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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

According to the King County Committee to End
Homelessness (CEHKC), up to 5,000 young people are
homeless in King County at some point each year. The
National Network for Youth reports that youth who
experience homelessness face an increased risk of mental
health problems, substance abuse issues, criminal activity
and victimization, unsafe sex, teen pregnancy, and poor
educational opportunities. Without assistance, most
homeless youth are at extremely high risk of chronic or
episodic homelessness, unemployment, and poverty as
adults. Therefore, engagement of homeless youth and early
intervention are critical.

In King County, Auburn Youth Resources (AYR), Friends
of Youth, and YouthCare previously received Family

and Youth Services Bureau (FYSB) funding for street
outreach. AYR had FYSB SOP funding from October

2008 — September 2011; Friends of Youth from October
2006 — October 2012; and YouthCare from October 2010 -
December 2013.

In response to a county-wide loss of federal funding to
support street outreach services by the end of 2013, AYR,
Friends of Youth, and YouthCare sought funding from the
Raikes Foundation, Ballmer Family Giving, and Thomas V.
Giddens Jr. Foundation for an SOP Learning Lab. Through
support from these funders, AYR, Friends of Youth, and
YouthCare staff came together to share best practices,
discuss challenges, and brainstorm solutions through a
combination of outreach leadership meetings, collaborative
trainings, and best practice seminars. The monthly out-
reach leadership meetings were designed to provide staff
with an opportunity to expand their network of support
and increase collaboration across the three agencies.

In June 2013, Cardea was engaged to implement an ex-
ploratory and descriptive, field-based evaluation of street
outreach and drop-in services as part of the SOP Learning
Lab. The objectives of this evaluation were to:

Please see references 1, 3 and 4 in the main report.
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1. Describe street outreach and drop-in services

provided by the collaborating agencies,
including county-wide coordination, overall
implementation and best practices

2. Develop methods and materials to better define
and describe runaway and homeless youth and
young adults who are engaged in outreach

3. Assess youth and young adults engaged in
the continuum of services, when possible

4. Build the collaborating agencies’ capacity to use
data to inform program/service improvement

During this effort, Cardea conducted 15 semi-structured
key informant interviews with agency staff and key
stakeholders, held three focus groups with youth, analyzed
retrospective data from YouthCare to examine drop-in
clients’ entry into the continuum of services, and worked
with the three agencies to develop and pilot new standard-
ized data collection instruments.

Key Findings — Street Outreach

Outreach staff are connecting with a wide
range of youth across the region

Collectively, AYR, Friends of Youth, and YouthCare
connected with more than 1,500 youth during the three-
month pilot period, and more than one-third were youth
who outreach staff were connecting with for the first time.
Outreach staff estimated that youth ranged from adoles-
cents to young adults and that more than one-third were
between 16-20 years.

The three agencies engaged in street outreach across

King County, with AYR and Friends of Youth extending
outreach to geographic locations far beyond their drop-in
centers. More populated outreach locations yielded higher
numbers of youth overall and “new faces,” but less populat-

ed locations were an important source of “new faces.”



Youth engaged during street outreach
are extremely vulnerable

Across agencies, outreach staff observed risky behaviors/
situational factors and other concerns, most notably sleep-
ing outdoors and drug and/or alcohol use. While reported
less frequently, outreach staff, as well as those who partici-
pated in key informant interviews, observed violence/gang
involvement and prostitution or sexual exploitation. Key
informants added that drug use is one of the barriers to
connecting and engaging with youth.

We see sexually exploited youth on Pac Highway
or 99. Just the last couple of weeks,
it’s taking place now in smaller communities.
More grooming of young girls is taking place, but
it’s not as much in your face.
[Weve] seen an explosion of heroin and meth use
[and] very heavy gang activity now

in the cities we cover.

— Outreach Staff at Auburn Youth Resources

Street outreach facilitates entry into
the continuum of services

During the pilot period, outreach staff made nearly 8oo
referrals during street outreach. They most commonly
referred youth to case management, but shelter, drop-in
services, and meals were also common referrals. In addi-
tion, outreach staff linked youth directly to services such as
shelters, drop-in services, and clinics/medical care.
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He was here to talk to me. He was always
giving me a card, a sack lunch; eventually, I
came through and asked for help. Since I knew
him, I took him as my case manager. I got my
ID through him, drug/alcohol counselor. He’s
been supporting me and helping me out with
everything I need....My first relationship with
this organization was with street outreach. It
took a lot of times, with them talking to me. I
saw them a lot, I definitely hit them up.

— Friends of Youth/Redmond Service Center

Data collection during street outreach can
be challenging, but is clearly feasible

Outreach staff initially indicated that data collection can
compromise their relationships with youth, citing that a
majority of youth they encounter distrust adults and formal
processes. Yet, they were able to successfully implement the
Street Outreach Encounter Summary Form, which allowed
for a finer level of data and analysis than the outreach
tracking forms that the agencies historically used.

Key Findings — Drop-in

Drop-in services support a diversity of youth

While demographic data were missing for a substantial
number of drop-in clients across some measures during
the pilot period, the retrospective analyses of YouthCare
data and data from both the Drop-in Log and Meaningful
Engagement Form indicated that a diverse group of youth
access drop-in services. Data from the log showed that
there are more male clients than clients of other genders
and that these clients range in age from 10-25 years. In
addition, data from the retrospective analyses of YouthCare
data and data from the Meaningful Engagement Form
indicated that youth of color and LGBT youth are dispro-
portionately represented among drop-in clients.



Youth who access drop-in services
face multiple challenges

Based on data from the Drop-in Log, youth accessed
drop-in services to meet basic needs, including meals, a
safe place to hang out, and, to a lesser extent, employment
or education services. Similarly, youth who were meaning-
tully engaged by outreach staff most commonly reported
that they experienced challenges around meeting basic
needs, as well as feeling isolated/lonely and grappling with
drugs and alcohol. In addition, the retrospective analyses
of YouthCare data indicated that youth faced a multitude
of other challenges, including long-term homelessness,
history of involvement with the legal system, mental health
challenges, fair/poor health status, and developmental
disabilities. Outreach staff commonly distributed basic
needs supplies to the youth. As key informants noted,
providing basic needs items not only opened the door for
engagement, but demonstrated true compassion.

Methods to streamline data collection
and analysis are critical

As with street outreach, data collection during drop-in
can be challenging. The three agencies were not able to
systematically capture many demographic characteristics
and housing status measures from all drop in-clients, and,
given data completion issues, it appears that it may not be
practical to track referrals during drop-in.
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Key Findings — Outreach and the
Continuum of Services

Outreach connects youth with services

Key informant interviews and focus groups revealed that
street outreach and drop-in services help youth feel safe
and accepted and gradually build relationships that facil-
itate transition to stability. In addition, the retrospective
analyses of YouthCare data indicated that youth connect
with drop-in services, shelter, case management, and other
services via outreach services. Once youth have meaning-
fully engaged with staff through outreach, data indicate
that about three-quarters of youth receive supplies and
referrals to services, and more than half are directly linked
to services.

Facilitating connections for youth of
color, LGBT youth, and youth under 18
should continue to be a priority

The three agencies are connecting with and engaging

with a diversity of youth, including youth of color, LGBT
youth, and youth under 18. Data from the Meaningful
Engagement Form suggested that agencies are linking
youth of color to services at similar or higher rates as other
youth. While data were limited, LGBT youth, and youth
under 18 may be somewhat less likely to be linked to ser-
vices. Therefore, facilitating connections should continue
to be a priority to ensure that these youth are supported in
connecting with service systems that are responsive to their
cultural/developmental needs.



Considerations

One of the objectives of this evaluation was to develop
methods and materials to better define and describe
runaway and homeless youth and young adults who are
engaged in outreach. With that in mind, Cardea worked
with the three agencies to develop and pilot four new data

collection instruments:

1. Street Outreach Encounter Summary Form
2. Drop-in Log
3. Meaningful Engagement Form

4. Additional retrospective questions

The three agencies were able to successfully implement
the Street Outreach Encounter Summary Form and
Meaningful Engagement Forms. Implementation of the
Drop-in Log proved to be more challenging, but still
yielded valuable information about the large number of
clients served. None of the agencies were able to implement
the additional retrospective questions. Overall, the data
collected through these new instruments provided richer
detail and allowed for a finer level of data analysis than
the outreach tracking forms that the agencies historically
used. Importantly, all three agencies reported that the
instruments provided them with valuable information for
program improvement and funding opportunities.

To address data collection and completion challenges and
ensure sustainability, the following are adjustments to
consider:

+ Review data collection instruments and
procedures for opportunities to streamline

« Invest in data systems that enhance agency
capacity to track program outcomes

« Dedicate resources for routine data entry,
until better data systems are available

« Routinize staff training and data monitoring/

quality assurance procedures to help improve
accuracy of future data collection efforts.
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Conclusion

Through the SOP Learning Lab, AYR, Friends of Youth,
and YouthCare continued their important work to connect
and engage with youth throughout King County. In addi-
tion, the SOP Learning Lab evaluation provided a forum
for these agencies to better align data collection and report
the impact of their work to public and private partners.

All three agencies piloted new instruments to help them
learn more about the youth they connect and engage

with during street outreach and drop-in services. During
the pilot period, outreach staff were able to use these
instruments to collect more robust data that can inform
current and future work with youth. In addition, the pilot
data contributes to the knowledge base about how youth
experiencing homelessness and housing instability engage
in the continuum of services in King County.

The partnership among the three agencies is critical to
supporting a region-wide model aimed at improving
outreach and service provision for homeless and unstably
housed youth. The agencies’ collaborative approach to
sharing best practices from the field has increased their
collective capacity to engage youth and connect them with
the services they need to gain greater stability and prepare
for life.

Three months ago, I was shooting up meth,
heroin; I am 9 days clean. They do a lot of
support, not just the staff. Its also GED teachers,
case managers, students, a bunch of people. It's
changed my life for the better; giant family that
gets bigger every time.... You find your real
friends and family.

— YouthCare/Orion Center



BACKGROUND

According to the King County Committee to End
Homelessness (CEHKC), up to 5,000 young people

are homeless in King County at some point each year."
Since 2011, a steering committee consisting of staff from
CEHKGC, City of Seattle, United Way of King County, and
agencies serving youth has organized Count Us In, an
annual effort to count youth, ages 12-25 years, who are
unstably housed or homeless. Count Us In complements the
One Night Count of all homeless people that is mandated by
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD). On the night of January 22, 2014, community
partners identified 779 homeless or unstably housed youth
in King County. Of these youth, 50% were female, 22%
identified as LGBTQ, 12% were under age 18, and 51%
were youth of color.

The National Network for Youth reports that youth who
experience homelessness face an increased risk of mental
health problems, substance abuse issues, criminal activity
and victimization, unsafe sex, teen pregnancy, and poor
educational opportunities.> Without assistance, most
homeless youth are at extremely high risk of chronic or
episodic homelessness, unemployment, and poverty as
adults.* Therefore, engagement of homeless youth and early
intervention are critical.

