability over the former Act of
1986. This 1s a significant change because
prior to this program there were no
mandates requiring states create evaluation
techniques of their Independent Living
Programs. Now, as a result of this act,
approximately 1.59% of the total funds
authorized to states must be used for
evaluation, technical assistance,
performance measurement, and data
collection. The Act stipulates that the
following performance measures be
examined: educational attainment, high
school diploma, employment avoidance of
dependency, homelessness, non-marital
childbirth, incarceration, and high risk
behaviors. Information regarding the
scope, intensity and duration of services
will be essential when it 1s necessary to
examine ILP services across states

(DHHS, 1999, p. ii).

As summarized i Figure 2, the Chafee
Foster Care Independence Act makes it
clear that independent living services
should be seen as a service to young
people that will help them as they
transition to adulthood, regardless of
whether they end up on their own, reunify
with family, are adopted, or live in another
permanent living arrangement

(National Foster Care Awareness Project,
2000, p. 14). It allows for states and local
communities to expand activities and
programs to help young people transition
from placement and 1s an important step
towards more significant policy reforms
affecting youth aging out of care. The
following sections describe the youth
served by Independent Living Programs,
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Figure 2

Chafee Act Program Components

Provision

Description

Amount

$140 million capped entitlement

State Match

209% state match required on total allocation

Allocation Formula

Based on the proportion of children in both Title IV-E funded
and state funded foster care in the state for the most recent fiscal
year; no state shall receive less than $500,000 or its 1998
allotment, whichever is greater

Set-aside for data
collection

1.5% of authorized program funds set aside for evaluation,
technical assistance, performance measurement, and data
collection

Eligible Young People

Young people up to age 21 who are “likely to remain in foster
care until age 18” and those who have aged out of foster care,
without regard to their eligibility for Title IV-E funded foster care;
a portion of funds must be used to serve eligible young people 18
to 21 who left foster care because they reach 18

Benefits to Indian

Children

States must make benefits and services available to Indian
children 1n the state on the same basis as other children

Participation in
program design

Young people must participate directly in designing their
own program activities and accept personal responsibility
for achieving independence

Funding for services
to older youth

States must use a portion of their funds for assistance and
services for young people 18 to 21 who left foster care
because they reached age 18

Use of funds for

room and board

States may use up to 30% of their program funds for room
and board for young people 18 to 21 who have left foster
care because they reached age 18, but not 21

Health Care States given the option to extend Medicaid coverage to
young people ages 18 to 21 who were in foster care on their
18" birthday, or some subset of this group

Asset Limit Asset limit changed to allow young people to have $10,000

(rather than $1,000) in assets and remain eligible for
Title IV-E funded foster care

Training for staff and
parents

States must certify that Title IV-E funds will be used to
provide training to help adoptive and foster parents,
workers in group homes, and case managers understand
and address the issues confronting adolescents preparing for

mdependent living

National Foster Care Awareness Project (2000, p.12-13)
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as well as the specific services offered to
youth.

Youth Served

In 1996, Independent Living Programs
throughout the nation served
approximately 67,600 youth in care, more
than 2.5 times than were served in 1989
(ACYF, 1999). This number was gathered
by final reports, submitted by States to the
Administration on Children, Youth and
Families (ACYF); however, only thirty
states provided final reports annually, so
this amount 1s probably underestimated.
Although 1t 1s evident there are far more
youth served than 67,600, the final reports
submitted still offer a national
representation of the youth served by
Independent Living Programs.

The number of youth served annually
differs greatly between states; some served
only 10 youth, and others served as many
as 9,000, in 1996 (ACYF, 1999). In fact,
ACYF (1999) data showed that of the
states reporting, ten states (New York,
California, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Illinois, Texas, Tennessee, Missouri, and
Minnesota) provide services to more than
50 percent of the total youth served
nationwide. Yet, the amount of actual
youth 1n care eligible for ILP services in
each state 1s unknown at this time.

Data suggest that many of the youth
ehigible for services between 1987 and
1996 did not receive ILP services, in spite
of the groundbreaking 1986 ILP mitiative
(P.L. 99-272). Of the thirty states that
submitted reports to ACYF (1999), more
than one-third of the total eligible youth
The youth served by ILP services are
extremely diverse 1n terms of age, race,
and placement type. Along with changing
demographics, the out-of-home placement

did not receive any services. Additionally,
other data gathered from 27 states by a
survey of the States” Independent Living
Coordinators illustrate that there has been
a consistent decrease across states in the
total number of youth eligible to receive
ILP services between the ages of 18 and
19, signifying that most youth in care at the
age of 18 leave prior to their 19" birthday
(Casey Family Programs, 2000).