Evidence Base and Need for
Street Outreach

Street outreach to homeless youth is an essential step to
facilitate entry into the developmentally appropriate service
continuum.’ The National Alliance to End Homelessness
(NAEH) identified outreach as one of the 10 essential steps
for preventing homelessness among youth. The NAEH
notes that outreach and engagement reduce barriers and
encourage homeless youth to connect with housing and
other essential services that facilitate independence.® In
addition, a 2012 review revealed that direct outreach to
street-involved youth is an effective strategy for getting the
youth to later utilize services.”
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The Street Outreach Program Data Collection Project

is an 11-city data collection effort funded by the

Family and Youth Services Bureau (FYSB) branch of

the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
Administration for Children and Families. The project
aims to learn more about the lives and service needs of
homeless and runaway young people ages 14-21 years.
From March - July 2013, 62 youth, ages 16-21 years

who were experiencing homelessness in Seattle, were
interviewed for this project. When asked to name the most
important service or support in their community that they
use right now, the most important service/support was the
drop-in center (43.9%). In addition, the top three service
needs identified by interviewees were: 1) access to laundry
facilities; 2) access to shower facilities; and 3) assistance
with transportation. Interviewees also expressed a desire
for help with transportation; clothing; job training/help
finding a job; a place to rest, study, or hang out during the
day; and help with education.®

Family and Youth Services Bureau —
Street Outreach Program

To prevent the sexual abuse and exploitation of young peo-
ple who are surviving on the streets and to provide them
with services that help them leave the streets, Congress es-
tablished the Education and Prevention Services to Reduce
Sexual Abuse of Runaway, Homeless, and Street Youth
Program—now known as the Street Outreach Program
(SOP)—through the Violence Against Women Act of the
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994
(Public Law 103-322). The legislation funds street-based
outreach and education for runaway and homeless youth.
FYSB has funded SOP since 1996 to enable agencies
throughout the country to build relationships between
street outreach workers and runaway and homeless youth
and provide targeted services that meet the needs of this
diverse population.®*® The goals of the program are to
promote young people’s social and emotional well-being,
keep youth safe, and help youth leave the streets.™
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The report to Congress on runaway and homeless youth

programs for fiscal years 2012 and 2013 sheds light on the
value and impact of SOP. Across the county, outreach staft
provide youth living on the street with basic needs supplies,
support, advice, and referrals to shelter, health care, and
other services. Outreach staff model best practices for
engaging youth by gradually and respectfully building
relationships with youth. Many programs partner with
other youth-serving providers to have extra eyes and ears
on the ground that will help staff connect with youth. Data
from the Runaway and Homeless Youth Management
Information System (RHYMIS) indicate that outreach
resulted in 22,835 and 19,936 youth leaving the streets

for shelter for at least one night during the 2012 and 2013
fiscal years, respectively."!

Region-Wide Model — Street Outreach
and Drop-in Services

Street Outreach

In King County, Auburn Youth Resources (AYR), Friends
of Youth, and YouthCare historically received funding for
outreach, including street outreach and drop-in services.
While each SOP-funded agency tailors outreach to its
specific population, there are similarities in strategy. At all
three agencies, outreach staff work in teams and travel to
areas where homeless youth often gather (e.g., community
centers, encampments, libraries, parks, transit centers),
following a consistent, regular schedule to build trust. They
also connect with local agencies (e.g., alternative schools,
food banks, free health clinics) where youth seek services.

In addition, outreach staff use positive youth development,
trauma-informed, harm reduction, and restorative justice
approaches to engage youth. Through these best practices,
they empower youth to make safe, well-informed decisions
that will lead them toward self-sufficiency, without re-trau-
matizing or shaming them. As part of building trust and
credibility, outreach staff also bring flyers with information
about available services and offer youth basic need supplies,
including food, clothing/warmth items, first aid kits,
hygiene packs, and safer sex Kkits.
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Geography also helps local organizations set boundaries
while maximizing the return on resources invested in
outreach. AYR serves South King County and conducts
outreach in 10 cities—Algona, Auburn, Burien, Covington,
Des Moines, Enumclaw, Federal Way, Kent, SeaTac, and
Tukwila. Friends of Youth works in East and North King
County, covering 17 cities—Bellevue, Bothell, Carnation,
Covington, Duvall, Fall City, Issaquah, Kenmore, Kirkland,
Maple Valley Newcastle, North Bend, Redmond, Renton,
Sammamish, Snoqualmie, and Woodinville. Given the
large geographic areas that AYR and Friends of Youth cov-
er, outreach staff use mobile vans to cover all cities within a
week. YouthCare provides services and conducts outreach
in West and Central King County, covering Seattle and
parts of the greater Seattle area. Unlike AYR and Friends
of Youth, YouthCare’s street outreach is mostly on foot, as
staff cover the areas near YouthCare’s James W. Ray Orion
Center (Orion Center) and Seattle’s Capitol Hill neighbor-
hood, occasionally driving to other locations south of the
city, such as community centers.

Drop-in Services

Each agency offers drop-in services where youth can access
basic needs and other services. During drop-in, youth can
take a shower, do their laundry, eat a meal, and access a
computer in a safe and supportive environment.

AYR has two drop-in centers—Arcadia House in Auburn
and Enumclaw Youth and Family Services—that offer

a range of supportive services, including access to case
management, basic needs and other services, tutoring,
GED support, recreational activities, and community
involvement.

Friends of Youth also has two drop-in centers—Youth
Service Centers in Kirkland and Redmond—that offer

a range of supportive services, including access to case
management, basic needs, and other services, and referrals
to emergency shelter services, as available and appropri-
ate. During drop-in, staff talk with youth about staying
overnight at one of their shelters. Staff also explore family
reunification options; discuss enrollment in the PRO
Youth case management program; review housing referrals

11



through Youth Housing Connection; and suggest opportu-
nities for on-site mental health counseling.

As with AYR and Friends of Youth’s drop-in centers,
YouthCare’s Orion Center offers a range of supportive
services. During meal times and drop-in hours, outreach
staff connect with youth and young adults. Orion Center is
a hub for a comprehensive range of services, including case
management, counseling, housing referrals, and education
and employment services. Sexual exploitation, sexual
identity, and gender identity are specifically addressed
throughout all of these services Youth receive counseling
and support services from YouthCare staff who specialize
and have extensive training in trauma and abuse issues
related to sexual exploitation. Most importantly, outreach
staff provide access to safe and stable housing, and the
long-term support services needed to leave street life.

SOP Learning Lab

In King County, AYR, Friends of Youth, and YouthCare
previously received FYSB funding for street outreach. AYR
had FYSB SOP funding from October 2008 - September
2011; Friends of Youth from October 2006 — October 2012;
and YouthCare from October 2010 — December 2013.

In response to a county-wide loss of federal funding to
support street outreach services by the end of 2013, AYR,
Friends of Youth, and YouthCare sought funding from the
Raikes Foundation, Ballmer Family Giving, and Thomas V.
Giddens Jr. Foundation for an SOP Learning Lab. Through
support from these funders, AYR, Friends of Youth, and
YouthCare staff came together to share best practices,
discuss challenges, and brainstorm solutions through a
combination of outreach leadership meetings, collaborative
trainings, and best practice seminars. The monthly SOP
Learning Lab meetings were designed to provide staff with
an opportunity to expand their network of support and
increase collaboration across the three agencies. In addi-
tion, Cardea was engaged to support the agencies in better
aligning data collection and reporting the impact of their
work to public and private partners.
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Purpose of this Report

In December 2013, Cardea was engaged to implement an
exploratory and descriptive, field-based evaluation of street
outreach and drop-in services, as part of the SOP Learning
Lab. The objectives of this evaluation were to:

1. Describe street outreach and drop-in services
provided by the collaborating agencies,
including county-wide coordination, overall
implementation and best practices

2. Develop methods and materials to better define
and describe runaway and homeless youth and
young adults who are engaged in outreach

3. Assess youth and young adults engaged in
the continuum of services, when possible

4. Build the collaborating agencies’ capacity to use
data to inform program/service improvement
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OVERVIEW OF METHODS

Key Informant Interviews and
Focus Groups with Youth

From February - April 2014, Cardea conducted 15,
semi-structured key informant interviews. The purpose
of the key informant interviews was to describe youth
encountered during street outreach and drop-in services,
strategies for connecting with and engaging youth, and
barriers and facilitators to outreach. Outreach staff were
also asked to share successful experiences with youth
during outreach and core elements of effective outreach.

In April and May 2014, Cardea conducted three focus
groups with youth who were accessing outreach and

other services at AYR, Friends of Youth, and YouthCare.
The purpose of the focus groups was to determine how
youth got connected with the agencies, learn about their
experiences with agency staff and services, and hear about
the difference/impact the agencies have made in their lives.
Qualitative instruments are included in Appendix A.

Cardea staff took notes, audio recorded all of the discus-
sions, and analyzed the interviews for key themes across
the three agencies and among key stakeholders.

Retrospective Analyses — FYSB SOP
Data Collection and YouthCare Data

To provide context for this evaluation, Cardea summa-
rized data collected under FYSB SOP. In addition, since
YouthCare used a unique identifier for individual youth
that was consistent across programs, Cardea analyzed
retrospective data collected by YouthCare during the
17-month period from January 2013 - May 2014. The
purpose of these analyses was to explore youth progression
across a continuum of services over a longer time period
than the pilot.
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Enhanced Data Collection during
Street Outreach and Drop-in

To better align data collection and report the impact of
their work to public and private partners, as well as im-
prove agency capacity to use data to inform program/ser-
vice improvement, Cardea worked with the three agencies
to develop and pilot four new data collection instruments:

1. Street Outreach Encounter Summary Form—
aggregate/summary data for all youth approached
at a given location during street outreach

2. Drop-in Log—individual-level data for
all youth accessing drop-in services

3. Meaningful Engagement Form—individual-level data
for the subset of youth with whom outreach staff had
more extensive interaction during street outreach or
at drop-in. A “meaningful engagement” was defined
as having learned something about the youth’s needs.

4. Additional retrospective questions — questions
to be added to intake forms for all in-
house programs/services, to identify how
youth first connected with the agency

These piloted instruments and accompanying instructions
are included as Appendix B.

Cardea developed all instruments, in partnership with
leadership at the three agencies, and introduced the
instruments and data collection protocols to outreach
staff during an SOP Learning Lab meeting in early June
2014. Agencies were then encouraged to review the forms
with all levels of staff and work with Cardea to make any
modifications needed prior to rolling out the forms.

Cardea designed all instruments and data collection
protocols to minimize interference with service provision.
Outreach staff were asked to fill out the forms after
completing their interaction with youth and returning to a
private location.
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From June - September 2014, outreach staff piloted the

new instruments. None of the agencies implemented the
additional retrospective questions, due to challenges with
cross-program coordination within the short timeframe
for the project. In September, Cardea requested all pilot
data collected since June and administered a survey to
leadership at the three agencies to solicit feedback on their
respective agency’s experience with each form, including
successes and challenges encountered.

Data Management and Cleaning

For the retrospective analyses, YouthCare de-identified
intake and exit data, exported the date to Excel from its
YES data system to Excel, and sent the data to Cardea via
secure, encrypted email. For enhanced data collection,
Cardea entered all data sent by the agencies in hard copy
into Excel. Data collected directly in Excel (i.e., drop-in
logs at Friends of Youth and YouthCare) were reformatted
by Cardea, as needed. All Excel files were then imported
into SPSS version 19 for further data management and
analysis. In some cases, significant data management was
required to reformat the data and to differentiate duplicat-
ed, unduplicated, and new client records.

Analysis Methods

Retrospective data and data from the enhanced data collec-
tion were analyzed separately. Frequencies were run on all
measures and are presented for overall number of forms,
unique clients, and new clients, as appropriate. Means

and medians were computed for continuous measures.
Crosstabs and multivariate logistic regression analyses were
conducted where sample sizes and item frequencies for
outcome measures were sufficient to warrant these analy-
ses. Analyses were run for the three agencies combined, as
well as individually. Agency-specific results are presented
in Appendix C.

CARDEA
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QUALITATIVE ANALYSES — KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS AND

FOCUS GROUPS WITH YOUTH

KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS

Overview

The key informant interviews with agency staff and
key stakeholders offered insights into the diversity
of youth encountered during street outreach and
drop-in services, as well as strategies for connect-
ing with and engaging youth. These interviews
documented that outreach staff face a multitude of
challenges in connecting with and engaging home-
less youth, but, through compassion and tailored
interactions that help youth feel safe and accepted,
they are able to gradually build relationships that
facilitate transition to stability.

Methods

From February - April 2014, Cardea conducted 15,
semi-structured key informant interviews. Cardea asked
each agency to identify three staff—including at least one
program manager and one outreach staff—and two key
stakeholders to be interviewed. Key stakeholders included
staff from other youth-serving organizations and health
and human service providers, as well as contract managers
from the City of Seattle and City of Tukwila.

CARDEA
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» Outreach staff are connecting and engaging with
a diverse group of youth in King County through
both street outreach and drop-in services.

» Best practices in outreach include addressing
basic needs, meeting youth where they are, and
demonstrating consistency and equity.

» Drug use, illegal activities, insufficient services
(e.g., limited shelter capacity, long wait lists for
housing), and geography are often barriers to
connecting and engaging with youth.

» Data collection is critical, but can be a barrier to
engagement.

» Teamwork among outreach staff and with other
agencies that interact with homeless youth is
critical to success.

Cardea developed separate key informant interview
protocols for program managers, outreach staff, and key
stakeholders, in consultation with the three agencies.
Cardea reached out to the key informants identified by
each agency via email to schedule the in-person interviews.
Interview participation was voluntary and confidential.
Key informants provided verbal consent to participate. All
interviews were conducted in English. Cardea staff took
notes, audio recorded all of the discussions, and analyzed
the interviews for key themes across the three agencies and
among key stakeholders. After completing the analysis,
Cardea destroyed the audio recordings and interview notes.
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Findings/Themes

Youth Encountered during Street Outreach and
Drop-in Services

When program managers and outreach staff were asked
to describe youth encountered during street outreach
versus drop-in services, many reported that there were no
noticeable demographic differences and, in some cases,
were hesitant to “label” youth. However, they described
differences in situational factors among youth engaged
during street outreach versus drop-in services.

Staff from AYR indicated that youth encountered during
street outreach tend to be primarily older females, age
15-18 years, who are involved in gang activity or prostitu-
tion, whereas drop-in clients tend to be primarily younger
males, age 13-15 years.

We see sexually exploited youth on Pac Highway
or 99. Just the last couple of weeks,
it’s taking place now in smaller communities.
More grooming of young girls is taking place, but
it’s not as much in your face.
[Weve] seen an explosion of heroin and meth use
[and] very heavy gang activity now

in the cities we cover.

— Outreach Staff at Auburn Youth Resources

Friends of Youth staff indicated that transportation barriers
often prevent youth from accessing drop-in services.

Both AYR and Friends of Youth staff characterized youth
encountered during drop-in as more motivated and com-
mitted to changing their situation than youth encountered
during street outreach.

CARDEA
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We...work with a diverse population....
For the most part, our clients are 18-22.
We do all races, all genders, all sexual
orientations, and all legal statuses.

One big difference [between street outreach
vs. drop-in] is their readiness to come out of
homelessness, more so in the rural areas.

They are just not at that stage of change.

— Program Manager at Friends of Youth

YouthCare staff described commonalities among homeless
youth, regardless of whether they were encountered during
street outreach or drop-in services. They indicated that the
majority of youth have experienced problems at home (e.g.,
physical abuse, substance abuse), struggled with mental
illness, and/or are involved in the foster care system. Most
staff indicated that they had seen a rise in the number of
“raver kids,” age 12-16 years, during street outreach, as well
as transient youth who traveled to Seattle for events such
as Northwest Folklife and Hempfest. One staff member
expressed frustration about seeing African American
youth during street outreach in South Seattle, but rarely at
drop-in. The staff member attributed this to a perception
among African American youth that Orion Center is “just
for white kids”

Outreach staff in all three agencies reported heavy heroin
and methamphetamine use among youth encountered
during street outreach. They expressed particular concern
about risky behaviors (e.g., needle sharing, prostitution,
theft) that youth engage in to access drugs.
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Strategies for Connecting and Engaging with Youth

When asked to describe strategies for connecting and
engaging with youth, nearly all of the interviewees talked
about offering basic needs items and building a trusting
relationship.

Even if they don’t remember who I am,

I want to be remembered as an adult
who was kind, considerate, and respectful and
also someone they can come back to and say,
“This really screwed up thing happened to me”
and understand that they can share,

without me showing pity.

— Outreach Staff at YouthCare

Interviewees stressed that providing youth with basic need
items (e.g., food, clothing, blankets, hygiene kits, safer sex
kits) was critical for building trust and credibility. In the
eyes of the interviewees, supplies not only opened the door
for engagement, but demonstrated true compassion.

Program managers and outreach staff from all three
agencies consistently used the phrase “meeting youth
where they are” to describe the first step toward building
connection. They talked about the importance of not only
meeting youth where they are gathering and living, but also
recognizing their emotional state and tailoring interactions
to help them feel safe and accepted. In addition, outreach
staff noted that consistency and equity are fundamental
strategies for engaging youth. By maintaining a regular
outreach schedule and offering referrals to services in an
equitable way, they felt that they were able to provide youth
with a sense of stability that facilitated trust.

CARDEA

Training, Organizational Development and Research

One strategy is that our outreach team is
one lead outreach worker and one peer leader
who has been homeless themselves.

Our main goal is to reach as many
homeless youth as possible and
provide those basic needs—
to approach them and let them know we are safe,
that we will meet them where they are at
with no judgment. We are there to help them.
Building that trusting relationship
by letting them take the lead.

— Program Manager at Friends of Youth

Outreach staff mentioned the vital role that youth who
have been on the street longer play in facilitating connec-
tions between them and newly homeless youth. Established
relationships between outreach staff and leaders within
groups of homeless youth allow outreach staft to connect
with new youth who may otherwise be reluctant or too shy
to engage.

Interviewees highlighted the value of teamwork. By work-
ing in teams, outreach staff are able to approach groups
of youth and travel to areas that would be unsafe for an
individual outreach worker. Interviewees also highlighted
the importance of connecting with other agencies that
interact with homeless youth (e.g., community centers,
food banks, libraries) because these agencies can serve as
additional resources.
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Relationship building has to start first.
Youth are not so trusting of strangers....

So building a relationship with them,
building trust, and letting them know
you're not going to judge them—
that you really have their best interest at heart
and that you want to help them move
from the streets to a lifestyle

that’s more sustainable for them.

— Executive Director of the Auburn Food Bank

Facilitators of Outreach

Interviewees’ ideas about factors that facilitated connecting
and engaging with youth closely mirrored their reported
engagement strategies. They repeatedly mentioned trust,
provision of basic needs items, consistency, and empathy,
and stressed that these factors laid the foundation for
building rapport and moving youth toward stability.

Outreach staff shared factors specific to drop-in that
facilitate connecting and engaging with youth. Program
managers and outreach staff in all three agencies empha-
sized that the predictable structure of drop-in and the
array of services offered (e.g., food, laundry, shower, GED
and resume support) encouraged youth to access drop-in
services. Several outreach staff noted that the majority

of homeless youth have not had stability, so a place with
regular services and consistent rules offered comfort.

Because we have GED and Barista
[programs] here, there is something to give
the people—something that they can
strive for other than the drugs.

We want to help folks exit out of homelessness....
We have folks that have never had any structure
their entire life, but they do have that here.

— Outreach Staff at YouthCare
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Barriers to Outreach

Program managers and outreach staff reported that drug
use, illegal activities, and insufficient services are the main
barriers to connecting and engaging with youth during
street outreach and drop-in services. In some cases, shelter
sobriety requirements prevent youth who are addicted
from accessing services. Outreach staff reported that
situations in which youth are clearly engaged in drug sales,
gang activity, and prostitution are missed opportunities for
connection because they are wary of safety concerns for
themselves and the youth.

Key stakeholders stressed that simply finding youth can
be a major challenge, due to police activity that forces

the youth to continually move. With the exception of one
Friends of Youth outreach staff, this concern was generally
not reflected among the barriers identified by program
managers and outreach staff.

Outreach staff identified limited shelter capacity, long wait
lists for housing, and insufficient local services as addition-
al barriers. They noted that youth get discouraged by these
issues and simply give up on the possibility of moving out
of homelessness.

AYR and Friends of Youth staff also identified geography
as a barrier to connecting and engaging with youth. Given
their large service areas, staff must rotate outreach services
to various cities in South, East, and North King County,
making it difficult to immediately meet youth’s needs.

One of the barriers would be that we have such a
large area to cover.... Shelter is another one. We
have one shelter that takes four youth,
and another shelter takes only six.

A lot of them call needing shelter.

That is a big one; we try to facilitate

what we can, perhaps sending them to Seattle.

— Program Manager at Auburn Youth Resources
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Pretty much the only reason [the youth] are not
in drop-in is that theyre further away....
A lot of them have jobs [or] they volunteer,
but don’t have transportation.
Theyd rather sleep outside or in other places.... If
we had a station (drop-in) in Renton

or North Bend, they would access it.

— Qutreach Staff at Friends of Youth

YouthCare staff highlighted the challenges of meeting legal
requirements like the Becca Bill, which requires agencies

to contact authorities if a youth accesses drop-in and has

a missing persons report on file. They noted that youth
who are aware of these legal requirements and come from
an abusive home situation will sometimes avoid drop-in
because of the risk of being found. Key stakeholders echoed
concerns about the balance between complying with
parental notification laws and protecting youth who do not
want to return to their families.

Friends of Youth and YouthCare staff also mentioned the
challenges associated with data collection. While they
acknowledged that data collection is critical for describing
the population served through outreach and securing
continued funding, staff indicated that youth often with-
draw from conversation and sometimes avoid subsequent
interactions, when they are asked too many personal
questions (e.g., name, date of birth). An AYR staff member
commented that additional data collection at drop-in
increased suspicion among youth who were distrusting of
formal processes and kept youth from accessing services.

CARDEA
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Successful Experiences during Outreach

Outreach staff in all three agencies shared a wide range of
success stories. While most talked about getting youth off
the streets, others also shared successes such as counseling
youth to leave an abusive relationship or successfully
coaching youth through the college and job application
process.

I met a kid outside the library.
We opened a pilot shelter in Snoqualmie;
this youth was first to show [and]
was able to talk to other shelter staff
about getting into treatment.
We drove him home the last time
before going to detox—went to rehab [and]

now volunteering. He says that

we are the reason why he is doing so well.

— Outreach Staff at Friends of Youth

Two outreach staff had been previously homeless and
credited their current stability with the fact that outreach
staff engaged them in their time of need.

Street outreach is so incredibly important.
That was how I found out about Orion,
when I was homeless. I didn’t have
anywhere to go.... The outreach is
what really makes the connection

and gets [youth] through the door.