It 1s necessary to investigate the cause of
this trend; why a percentage of youth do
not access ILP services after their 18"
birthday. Perhaps the youth were unaware
of the services available to them under the
ILP of 1986 (P.L. 99-272) and thought
that since they had to exit placements, they
could no longer access ILP. Or, the trend
might have been caused by a decrease in
funding per youth. For instance, between
1987 and 1996 estimated funds per youth
actually decreased. In FY 1996, the
average estimated spending of ILP funding
per youth was $983, yet in 1987 it was
$1,674, over 1.5 times that in 1996
(ACYF, 1999). This discrepancy in
funding was due, in large part, to the fact
that ILP funds allocated to states between
1992 and 1996 remained unchanged at
$70 million, while states saw an increase in
amount youth served per year (ACYF,
1999). A possible result of decreased
funding per youth 1s a reduction of
available services, stimulating youth to exit
care 1f they feel there 1s no benefit to their
staying.

Profiles of Youth Served

types of older youth have changed
moderately over time, as seen by the
estimated percentages in Figure 3 (Casey

Family Programs, 2000; ACYF, 1999).
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Even if averaging the 1988 percentages, it
1s clear that placements in family foster
care and independent living have
icreased for older youth, while group
care has decreased, and kinship care has
remained the same over ime. When
comparing placements in 1988 with
placements m 1996 it 1s evident that older
youth have been placed where
mdependent living skills training can be
best implemented, in either independent
living, foster family care, or kinship care
(Mech, Ludy-Dobson, & Husleman,
1994). These percentages also signify that
youth with special needs or lower levels of
functioning, who are placed 1n group care,
might not participate in ILP services as
frequently as foster youth. Consequently,
youth in group home placements might
not be as prepared for emancipation.

When examining age and ethnicity
breakdowns of youth served by ILP, the
majority of youth served m 1996 (87%)
were between 16, 17, and 18 years old,
while the remainder (13%) were between
19 and 21 years old. With respect to
ethnicity, there were 50% Caucasian, 38%
African American, 9% Hispanic, 1% Asian
American, 1% Native American, and 2%
Other. These demographic characteristics
were consistent from 1987 to 1996
(ACYF, 1999). However, there 1s no data
indicating the relationship between types
of placements and ethnicity.

Additionally, of the total youth estimated
to be served by ILP i 1996 approximately
twenty-six percent were youth with special
needs (ACYF, 1999); those youth with
development, physical or emotional
disabilities, or substance use issues.
However, it 1s unknown 1if and how any
States have made special provisions in the
ILP service delivery

system for these youth as this data 1s not
available.

Limitations to Data

It 1s clear that one major limitation 1s the
lack of standardized reporting formats
across States and within States (ACYF,
1999). States either did not participate in
reporting to the Department of Health
and Human Services, or the profiles of
youth did not include all of the youth
reported by the thirty states. Therefore, it
1s unknown exactly how many youth have
been served by Independent Living
Program services in the past fifteen years,
thus making it difficult to describe an
accurate national picture of Independent
Living Programs.

Services Offered

The Chatee Act of 1999 gives states
flexibility in creating, implementing and
delivering independent living services
(Casey Family Programs, 2000).
Historically, States have offered a range

of youth services in the areas of education,
vocation, housing and home management,
money management, health care, mental
health, and personal growth. Between
1987 and 1996 the concentration of
services shifted from teaching primarily
concrete, tangible skills (vocational
traiing, job search, and money
management) to soft, intangible skills
(decision-making, healthy communication,
and conflict resolution). Presently, States
offer the following combination of tangible
and ntangible services to youth receiving
Independent
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Figure 3
Percentages of Youth Served by ILP

1988
16-17 Years™

1988
18-21 Years™

1996
16-21 Years

Group Care 61% 54% 32%
Family Foster 29% 28% 38%
Kinship Care 8% 8% 9%
Indep. Living 1% 9% 9%
Birth Family Not available Not available 19%
Other Not available Not available 11%

*Per centages m ght not add to 100%
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Living Program services: daily living skills
training, education skills training,
employment skills training, personal care
training, and transitional support services.
Daily living skills include home
management, money management, and
mterpersonal communication. Home
management 1s a rather broad topic
mcluding such skills as reading a lease,
paying bills, grocery shopping, cleaning,
and tenant’s rights. Personal care training
mvolves health care, mental health
support, safe sex, substance use
prevention, and choices and
consequences. In addition, health care
skills involves not only taking care of one’s
own person, but also gaining access to
health care and insurance coverage.

Employment skills include four main skill
areas essential to employability: basic
education skills (reading, writing, speaking,
math), pre-employment skills (job
searching, interviewing), work maturity
skills (work habits, behavior), and
marketable skills (knowledge related to a
particular industry or field) (North,
Mallabar, & Desrochers, 1988 in Sheehy,
Oldham, Zanghi, Ansell, Correia, &
Copeland, 2000). Essentially, successful
employment experiences for youth leaving
care rely heavily on the quality of skills
training and experience obtained while in

care (Sheehy et al., 2000).