— Outreach Staff at YouthCare
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FOCUS GROUPS

Overview

The focus groups with youth confirmed the critical
role of street outreach and drop-in services in
engaging homeless youth and connecting them
with services that promote stability. Whether
youth initially connected with outreach staff on the
street or accessed drop-in services, time and time
again, they credited success to a positive relation-
ship with at least one caring staff member.

Methods

In April and May 2014, Cardea conducted three focus
groups with youth who were accessing outreach and other
services at AYR, Friends of Youth, and YouthCare. Cardea
developed a brief participant survey and focus group
questions, in consultation with AYR, Friends of Youth, and
YouthCare. Each agency recruited focus group participants
via word-of-mouth. The focus groups were held at three
sites—AYR/Arcadia House, Friends of Youth/Redmond
Service Center, and YouthCare/Orion Center. A total of

22 youth participated in the focus group discussions; six
from AYR, seven from Friends of Youth, and nine from
YouthCare. Each participant was given a small gift card,
and lunch or dinner was provided at all focus groups.

All participants completed an anonymous, brief survey
before the focus groups began. Survey and focus group
participation was voluntary, and participants provided
verbal consent prior to completing the surveys.

A consultant with Cardea, facilitated the focus groups. All
focus groups were conducted in English. Cardea staff took
notes and audio recorded the discussions at AYR/Arcadia
House and YouthCare/Orion Center. Participants from
Friends of Youth/Redmond Service Center did not want
the discussion recorded.

CARDEA
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» Consistent, positive, and respectful interactions
with staff are important to youth.

» The continuum of services at each agency
supports youth in building skills for independence
and self-sufficiency.

» Youth report that connecting with these agencies
changed their life for the better.

» Longer drop-in center and shelter hours would
better support youth's needs.

Cardea staff complied survey results and analyzed the
focus groups for key themes across the three agencies.
After completing the analysis, Cardea destroyed the audio
recordings and focus group notes.

Findings/Themes
Demographics

Of the 22 youth who participated in the focus groups, 15
(68.2%) identified as male, 4 (18.2%) identified as female,
and 3 (13.6%) identified as other. The mean age of partici-
pants was 19.1 years.

More than half (61.9%) of the youth identified as straight.
About 15% (14.3%) identified as bisexual, followed by
lesbian/gay (9.5%) and pansexual (9.5%). Nearly 5% (4.8%)
identified as questioning or undecided.

Youth were from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds.
About 41% (40.9%) of participants identified as
non-Hispanic white, followed by American Indian/
Alaskan Native (22.7 %) and Hispanic/Latino (22.7%).
Approximately, 9.1% and 4.5% of participants reported
that they were more than one race and Native Hawaiian/
Other Pacific Islander, respectively.
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Nearly all (90%) youth reported completing at least some
high school. Of these, nearly two-thirds (61%) graduated
from high school or earned their GED.

Connection with the Agencies

The majority of youth across the three focus groups
indicated that they learned about the agencies from close
contacts (e.g., parents, friends) or through other youth
shelters. Two participants from YouthCare reported that
they walked in to the Orion Center because of the welcom-
ing environment.

I just walked in.
It says “youth” on it!

— YouthCare/Orion Center

Youth expressed how important it was to have consistent,
positive, and respectful interactions with staff, whether
during street outreach or drop-in.

He was here to talk to me. He was always
giving me a card, a sack lunch; eventually, I
came through and asked for help. Since I knew
him, I took him as my case manager. I got my
ID through him, drug/alcohol counselor. He's
been supporting me and helping me out with
everything I need....My first relationship with
this organization was with street outreach. It
took a lot of times, with them talking to me. I
saw them a lot, I definitely hit them up.

— Friends of Youth/Redmond Service Center
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Participants in the YouthCare focus group agreed that the
diversity of the agency’s staff (e.g., gender, race/ethnicity,
personal experience with living on the streets) facilitated
connecting with at least one staff member and helping
them feel welcome and comfortable at the Orion Center.

Similarly, participants in the AYR focus group indicated
that they appreciated the ease of connecting with staff.
Youth reported that AYR staff helped them feel comfort-
able and accepted, because staff offered support, without
pressuring them to immediately access services.

When you meet them, you don’t think they’re
outreach people. They’re not in your face about
“We're here to help you.” Just, “We're here, if you

need us.” It’s no pressure.
— Auburn Youth Resources/Arcadia House

Youth also mentioned that drop-in center staff were
hospitable and respectful, helping them feel safe.

It was very surprising to me, actually—how
respectful and kind everybody was. They didn’t
judge you or anything; I really liked that part. 1

checked it [Arcadia] out. I really like it here.

— Auburn Youth Resources/Arcadia House
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Experience with Staff and Services

Opverall, youth were positive about their experiences with
the agencies and shared stories about how the continuum
of services at each agency supported them in building skills
for independence and self-sufficiency. Youth indicated that
drop-in centers were places to get their basic needs met
(e.g., hot meal, shower, laundry) and that they were also
able to receive support in finding housing, strengthening
their resumes, applying for jobs/college, and getting
connected to drug/alcohol treatment and mental health
counseling.

When asked about the impact of the agencies on their
lives, the majority of youth reported that connecting

with these agencies changed their lives for the better. A
number of youth emphasized how easy access to food and
clothing provided a sense of comfort at a very stressful
time in their lives.

I was so depressed right before I came here. 1
just came here from the hospital after trying
to commit suicide. I was really rock bottom.
It’s been a long time coming, but I am picking
[myself] up. You find people here that are really

willing to give you a hand.

— YouthCare/Orion Center

Several youth credited easy connections to drug/alcohol
treatment and shelter rules requiring sobriety with helping
them address their addictions and, in some cases, with
saving their lives.

The support I get here...If they weren't here, I
probably wouldn’t even be alive. They help me

stay sober and clean.

— Friends of Youth/Redmond Service Center
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Recommendations for Services

Despite numerous stories about how the agencies made
positive impacts on their lives, youth also offered recom-
mendations for improving services to better meet their
needs. For the most part, youth expressed a desire for
longer drop-in center and shelter hours and for expansion
of services. Participants in the AYR focus group agreed
that expanding the number of shelters in the area would be
helpful.

More resources like a bit more staff at Arcadia,
especially on weekends, because weekends are
hard for people that don’t have anywhere else

to go. Have to wait for the library to open; it
opens at like 1 [p.m.]. We have to get out [of the
shelter] at like 7 a.m., so maybe there should be
like people there to just be there with the people
who don’t have anywhere else to go—to just chill

out with them.
—Auburn Youth Resources/Arcadia House
Participants in the Friends of Youth and YouthCare focus
groups consistently listed employment programs, including

job search skills training and opportunities to network with
employers, as services they would like to see offered more.
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RETROSPECTIVE ANALYSES — FYSB SOP DATA COLLECTION AND

YOUTHCARE DATA

FYSB SOP DATA COLLECTION IN KING COUNTY

Under the FYSB-funded SOP, AYR, Friends of Youth, and
YouthCare developed instruments to collect data during
street outreach and drop-in services and reported on
required measures. The agencies consistently reported on
three measures: 1) number of duplicated contacts,

2) number of contacts who accessed case management, and
3) number of contacts who accessed shelter (Table 1). Data
were generally recorded via aggregate methods, tracking
the number of contacts per month, for example, rather
than by outreach site. In addition, each agency collected
limited information on services provided, but did not con-
sistently link that information with more comprehensive
data collected during enrollment/intake for other services
(e.g., case management).

The three agencies also had other measures on which only
a single agency would report. The data that agencies his-
torically reported for the FYSB-funded SOP are included
in Appendix D. However, even for measures collected by
multiple agencies, each tracked and defined these measures
in disparate ways. Historical data collection instruments
for each agency are included as Appendix E.

Table 1. FYSB SOP data collection — selected measures

AYR
Measure Years
Unduplicated contacts 2008-2011
Number in case management 2008-2011
Number sheltered 2008-2011

*AYR = Auburn Youth Resources; FoY = Friends of Youth; YC = YouthCare

Data Collection and Reporting —
Auburn Youth Resources

AYR used a “Street Tracks” Outreach Activity Log to track
street outreach on a daily basis. On the front of the log,
outreach staff recorded location of outreach, number of
youth present, and supplies distributed at each location
(e.g., flyers, food, hygiene, warmth); total number of
referrals made per day (e.g., shelter/housing, case manage-
ment, medical, other); and a field for general comments/
problems encountered. On the back of the log, staff could
record notes about individual youth they engaged in
meaningful conversation. There was no formal definition
of an “engaged youth”

Outreach staff stored the logs in binders in the mobile van.
Aggregate daily totals were computed and entered into an
Excel spreadsheet, but data entry was not done consistently
after SOP funding ended in September 2011. Data on
engaged youth were not entered into Excel.

AYR also tracked data on youth served and services pro-
vided during drop-in. Outreach staff tracked youth demo-
graphics and the number of basic needs items distributed.
These data were totaled on a monthly basis and entered
into RHYMIS, but were not stored at AYR. RHYMIS data
could only be extracted by FYSB.

FoY YC
# Years # Years #
5,637 2009-2011 4,394 2010-2013 36,076
261 2009-2011 182 2010-2013 794
54 2009-2011 644 2010-2013 1,809

FoY and YC are only used as abbreviations in tables to streamline presentation.

CARDEA
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Data Collection and Reporting —
Friends of Youth

Like AYR, Friends of Youth used a log to track street
outreach. Outreach staff used a log to record each client
encountered, including identifying information such as
date of outreach encounter, name, phone number, and
email. They also tracked whether the client was new, the
types of items distributed (e.g., snack pack, bus tickets,
clothing, hygiene, food), and the types of referrals or
transports (e.g., counseling, drug/alcohol, sexual assault,
employment, education, transitional living, shelter, clinic)
made. Outreach staff stored the logs in binders and laptops
in the mobile van or in a backpack. They also carried a
notebook during outreach to handwrite notes, in order to
minimize the impact of data collection efforts.

During drop-in, outreach staff tracked date, client name,
age, whether or not the client was new, whether the youth
“qualified” for services (i.e., confirmation that the youth
was homeless and between the ages of 15-22 years),
whether the youth was currently enrolled in case manage-
ment, and whether the staff explained Community Sign In
to the client. They also tracked the number of basic needs
items distributed and the types of referrals made to agency
and local services. If client identifiers were not provided,
outreach staff would enter “unknown.” Referrals were only
documented, if follow-up was required. Data were entered
into Friends of Youth’s YouthForce data system. Data

on street outreach and drop-in services were entered as
aggregate monthly summaries.
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Data Collection and Reporting —
YouthCare

Like AYR and Friends of Youth, YouthCare used a log with
individual client-level information (e.g., name, date of
birth, age). Outreach staff tracked whether youth were new
to the agency, the number and type of supplies provided
(e.g., clothing/socks, hygiene/condoms, food, flyers) and
the types of referrals (e.g., shelter/housing, mental health,
chemical dependency, education, work, case management,
or other services). They typically had paper to document
notes, but often did not ask for client identifiers, unless
they knew at least one of the youth in the group.

In December 2013, YouthCare began implementing an
Excel-based log at drop-in. Outreach staff used the daily
log to track client identifiers (e.g., first name, last name,
street name, date of birth, gender), whether it was the
client’s first time visiting the Orion Center, whether the
client consented to Community Sign In, was without a
stable place to live, was interested in talking with someone
about family reconciliation, and what services the client
had come in for. Data were entered into Excel. Supply
distribution and referrals were not tracked on this form,
due to the high numbers of youth at Orion Center.

Since January 2013, YouthCare has tracked more extensive
client demographics, housing history, referrals, and other
information through a standard intake form they use
across all programs. Given the length of this form and the
high numbers of youth at Orion Center, it does not have a
standard protocol for when youth are asked to provide this
information. In general, outreach staff waited until a youth
accessed Orion Center several times and they had built

a relationship, before asking them to complete the form.
Data are entered into YouthCare’s YES data system.
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RETROSPECTIVE ANALYSES — YOUTHCARE DATA

Overview

Demographic, housing status, and service

data were available for a sample of YouthCare
clients who completed program intake forms
when accessing drop-in and other programs at
YouthCare. These analyses describe the character-
istics and trajectories of clients who first entered
YouthCare's continuum of services via drop-in and
compares them to clients who entered the contin-
uum of services via other services.

» About one-third of clients who entered
YouthCare's continuum of services via drop-in
later enrolled in another YouthCare service.
Nearly half of these clients enrolled in a
second service within seven days, with half
enrolling in case management and nearly 40%
entering emergency shelter.

» Half of all clients who entered services via
drop-in were currently living outside or in a place
not meant for habitation, and one in four had
been living on the streets for a year or more.
Compared to other clients, those who entered
services via drop-in were four times more likely
to report homelessness and had experienced
long-term homelessness nearly twice as often.

» Clients who entered services via drop-in were
more likely to be older, LGBT-identified, non-
Hispanic white, out-of-school, and high school
graduates.

» Among clients who entered services via drop-in,
LGBT youth and youth of color were more likely
to enroll in additional services, compared to
other clients.

Note: While descriptive outcomes for clients who first entered YouthCare's continuum of services via drop-in services are reliable, the comparison
group may not be fully accurate because some of these clients likely accessed drop-in services without completing an intake form.

Methods

Cardea analyzed retrospective data collected by
YouthCare during the 17-month period from January
2013 — May 2014.

Based on historical program entry and exit data, Cardea
identified new clients since January 2013. Data were
restructured in SPSS to align each client with an ordered
trajectory of services they accessed at YouthCare.
Programs were categorized into service types, with
support from YouthCare staff.

CARDEA
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Twenty (20) clients entered more than one type of service
on the same day. For cases in which a client accessed
drop-in at Orion Center and another type of service on the
same day, drop-in was considered the first service accessed.
Otherwise, the first service accessed was determined
alphabetically.

New clients and their service trajectories were merged with
intake and exit data in the YES data system. Data were
analyzed using descriptive, univariate, and multivariate
statistical methods to adjust for factors such as age and
race, where possible.
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Results
Clients Accessing Drop-In Services

From January 2013 — May 2014, 791 unique, new clients
accessed YouthCare services. For 144 (18.2%) of these
clients, drop-in was the first service accessed (Table 2).
Only emergency shelter and case management services
were more frequent points of first contact with YouthCare.

Table 2. First service/program accessed by new clients
(N=791)

# %
Service
Emergency shelter 267 33.8
Case management 185 23.4
Drop-in 144 18.2
Education or employment programs 135 17.1
Housing transitional living program 46 5.8
Case management and 12 1.5
education/employment
Permanent housing/rental assistance 2 0.3

Demographic Characteristics of New Clients

The median age for new clients at YouthCare was 19 years.
On average, clients who accessed drop-in services first
were older than those who accessed other services first,
with a median age of 20 years (mean = 19.8 years) com-
pared with a median age of 19 years (mean = 19.2 years).
The age distribution for clients accessing drop-in first was
more narrow (SD=2.0 years) than for those accessing other
services first (SD=3.0 years)." Eighty percent (80.0%) of
clients who accessed drop-in first were 19 years and older,
compared with 58.4% of clients accessing other services
first (Table 3, next page).

Clients who accessed drop-in first were more likely to iden-

tify as male than those accessing other services first. Clients
whose first point of contact was drop-in were also more
likely to identify as lesbian or gay, bisexual, and pansexual
than those whose first point of contact was another type of
service, even after adjusting for age and race.” Nearly half
of clients who accessed drop-in first identified as lesbian or
gay, bisexual, and pansexual, compared with 16.3% of those
who accessed other services first.

Clients who accessed drop-in first more often identified

as non-Hispanic white (67.4% vs. 42.0%) and less often
identified as black/African American (9.8% vs. 29.9%) and
Hispanic/Latino (11.7% vs. 19.2%) than those who accessed
other services first.

Clients who accessed drop-in first were also less likely to
report being in school (18.5% vs. 43.8%) and more likely
to report having a high school diploma or GED (53.4%
VS. 44.0%) than those who accessed other services first.
Although age was a significant factor in whether a youth
was in school, clients who accessed drop-in first were still
less likely to be in school than those who accessed other
services first, after adjusting for age.

Although clients who accessed drop-in first were less
likely to report that their last permanent residence was in
Seattle (55.6%) than those who accessed other services first
(70.8%), they were just as likely to have slept in Seattle the
night before accessing services at YouthCare. Nearly half
(45%) of new clients were missing information on their
last permanent residence, and one-quarter were missing
information on their current location. However, clients
who accessed drop-in first were more likely to be missing
information than those who accessed other services first,
potentially influencing results.

! Standard deviation (SD) estimates the extent to which the observed values in a sample cluster around the estimate of the mean, or average,

value. Smaller SDs indicate a more narrow, highly clustered distribution.

2 For this analysis, sexual orientation data was missing for approximately one-quarter of new clients. Youth may underreport identities other
than straight/heterosexual or fail to answer this question because of social desirability and/or reasons related to internalized stigma.
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Table 3. Demographic characteristics of new clients by
first service

Characteristic

Age range (N=714)
15 years and younger
16-17 years
18-20 years
21 years and older

Gender (N=711)
Male
Female
Trans*

Sexual orientation (N=580)
Straight/Heterosexual
Bisexual
Lesbian or Gay
Asexual (n/a)

Questioning
Pansexual
Race(s) (N=680)
White
Black/African American

American Indian/
Alaska Native

Asian

Native Hawaiian/
Other Pacific Islander

More than one race
Ethnicity (N=687)
Hispanic/Latino
Education level (N=645)
High school diploma or GED
In school
Prior geographic location
(N=435)
Seattle
King County
Current geographic location
(N=589)
Seattle
King County
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Drop-in
First
# %
2 20
11 1.0
49 490
38 38.0
60 61.2
32 327
2 20
43 50.6
25 294
10 11.8
1 1.2
1 1.2
4 47
62 674
9 98
4 43
0 0.0
2 22
15 16.3
1M1 17
39 534
17 185
25 556
45 100.0
72 857
84 100.0

Other

#

65
112
214
223

318
279
12

388

N A B O

247
176
31

1M

114

133
242

276
390

432
505

Service First

%

10.6
18.2
34.9
36.3

51.9
45.5
2.0

78.4
121
3.8
0.8
0.8
0.4

42.0
29.9
5.3

27
1.2

18.9

19.2

44.0
43.8

70.8
100.0

85.5
100.0

Living Situations and Experiences of New Clients

Among clients with known prior living situations, those
who accessed YouthCare’s drop-in services first were
more likely to be living outside or in a place not meant
for habitation (50.5%) than those who accessed other
services first (12.5%). Clients who accessed drop-in first
also experienced more transient housing situations, with
more than half (53.5%) reporting that they had been at
their current locations for less than one month, compared
with about one-third (36.5%) of clients who accessed
other services first. Nearly half of clients who accessed
drop-in first reported long-term homelessness lasting a
year or more, compared with about one-quarter (24.9%)
of those who accessed other services first. However,
there was no significant difference in whether clients had
experienced four or more episodes of homelessness in
the last three years (Table 4, next page). Although clients
who accessed drop-in first displayed different patterns

of living situation experiences than clients who accessed
other services first, all clients reported similar patterns of
life experiences and challenges.
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Table 4. Living situation for new clients by first service

Living Situation

Currently staying on street (N=708)

Time in current living situation (N=702)
<3 months
1-3 months
More than 3 months

Homeless for a year or more (N=637)
At least 4 episodes of homelessness in last 3 years (N=644)

Among those who were asked about their experiences

with foster care, clients who accessed drop-in first were
less likely to have had a history of involvement in foster
care (15.3%) than those who accessed other services first
(25.0%). Reported histories of involvement in the legal sys-
tem were similar across clients who accessed drop-in first
and those who accessed other services first. This continued
to be true, even when examining reported type of involve-
ment in the legal system (e.g., arrests, convictions, felonies,
misdemeanors) (Table 5).

Drop-in Other
First Service First
# % # %

50 50.5 76 125

53 53.5 220 36.5
18 18.2 109 18.1
25 253 221 36.7

45 479 150 24.9
25 26.9 117 235

All clients reported similar perceptions of the quality of
their health with approximately one-third each reporting
above average, average, and below average health among
those who accessed drop-in first and those who accessed
other services first. All clients also reported similar pat-
terns of experiences with mental health challenges, drug or
alcohol challenges, and domestic/intimate partner violence.
New clients who accessed drop-in services first were more
likely to report developmental (dis)abilities (25.8% vs.
13.1%) and physical (dis)abilities (14.6% vs. 9.1%).

Table 5. Experiences and challenges reported by new clients by first service

Experience/Challenge

Experience with foster care (N=311)*
History of involvement with the legal system (N=386)*

Health status (N=678)
Excellent or very good (above average)
Good (average)
Fair or poor (below average)

Developmental (dis)ability (N=663)
Mental health challenges (N=670)
Drug or alcohol challenges (N=662)
Physical (dis)ability (N=665)

Domestic/intimate partner violence (N=669)

Drop-in Other
First Service First
# % # %

13 153 56 25.0
38 442 139 46.6

32 323 200 345
30 303 198 34.2
32 323 162 28.0

25 258 74 131
36 364 192 33.6
22 229 114 201
14 146 52 91
28 283 158 27.7

*Questions on foster care and history of involvement with the legal system were implemented midway through the analytical timeframe.
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Experiences with YouthCare after First Service

More than one-quarter of new clients during the period
January 2013 — May 2014 accessed a different type of service
at YouthCare before the end of May 2014. The median time
it took for clients to access a second type of service was 21
days. Therefore, when appropriate, analyses excluded new
clients who entered services after May 10, 2014.

Clients who accessed drop-in first were more likely to
access a second type of service than clients who accessed
other programs first (34.0% vs. 26.0%). Excluding clients
who accessed their first service after May 10, 2014, these
percentages remained similar (35.3% vs. 26.8%). Clients
whose first point of contact was drop-in continued to
access a third type of service at marginally higher rates

than those who accessed other programs first. Of those

who entered on or before May 10, 2014, 17.8% of clients
who accessed drop-in first and 14.0% of those who ac-
cessed other services first were successfully linked to other
services (Table 6).

The most commonly accessed second services for clients
who had their first point of contact at drop-in were case
management (50.0%), followed by emergency shelter
(39.6%) and education/employment programs (8.3%). For
clients who accessed other services first, the most com-
monly accessed second services were case management
(33.5%), drop-in (17.7%), and emergency shelter (16.5%) .