Educational skills include access to
completing high school or a General
Equivalency Diploma (GED), post-
secondary educational programs, and
vocational traming programs. In addition,
youth are offered assistance with the post-
secondary application and the financial aid
application, as well as support with coping
with the daily struggles with completing
their educational goals.

Transitional support services are on a
continuum of services, depending on the
State or local jurisdiction. For mstance,
some agencies offer supervised practice
living, where youth can live in a facility and
receive case management support
depending on their skill level and needs.
Other agencies pay for room and board in
cluster site or scattered site apartment
settings, and yet others provide youth with
assistance in saving for start-up costs for
when they exit care. Under the Chafee
Act, youth between 18 and 21 are now
eligible to receive funding for room and
board expenses. This 1s significant given
the high rates of homelessness among
older youth. All ILP services are
summarized in Figure 4.

Clearly there are a number of different
ILP services available to older youth in
care. Itis at the discretion of each county
child welfare system to decide what
specific services will be offered, and in
what timeframe. The following

section describes the outcomes of
Independent Living Programs in various
areas of the country.

Independent Living Program Outcomes

Independent living programs are fairly
new, with most starting after 1980 (Mech,
1988, p. 490). In the last fifteen years
states have been given flexibility in
implementing their Independent Living
Programs (ILP), within guidelines
specified by both the Foster Care Act of
1986 and the more recent Chafee Act of
1999 (Lindsey & Ahmed, 1999). Since
the passage of these two Acts, only a few
studies have examined ILP outcomes.
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Figure 4

Independent Living Program Services

Description of Services

Type of ILP

Training

Daily Living Skills Home management (reading a lease, paying bills, grocery
Training shopping, cleaning, tenant’s rights)

Money management (budgeting, opening a checking/savings
account)

Interpersonal communication (conflict resolution, conflict
management, anger management)

Personal growth (health care, mental health support, safe
sex, substance use prevention)

Employment Skills Basic education skills (reading, writing, speaking)
Training Pre-employment skills (job searching, interviewing)
‘Work maturity skills (work habits, behavior)
Marketable skills (knowledge of a particular career)

Education Skills Completing high school diploma or GED
Training Assistance with post-secondary education application and
financial aid application

Developing coping skills for the daily struggles with
completing educational goals

Transitional Support | Supervised practice living (residential home)

Services Apartment living (scattered or clustered site)
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Most have examined outcomes in terms of
employment, education, housing and
independent living skills.

Lindsey et al. (1999) examined
Independent Living Program outcomes by
comparing foster care youth that
participated and did not participate in
such programs. The sample was gathered
using a stratified cluster sampling design
from two counties within each of the four
regions of the North Carolina Department
of Social Services. When located,
participants made the decision about
whether or not to participate in the survey;
there were 44 participants of ILP and 32
non-participants. All measurements were
based on self-reports.

The survey mstrument explored four
outcome areas: housing and living
arrangements, education and training,
employment and earnings, and financial
self-sufficiency (Lindsey et al., 1999).
There was a significant difference between
the two groups on housing outcomes; the
ILP participants reported being
significantly more likely to live
mdependently (live alone or with own
children, spouse/partner, friend, or an
unrelated person) than non-participants.
On educational outcomes ILP participants
were significantly more likely to complete
a technical/ vocational program, to be
enrolled n college, and less likely than
non-participants to be satisfied with just a
high school degree (Lindsey et al., 1999).

On measures of employment, however,
there were no significant differences
between the two groups. Employment
measures were: employed full-time,
Another study by Scannapieco & Shagrin
(1995), examined the outcomes of youth
in care who participated m an ILP
program (44 youth) and those who did not
(46 youth). On demographic variables the

employed part-time, hours worked per
week, experienced unemployment for
more than one month since leaving care,
episodes of unemployment, and longest
time unemployed (Lindsey et al., 1999).
When examining financial self-sufficiency,
it was found that participants reported
being significantly more likely to pay all
household expenses, while living with
others, than non-participants. It was
found that there was no significant
difference between the two groups in
terms of usage of public entitlements, even
though nearly half of each group utilized
Medicaid for health care.