Table 6. Access to other service types after first point of contact by first service

Accessed second type of service
Entry on or before May 10, 2014
All new clients (entry thru May 31, 2014)

Accessed third type of service
Entry on or before May 10, 2014
All new clients (entry through May 31, 2014)
Time to access second service, among those who
accessed second service
Entry on or before May 10, 2014
Seven days or less
Between one and two weeks (14 days)
Between two weeks and one month (30 days)
Between one and two months (60 days)
From two up to six months (180 days)

Second service type
Entry on or before May 10, 2014
Drop-in
Case management
Emergency shelter
Housing transitional living program
Education or employment programs
Case management and education/employment
Permanent housing/rental assistance
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Drop-in Other
First Service First
# % # %

48 35.3 164 26.8
49 340 168 26.0

18 17.8 65 14.0
18 125 65 10.0

22 458 40 244

6 125 20 12.2
4 83 33 20.1
5 104 22 134
7 146 34 207
n/a n/a 29 17.7

24 50.0 556 335

19 39.6 27 16.5
0 0.0 25 152
4 83 21 128
1 21 4 24
0 0.0 1 06
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Figure 1. Number of service types new clients ever accessed by first service (N=791)
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Clients who accessed drop-in first also accessed fourth and
tifth types of services at about double the rate of clients
who accessed other services first (Figure 1).

For clients who accessed their first service after May
10, 2014 and then accessed a second type of service at
YouthCare, more than half of those whose first point
of contact was drop-in (58.3%) entered a second type

of service within two weeks, compared with 36.6% of
those whose first point of contact was other services.
Approximately 20% of clients who accessed drop-in
services first and 10% of those who accessed other services
first were successfully enrolled in other types of services
provided by YouthCare in two weeks or less (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Days until new clients accessed second type of service by first service (N=212)

100%
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Table 7. Services new clients who accessed drop-in services first ever accessed

Case management

Emergency shelter

Education or employment programs

Case management and education/employment
Housing transitional living program

Permanent housing/Rental assistance

For clients whose first point of contact was drop-in,
22.2% later accessed case management services, 18.8%
later accessed emergency shelter services, and 7.6% later
accessed education or employment programs. For those
who enrolled in or used more than drop-in services, this
corresponds to 65.3%, 55.1%, and 22.4% for case manage-
ment, emergency shelter, and education or employment
programs, respectively (Table 7).

# % Drop-in First % Drop-in First &

(N=144) Accessed Other

Services (N=49)
32 22.2 65.3
27 18.8 55.1
11 7.6 22.4
4 2.8 8.2
3 2.1 6.1
0 0.0 0.0

The rate of enrollment in other services for youth of

color, LGBT youth, and youth at the intersection of these
identities was favorable (Figure 3).’ Youth of color accessed
at least one additional service at YouthCare half the time,
compared with less than one-third of non-Hispanic

white youth (28.7%). LGBT youth entered other services
about 40% of the time (41.5%), compared with less than
one-third of youth who did not identify as LGBT (31.1%).

Figure 3. Percent of youth of color, LGBT youth, and youth under age 18 who accessed drop-in followed by

additional services (N=791)

100%
80%
8
= % 50.0%
el 41.5% .
o i :
2 0% 28.7% 31.1% 351%
23.1%
20%
0%
Youth of color LGBT youth Youth under 18
© Additional services, these youth = Additional services, other youth

* Youth of color were considered to be any youth who either identified as non-white and/or Hispanic/Latino. LGBT youth were
considered to be any youth who identified as lesbian, gay, bisexual, pansexual, queer, or trans*. To be conservative in estimates, youth

who identified as questioning or asexual were not considered as LGBT.
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Finally, LGBT youth of color accessed other services

about half the time (46.7%), compared with other youth
who accessed other services about one-third of the time

(32.6%) (Table 8).

Although there were very few records for clients 18 years
and younger who accessed drop-in services first, younger
clients appeared to have lower rates of entry into a second
service at YouthCare (23.1%) than older clients (35.1%).
In addition, youth who were both 18 years and younger
and either identified as a person of color or as LGBT had
lower rates of enrollment in second types of services at

YouthCare.

Table 8. Access to additional services among youth of color, LGBT youth, and
youth under 18 whose first point-of-contact was drop-in

Youth of color

Youth of color (N=36)

Non-Hispanic, white youth (N=108)
LGBT youth

LGBT youth (N=41)

Youth not identified as LGBT (N=103)
Youth, 18 years and younger

Youth 18 years and younger (N=13)

Youth 18 years and older (N=131)
Intersection of race/ethnicity and

sexual/gender identity

Youth of color who identify as LGBT (N=15)

Other youth (N=129)
Intersection of race/ethnicity and age

Youth of color, 18 years and younger (N=3)
Other youth (N=141)

Intersection of sexual/gender identity and age

LGBT youth, 18 years and younger (N=7)
Other youth (N=136)
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18
31

17

32

46

42

49

48

%

50.0
28.7

41.5
31.1

231
35.1

46.7
32.6

0.0
34.8

14.3
35.3
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Retrospective Analyses — Implementation Successes and Challenges

The retrospective analyses of YouthCare data on new
clients gains strength from its comparison of the
trajectories of clients who access drop-in first vs. other
services. The YES data system’s systematic linkage

to client IDs throughout YouthCare’s continuum of
services allowed examination of richer and more
detailed information about clients than can typically be
collected during drop-in or outreach.

However, youth typically do not complete intakes at
drop-in the first time they access the service, and these
data represent only a subset of drop-in clients. The
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analyses rest on the assumption that youth completed
intakes at drop-in before accessing other services at
YouthCare. In reality, youth who were considered to ac-
cess other services first may have accessed drop-in first,
but did not complete an intake form. Similarly, there are
likely youth who accessed drop-in and never accessed
any other services at YouthCare for whom there is no
information in the YES data system. Therefore, the
analysis is conservative in its approach, but still likely
underestimates the number of youth who access drop-in
first and then go on to access other services.
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ENHANCED DATA COLLECTION DURING STREET OUTREACH

AND DROP-IN

From December 2013 - January 2014, Cardea gathered and reviewed historical instruments and data from the FYSB-

funded SOP and had conversations with program and data managers from each agency. Cardea also attended several

SOP Learning Lab meetings and solicited input from outreach staff about the feasibility of data collection during

street outreach and drop-in services, as well as measures that outreach staff thought would be most valuable and

feasible to collect. The information gathered during this initial planning phase was used to guide the development

and piloting of instruments and analyses of pilot data. These piloted instruments are included in Appendix B.

STREET OUTREACH ENCOUNTER SUMMARY FORM

Overview

Despite concerns about the feasibility of data
collection during street outreach, outreach staff
successfully implemented the Street Outreach
Encounter Summary form. Through the form,
outreach staff documented the broad geographic
spread and large number of outreach locations they
visit during street outreach.

= During the pilot period, outreach staff
connected with 1,538 youth in 247 outreach
events across at least 19 cities in King County.

» Nearly 40% of youth were “new faces,”
suggesting that they were likely not connected
to other programs/services at the agency.
More populated outreach locations yielded
higher numbers of youth overall and "new
faces,” but less populated locations were an
important source of 'new faces.”

Development and Piloting

During SOP Learning Lab meetings, outreach staff
described the difficulties of collecting individual-level
information, including client identifiers. During street
outreach, they often approach a youth or group of youth
and share information about available services.

CARDEA

Training, Organizational Development and Research

» Youth engaged during street outreach are
extremely vulnerable. During nearly two-thirds of
outreach events, youth were sleeping outdoors
or in places not intended for habitation. Drug
or alcohol use was reported in nearly half of
outreach events. Outreach staff also reported
violence or gang involvement and prostitution or
sexual exploitation.

» Qutreach staff distributed both flyers/
information about the agency and food/snack
packs to about three-quarters of youth.

» Qutreach staff made nearly 800 referrals, during
the pilot period.

Cardea developed the Street Outreach Encounter Summary
Form based, to some extent, on AYR’s existing “Street
Tracks” Outreach Activity Log. Outreach staff used the
form to collect data on outreach location, date, number

of youth encountered (both overall and “new faces”) and
their approximate age ranges, number of supplies distrib-
uted, number of referrals made, and any transportation
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they provided. They were also asked to indicate any risky

behaviors/situational factors they observed at that location
(e.g., youth who appear to be sleeping outdoors, drug or
alcohol use). Cardea asked outreach staff to complete a
separate form for each outreach location they visited.

Methods

AYR and YouthCare launched the Street Outreach
Encounter Summary Form in the second week of June.
Friends of Youth launched the form in the beginning of
July. All agencies implemented identical versions of the
form and indicated that they could collect all measures.

Outreach staff at all three agencies collected data on hard
copies of the form and stored the completed forms in a
binder or file, until they were sent to Cardea for data entry.
Cardea entered data into Excel before importing into SPSS
version 19 for analysis. Some outreach staff had difficulty
providing consistent estimates of the numbers of youth per
outreach location. For example, in some cases, the number
of “new faces” encountered exceeded the total number of
youth encountered, or the number of youth in each age group
added up to more than the total number of youth reported.
Cardea adjusted for these factors during data analysis.

Results

The three agencies submitted a total of 247 Street Outreach
Encounter Summary Forms detailing street outreach
events. Collectively, outreach staff connected with a total
of 1,538 youth. AYR reached the largest number of youth,
followed by Friends of Youth and YouthCare (Table 9).
However, Friends of Youth reached a proportionately
higher number of new youth.

Of the 247 street outreach events, AYR connected with
0-37 youth at each event, with a median of two youth per
event. However, AYR had 29 forms with missing informa-
tion on the number of youth with whom they connected.
Friends of Youth connected with 1-9 youth at each event,
with a median of four youth per event, and YouthCare
connected with 2—40 youth at each event, with a median of
eight youth per event.
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Table 9. Number of street outreach events and youth con-
nections by agency

AYR  FoY* YC* Total

Number of events 178 55 14 247

Number of youth 1,173 195 170 1,538

Number of new youth 361 156 50 567

Median number of youth 2 4 8 2
per event

Overall, outreach staff reached a median of two youth per
location. Less populated locations yielded a much higher
proportion of new youth (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Percent of youth that were “new faces” (N=247)
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AYR consistently had the greatest number of forms com-
pleted each week, with the maximum number of forms
(24) completed in week 11 and the minimum (1) during
week nine. Friends of Youth was the only agency to show a
slight increasing trend in the number of forms completed
over the 17 weeks, with the greatest number of forms (11)
completed during week 15. During weeks 1 through 3 and
week 17, Friends of Youth did not complete any forms.
YouthCare consistently had the fewest number of forms
completed each week, with the maximum number (3)
completed during week 11. It did not complete any forms
during eight weeks of the pilot (Figure 5, next page).
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Figure 5. Number of encounter summary forms completed per week by agency (N=246)
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Of the 247 outreach events, 79 events (32.0%) were in
Auburn, followed by 29 events (11.7%) in Federal Way,
and 22 events (8.9%) in Renton. The remaining 114 events
occurred across 16 cities. In three events (1.2%), the city
was not specified (Table 10).

Table 10. Outreach events by city (N=247)

# %
City

Auburn 79 32.0
Federal Way 29 11.7
Renton 22 8.9
Kent 16 6.5
Seattle 13 5.3
Tukwila 11 4.5
Bellevue 10 4.0
Covington 10 4.0
Issaquah 10 4.0
Maple Valley 10 4.0
SeaTac 8 3.2
Des Moines 5 2.0
North Bend 5 2.0
Woodinville 5 2.0
Bothell 4 1.6
Burien 4 1.6
Fall City 1 0.4
Kenmore 1 04
Snoqualmie 1 0.4
City unspecified 3 1.2
Total 247 100.0
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Outreach staff were asked to approximate age ranges.

Of the 1,538 youth encountered during street outreach,
they reported that more than half (57.7%) were 16 years
and older and that about one-third (35.1%) were age
16-20 years. While AYR reached the highest number of
youth among the three agencies (76.3% of total youth
encountered), outreach staff did not capture age for nearly
one-third of youth (39.4%) (Table 11).

Among the 567 new youth encountered during street
outreach, outreach staff were most likely to report that
youth were age 16-20 years (44.4%), followed by youth
21 years and older at AYR (33.8%) and Friends of Youth
(42.9%). YouthCare reported that 28% of youth were
under 15. Across all agencies, age was missing for 12.5%
of new youth.

Table 11. Approximate age ranges of youth encountered

All Youth New Faces

(N=1538) (N=567)

# % # %

Age Range

Under 15 years* 186 12.1 49 8.6
16 to 20 years 540 35.1 252 444
21 years and older 347 226 195 344
Missing 465 30.2 71 125

*Category was mislabeled on the data collection form. The category
should have been 15 years and younger.
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Overall, outreach staff most commonly distributed flyers

or information about the agency (74.1% of youth) and food
or snack packs (73.3% of youth). AYR and Friends of Youth

followed this pattern, while YouthCare most commonly
distributed food or snack packs, followed by hygiene packs
or items. YouthCare documented more youth having
received food or snack packs than the total number of
youth (Table 12).

Table 12. Number of youth given supplies (N=1,538)

# %
Supply
Flyers or information 1,140 741
Food or snack packs 1,127 73.3
Hygiene packs or items 280 18.2
Clothing or warmth item 118 7.7
Bus tickets 7 0.5
Other 421 27.4

AYR was the only agency that documented providing
transport as part of outreach. Outreach staff provided one
transport to a clinic or medical setting and three transports
to other locations.

During the 247 outreach events, outreach staff observed

a range of risky behaviors/situational factors and other
concerns. They most frequently reported observing

youth sleeping outdoors (60.7%) and drug or alcohol use
(49.0%), followed by violence or gang involvement (23.9%).
Prostitution or sexual exploitation was the least commonly
reported situational factor. Outreach staff reported a range
of other concerns, including family violence, lack of food,
mental illness, and unstable housing or couch surfing
(Table 13).
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Table 13. Number of events by risky behavior/
situational factor (N=247)

# %
Risky behavior/situational factor
Sleeping outdoors 150 60.7
Drug or alcohol use 121 49.0
Violence or gang involvement 59 23.9
Prostitution or sexual exploitation 16 6.5
Other 34 13.8

Overall, outreach staff most commonly referred youth to
case management services, but referrals varied by agency.
AYR's top three referrals were: 1) case management
(12.7%), 2) shelter (10.6%), and 3) drop-in (6.6%). Friends
of Youth shared the same three referrals, but had more re-
ferrals to drop-in vs. shelter: 1) case management (23.1%);
2) drop-in (21.0%), and 3) shelter (19.5%). YouthCare’s top
three referrals were: 1) meals (11.8%); 2) drop-in (7.6%),
and 3) other services (10.6%), which may reflect referrals
to outside agencies (Table 14).

Table 14. Number of youth referred to services (N=1,538)

# %
Service
Case management 202 13.1
Shelter 164 10.7
Drop-in 132 8.6
Meals 72 4.7
Employment 52 3.4
Transitional living 40 2.6
Drug or alcohol treatment 31 2.0
Education 24 1.6
Clinic or medical 16 1.0
Other 45 29
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Street Outreach Encounter Summary Form —

Implementation Successes and Challenges

The three agencies were able to successfully implement
the Street Outreach Encounter Summary Form. Data
completion was high across all measures, and the level
of summary data collected allowed for a finer level of
data analysis than the outreach tracking forms that the
agencies historically used.

Based on feedback received during the SOP Learning
Lab meetings, ongoing communication with program
managers and outreach staff, and feedback surveys,
the agencies did not report major difficulties in im-
plementing the form. However, they indicated that esti-
mating age was somewhat challenging, since it did not
come up naturally in conversations, particularly with
groups of youth. AYR and Friends of Youth reported
that the form provided valuable insight and helped to
foster better communication among staff. YouthCare
reported that the form was duplicative of another form
they continued to use that included client identifiers
and is used to determine precise unduplicated counts
of youth.

To some extent, agencies had difficulty providing
consistent estimates of the numbers of youth across
different fields in the form (e.g., total number of

new youth as a subset of the total number of youth).
Clarifying instructions and the design of the form may
help address this issue. In addition, the three agencies
interpreted outreach locations somewhat differently.
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For example, AYR considered two different stores

in the same shopping mall to be different outreach
locations, while Friends of Youth considered a shopping
mall to be a single outreach location. In most cases, the
description of the outreach location and outreach staft’s
notes were not sufficient for Cardea to recode the data
using a more consistent definition. In many cases, the
outreach location was simply the city in which outreach
took place. Clarifying the definition of “outreach
location” and providing closed-ended response options
(e.g., library, park, shopping mall) may help address
this issue.

The youngest age group on the encounter summary
form was unintentionally listed as “under 15” instead
of “15 and under”. Further discussion of feasible yet
developmentally appropriate age categories could also
help to standardize age reporting across instruments.

Finally, outreach staff noted that data on risky behav-
iors/situational factors and other concerns would be
more accurate, if the form allowed them to document
the number of youth involved in various situations,
rather than assigning situational factors and concerns
to all youth in a particular outreach location. While this
may be helpful, the value of more specific data would
need to be weighed against the challenges of consis-
tently documenting the number of youth at a given
outreach location.
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DROP-IN LOGS

Overview

Although there were challenges with data comple-
tion, the Drop-in Log highlighted the large numbers
of youth who regularly access drop-in services for
meals and a safe place to hang out. Client demo-
graphics, housing status measures, and referrals
were not systematically documented, due, in part,
to the high volume of clients.

Development and Piloting

Cardea modeled the Drop-in Log on an instrument that
YouthCare began implementing in December 2013. Original
tields were modified to track client identifiers, demographic
characteristics and situational factors, new/returning

clients, supplies distributed, and referrals to services. Check
boxes for supplies distributed and referrals to services were
included to cover the items that all three agencies had been
tracking on historical data forms.

Cardea encouraged the agencies to review the log and
suggest additional measures and/or modifications to suit
their respective agencies. AYR requested a customized ver-
sion of the log to accommodate hard-copy data collection,
integrate additional measures required for another funder,
and streamline the amount of data that clients were asked
to provide at each visit. Cardea ultimately developed two
separate logs—one with full demographic characteristics
and situational factors that clients would be asked to provide
only once and a shorter log that could be used to record
subsequent drop-in visits by clients that had already filled
out the longer form. These modified logs are included as
Appendix B.
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» Overall, the proportion of new clients at
drop-in was relatively small, but somewhat
higher for AYR.

» During the pilot period, there were 7,616 client
visits to drop-in centers, with 1,087 unduplicated
clients and 130 new clients.

» About three-quarters of all clients and a similar
percentage of new clients accessed drop-in for
meals. Over half of all clients and nearly two-
thirds of new clients accessed drop-in to have a
safe place to hang out.

Methods

AYR provided hard copies of the completed Drop-In Logs to
Cardea for data entry. At Friends of Youth, as youth checked
in for drop-in services, staff entered data directly into an
Excel template that Cardea created specifically for the log.
Friends of Youth did not collect data on how the client heard
about the agency, interest in family reunification, where the
youth had been spending the night, or referrals made. It also
did not document consent for Community Sign In, since
this is entered in its YouthForce data system. YouthCare

also entered data directly into Excel as youth checked in to
Orion Center, continuing the system it had in place since
December 2013. YouthCare informed Cardea that consis-
tently collecting data on supplies distributed and referrals
made would not be feasible, due to the high volume of
clients at the Orion Center. YouthCare did not consistently
collect data on a few other measures (e.g., race/ethnicity,
whether it was the client’s first time visiting Orion Center).

Friends of Youth and YouthCare electronically transferred
data to Cardea. After entering data from AYR’s completed
logs and transferring YouthCare’s data into the Excel

template created specifically for the log, Cardea imported
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data into SPSS. Cardea used back-end data management
strategies to accurately identify new and unique clients. In
addition, demographic measures were aggregated to the
client level, in order to minimize missing data.

Results

The three agencies logged a total of 7,616 client visits to
drop-in centers. The total number of unduplicated clients
was 1,087, reflecting the number of clients who regularly
used drop-in services during the pilot period; the total
number of new clients was 130 across the three agencies.
YouthCare had the highest client volume, with an average
of 73 clients per day. AYR averaged 14 clients per day, and
Friends of Youth averaged 12 clients per day (Table 15).

Figure 6. Number of drop-in visits per week by agency (N=7,571)

Table 15. Counts of visits, clients, and new clients at
drop-in centers

AYR FoY YC Total

Count of Clients
Visits (duplicated clients) 513 639 6464 7,616

Unduplicated clients 254 67 766 1,087
New clients 27 8 95 130
Median # of clients/day 14 12 73 64

YouthCare logged the majority of drop-in visits, and, after
initiating implementation, the number of logs completed
remained fairly stable. The number of logs that Friends of
Youth completed declined slightly from August-September
2014, due to staffing transitions. Due to additional time
spent customizing logs and training staff, AYR did not
initiate data collection until August 2014 (Figure 6).

AYR and Friends of Youth tracked the number of clients
who received various supplies during drop-in. Overall, more
than two-thirds (69.5%) of clients received supplies, with
the most common supplies being snack packs or food items
(54.9%). Friends of Youth provided supplies to the vast
majority of clients (87.9%), while AYR provided supplies to
about half of clients (46.6%) (Table 16, next page).
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Table 16. Number of clients who received supplies (N=1,152)

# %
Supply

Any item(s) 562 69.5
Snack pack/Food item* 632 54.9
Hygiene 186 16.1
Meal* 137 11.9
Clothing/Warmth 929 8.6
Bus pass 9 0.8
Other 3 0.3

*There may be some differences in the way “food items” vs.
“meals” were tracked. The log indicated “hot meal,” and Friends
of Youth never marked this item. AYR requested that the item be
changed to “hot meal.”

Demographic Characteristics

The three agencies collected demographic data on drop-in
clients. Demographic data are presented for unduplicated
clients. In some cases, demographic data were missing for a
substantial number of clients.

The vast majority of drop-in clients ranged in age from
10-25 years, with a median age of 20 years; one client was
reported to be 29 years old. AYR clients were somewhat
younger, with a median age of 18 years, while Friends of
Youth clients had a median age of 21 years (Table 17).

Of the 1,087 unduplicated clients, 40.3% of clients were
male, and 24.9% were female; gender was missing for
nearly one-third (32.8%) of clients. Friends of Youth had
valid data on gender for all clients, and YouthCare had
valid data on gender for 82.9% of clients. AYR was missing
data on gender for 86.6% of clients.