A major limitation of this study 1s the
small sample sizes, due to difficulty in
locating study participants. And, an
important limitation is that there were
significant differences between the groups’
mean ages. That is, there 1s the possibility
that some of the favorable outcomes for
ILP participants might have been due to
the fact that they were shightly older than
non-participants (Lindsey et al., 1999, p.
405). However, another research study
found that when comparing outcomes for
ILP participants and non-participants, age
1s not associated with significant
differential outcomes between the groups
on education and employment
(Shippensburg University, 1993 in Lindsey
et al., 1999). Lastly, another limitation to
this study 1s that 1t did not take into
consideration living arrangement of the
youth while in care. That is, it is unclear
whether the participants were placed only
with foster families, or if they had
placements in group homes or institutions.

two groups did not differ, however youth
that were involved in the ILP were
significantly more likely to have come
from a two-parent family than youth that
did not participate in ILP (81.8% vs.




10.99) (Scannapieco et al., 1995). Yet,
other group comparisons were not found
to be significantly different; reason for
placement, delinquent behavior, and
services received during placement.

Variables related to the goals of the
Independent Living Program were
compared for the two groups of youth and
analyzed by examining case records
(Scannapieco et al., 1995). The ILP youth
were significantly more likely to be high
school graduates, have a history of
employment, and living on their own, self-
supporting, and employed at case closing
than youth that did not participate in ILP
(Scannapieco et al., 1995).

Limitations to this study are small sample
size, as well as the fact that the study does
not show the true relationship between the
specific ILP objectives and outcomes. In
addition, the study did not look at length
of time 1n care, which 1s an important issue
given that some participants came from
two-parent families and some did not. So,
if the ILP youth had not been in care as
long as the non-ILP youth, they might
have received more mdependent living
skills from their family of origin. Yet,
given the similarities of the groups in areas
n terms of age, gender, race, 1Q, services
received, and delinquency history, it 1s
plausible that the outcomes might be
related to participation i ILP.

In addition, Cook (1994) examined the
post-discharge outcomes of youth n care
and the effects of having independent
Lastly, Waldinger & Furman (1994)
compared two models of delivering
emancipation services, the Categorical
Independent Living Services (CILS)
model and the Integrated Services Pilot
(ISP) model. Under the CILS model

workers have regular caseloads and enroll

living skills traming. Of the 854 youth that
were located at follow-up, 810 were
mterviewed, however, it 1s unclear how
many youth received training and how
many did not as this was not clearly stated
in the article. There were seven outcome
measures; ability to maintain employment
for at least one year, education status,
ability to access health care, cost to
community, avolding young parenthood,
overall satisfaction, and availability of
soclal network (Cook, 1994). Also, there
was one composite measure of
‘independent living’ that summarized the
results of the previous seven outcomes.

It was found that there was no significant
relationship between having skills training
and the seven outcome measures, yet
when taking each individual outcome
separately, several areas of skills training
had positive effects on related outcomes
(Cook, 1994, p. 226). For instance,
money management skills, education, and
employment skills, in combination, had
positive effects in a youth’s ability to
maintain a job, acquire health care, not be
a cost to the community, have satisfaction
mn life, and be self-sufficient. And, it was
found that receiving training in any of
these skill areas increases the possibility of
a successful outcome more than when not
recewving training. However, there were
three outcomes; change in educational
status after discharge, early parenthood,
and having a social network, that were not

affected by skills training (Cook, 1994).

all eligible and mterested youth i a
county-run emancipation preparation
program. In contrast, the ISP model 1s a
unit of eight social workers who carry a
smaller caseload made up specifically of
youth ages 16 and older. The unique
feature of the ISP 1s the integration of the
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casework function with the emancipation
preparation function (Waldinger et al.,
1994, p. 205). ISP caseworkers spend
time engaging foster and birth families in
the emancipation process and thoroughly
assessing education and employment
abilittes. And, as a result of the smaller
caseloads, the workers are also able to
build strong relationships with the youth
and encourage them to participate in the
county independent living services; the
same services received by the CILS youth.

The sample consisted of 49 youth
participating in ISP and 62 participating in
CILS, however, it is unclear how the
sample was derived. The reduced and
specialized caseloads of the ISP model
resulted in more worker contact with the
youth and their foster families than the
CILS model (Waldinger et al., 1994).
Also, topics such as academics, vocational
preparation, housing at emancipation and
financial plans were significantly more
likely to be covered i ISP youth’s court
reports than i the reports of CILS youth.
Significantly more ISP youth participated
i services than CILS youth (399 vs.
15%), which 1s important as ILP services
are voluntary (Waldinger et al., 1994).
The higher rate of attendance might be a
result of the increased monitoring and
relationship-building between the ISP
youth and their workers. However, when
all youth were asked to self-report their
readiness to make it on their own, there
was no significant difference m their
current employment status, and their
support network (Waldinger et al., 1994).

A Iimitation to this study 1s that all of the
measures of readiness for independence
were based on self-reports. In addition,
this study was conducted prior to the

Chatee Act of 1999, which provides

mcreased funding for support of youth in
their transition to independent living,
mcluding funds for housing support,
supervised practice living, and proper
program evalua