Across all three agencies, the most commonly reported
race was white, followed by black/African American and
more than one race. Friends of Youth had valid data on
race for 82.1% of clients and on ethnicity for 89.6% of
clients. AYR and YouthCare were missing data on race and
ethnicity for over 85% of clients.
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Table 17. Demographic characteristics of unduplicated drop-
in clients (N=1,087)

# %
Age Group
15 years and younger 86 7.9
16-17 years 123 11.3
18-20 years 406 37.4
21+ years 391 36.0
Missing 81 7.5
Gender
Male 438 40.3
Female 271 24.9
Transgender 6 0.6
Other 15 14
Missing 357 32.8
Race
White 120 11.0
Black/African American 29 2.7
Asian 4 0.4
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 4 0.4
American Indian/Alaska Native 4 04
Other 1 1.0
More than one race 13 1.2
Missing 892 82.1
Hispanic/Latino
Yes 66 6.1
No 138 12.7
Missing 883 81.2

Reasons for Visit

Clients’ reason for visit was documented in the logs. About
three-quarters of all clients (75.7%) and nearly three-quar-
ters of new clients (72.3%) accessed drop-in for meals.
Over half of all clients (56.4%) and nearly two-thirds of
new clients (60.0%) accessed drop-in to have a safe place to
hang out. About 20% of all clients (21.5%) sought employ-
ment or education services; this reason for visit was less
common among new clients (10.0%) (Table 18, next page).

Having a safe place to hang out was the most common
reason for visit at both Friends of Youth (98.4%) and AYR
(48.9%), while meals were the most common reason for
visit at YouthCare (86.0%). At Friends of Youth, over 30%
of visits were for shower/laundry facilities.
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Table 18. Reasons for visiting drop-in, all visits and
new clients

All Visits New Clients
(N=7,616) (N=130)
# % # %

Reason for visit*

Meals 5762 75.7 94 723

Drop-in (safe place to 4,299 56.4 78 60.0
hang out)

Resume/Job help** 1,634 215 13  10.0

Shower/Laundry 210 2.8 3 23

Other 390 5.1 10 7.7

Missing 264 3.5 13  10.0

*Clients could specify multiple reasons for visit.
**AYR and Friends of Youth documented “resumef/job help”; YouthCare
documented “education” and “employment” separately.

Other Measures

Other measures on the log were not consistently collected.
The log included fields to document whether the client was
homeless or without a stable place to live, how they heard
about the agency, where they were spending the night, and
whether they were interested in speaking with staff about
family reunification. However, these fields were missing
data for over 85% of clients.

YouthCare documented that 64.0% of clients (undupli-
cated) consented to Community Sign In as of their first
visit. Friends of Youth documented whether the client was
homeless or without a stable place to live for all clients, but

neither AYR nor YouthCare collected data for this measure.

AYR documented where the client was spending the night
in 86.4% of cases. Spending the night at a parent/guardian’s
home was the most common location (33.9%), followed
by outdoors or a place not intended for habitation (9.1%);
“other” was indicated for nearly a fifth of clients, but no
further detail was available. However, multiple responses
were marked for a number of clients, indicating that the
utility of this measure may be limited (Table 19).
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Table 19. Where AYR clients spent the night (N=254)

# %
Location
Parent/guardian’s home 86 33.9
Outdoors or place not intended for 23 9.1
habitation

With a friend 13 5.1
With other relatives 8 3.1
Moving around/couch surfing 5 2
Other 45 17.7
Multiple responses marked 14 6.0
Missing 60 23.6

Across all three agencies, only 65 referrals were document-
ed—35 by YouthCare, 16 by Friends of Youth, and 14 by
AYR. Given the small number of referrals from AYR and
Friends of Youth, consistent documentation of referrals
may not have occurred, due to the high volume of clients,
as was the case at YouthCare.

42



Drop-in Log — Implementation Successes and Challenges

All three agencies implemented the Drop-in Log, but
data completion was a major challenge. Using data
management procedures, Cardea was able to compute
counts of visits, unduplicated clients, and new clients
for all agencies and to minimize missing data for client
demographics.

AYR’s implementation of this form was delayed until
early August. AYR requested two modified hard-copy
versions of the drop-in log, because they did not have
a computer available to use at drop-in sign-in and
wanted to minimize duplicative data collection for
returning clients. However, subsequent staff surveys
indicated difficultly determining which form to
administer. Staff reported that the daily sign-in sheets
were favored because they were easier to complete, but
these forms did not capture client demographic and
housing data.

Date of visit was complete for Friends of Youth and
YouthCare, but was a challenge for AYR. New client
status was captured, but multiple visits listed the same
client as “new,” so Cardea used data management
procedures to identify each new client’s first visit
record. AYR and Friends of Youth collected data on
supplies distributed, but YouthCare could not, due to
the heavy volume of clients and low staff-client ratio at
the Orion Center.
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The three agencies successfully captured client age.
YouthCare and Friends of Youth captured gender, but
AYR struggled with this measure. Friends of Youth was
the only agency that successfully captured race and
ethnicity. AYR was successful in collecting both housing
indicators. Friends of Youth collected only unstable
housing, and YouthCare did not collect either indicator.
Very few referrals were documented across the three
agencies.

Many youth at AYR reported that they were spending
the nights in multiple, distinct locations. Alternative
measures of housing status should be explored to more
accurately represent youth’s circumstances. For example,
the youth’s response to “Do you have a safe place to
sleep?” may be the best indicator available for housing
stability. The question “Where did you sleep last night?”
may provide a useful cross-sectional estimate of how
many youth are in shelter vs. on the streets on any given
night, but outcomes for individual youth may not be
correlated with this measure, as youth with unstable
housing situations change locations frequently.

The high level of missing data on the Drop-in Log

is somewhat surprising. It appears that each agency
implemented a different subset of the measures on the
original log, and, thus, there is insufficient information
to determine which measures may have been successful
had the log been implemented in its entirety. Additional
staff training and data enhancements may help to
improve data completion in the future.
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MEANINGFUL ENGAGEMENT FORM

Overview

While outreach staff often capture more detailed
information about youth in outreach notes, the
Meaningful Engagement Form provided a tool to
more systematically collect detailed information
on youth with whom they have more extensive
interactions.

» During the pilot period, youth with whom
outreach staff meaningfully engaged were
commonly older (~19 years), male, and
youth of color.

» Less than half of youth reported that they
had a safe place to stay; 45% were staying
outdoors or in a place not meant for
habitation. LGBT youth and youth of color
reported having safe places to stay less
often than other youth.

Development and Piloting

Cardea developed the Meaningful Engagement Form for
outreach staff to collect more detailed information from

a subset of youth with whom they have more extensive
interactions and learn more about the youth’s situation
and needs, whether through street outreach or drop-in.
The three agencies implemented this form starting in June.
However, each agency implemented the forms in different
ways. Staff at AYR reported that they often took the form
into the field during street outreach. Staff at Friends of
Youth and YouthCare reported that they attempted to
complete the forms as soon as possible after returning from
the field. YouthCare also implemented a quota system for
the form.
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» Youth reported a variety of situations and needs.
Nearly two-thirds experienced challenges around
meeting basic needs; nearly one-third felt
isolated/lonely; about one-third needed shelter
and a similar percentage needed permanent
housing; and nearly one-quarter needed
employment.

» Qutreach staff referred about three-quarters
of youth to services, including shelter, case
management, and drop-in services, and gave
supplies to a similar percentage of youth. They
linked more than half directly to services.

Methods

AYR and Friends of Youth provided hard copies of the
completed Meaningful Engagement Forms to Cardea for
data entry. YouthCare entered data from the completed
forms into Excel and electronically transferred the data to
Cardea. After entering data from AYR and Friends of Youth’s
completed forms and transferring YouthCare’s data into

the Excel template created specifically for the Meaningful
Engagement Form, Cardea imported data into SPSS and
conducted descriptive analyses. Univariate and multivariate
analyses could not be conducted, due to the limited number
of forms collected during the pilot period.

In some cases, agencies completed more than one form per
youth. To adjust for this, Cardea used data management
techniques to aggregate multiple records for the same youth.
When there was conflicting information about youth, con-
servative estimates or rounded means were calculated (i.e.,
highest estimate of grade in school or rounded average age).
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Results

The three agencies submitted a total of 151 completed
Meaning Engagement Forms (Figure 7). Of the 151 forms,
68.2% were submitted by YouthCare, 23.2% by AYR, and
8.6% by Friends of Youth. The total number of unduplicat-
ed clients was 119—70.6% from YouthCare, 19.3% from
AYR, and 10.1% from Friends of Youth.

Figure 7. Number of meaningful engagement forms by
agency (N=151)
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Overall, the agencies submitted forms for youth who were

meaningfully engaged through street outreach and drop-in
from June 9 — September 25, 2014. There were fluctuations
in submissions both across and within agencies, with the
weekly number of forms submitted generally declining
from the start of implementation until the end of the pilot
(Figure 8). AYR began implementing the forms first,
tapering off after about three weeks of implementation.
Friends of Youth submitted a small, but relatively stable,
number of forms throughout the pilot. YouthCare rolled
out implementation relatively slowly, completing the
greatest number of forms in the middle of the pilot, before
tapering off in September.

Overall, 80% of meaningful engagements took place at
drop-in, with Friends of Youth and YouthCare reporting
that the vast majority of their meaningful engagements
took place at drop-in. AYR reported a more even distri-
bution, with 42.9% of meaningful engagements occurring
during street outreach (Figure 9, next page).

Figure 8. Number of meaningful engagements per week by agency (N=151)
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Figure 9. Distribution of meaningful engagements by agency
and venue (N=143)
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Demographic Characteristics

The following analyses focus on the 119 unduplicated youth
across the three agencies. Overall, outreach staff estimated
an average of 8.5 (standard deviation=13.2) and a median of
three (3) interactions, before youth meaningfully engaged.
Mean and median numbers of interactions before mean-
ingful engagement varied by agency, with AYR estimating

a median of 15 interactions, and Friends of Youth and
YouthCare estimating a median of one (1) and three (3)
interactions before meaningful engagement, respectively.
AYR reported a higher proportion of meaningful engage-
ments through street outreach, compared with the other
agencies, and this may explain some of the differences in
median numbers of interactions.

Across all three agencies, outreach staft engaged most
commonly with youth between the ages of 18 and 20 years
(48.7%), with a median age of 19 years. AYR generally en-
gaged with more youth under the age of 18 (median age=17)
than Friends of Youth (median age=19) and YouthCare
(median age=20), respectively (Table 20, next page).
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Of the 119 unduplicated youth, about two-thirds (67.5%)
identified as male. Gender identity was similar across agen-
cies. Although data were only available for 44% of youth,
there appeared to be more diversity in sexual orientation
among youth engaged by YouthCare; at least 16 youth
identified as lesbian, gay, bisexual, queer, questioning, or
other identity.

The majority of youth across and within agencies identified
as non-Hispanic white. However, nearly half identified

as youth of color (46.4%), most frequently identifying as
black/African American (16.5%), American Indian (6.2%),
more than one race (12.4%), and Hispanic/Latino (12.4%).

Slightly more than half (55.0%) of youth shared informa-
tion about their educational status, and 18.2% of these
youth were currently in school. A higher percentage of
youth engaged by AYR reported that they were still in
school (38.5%), compared with Friends of Youth and
YouthCare, which may be related to the younger age of
youth engaged by AYR. Less than half (49.0%) of youth
shared information about their current or highest complet-
ed grade in school, and nearly two-thirds (62.1%) of these
youth were in or had completed 12" grade, received a GED,
or had completed some post-secondary education. Youth
engaged by Friends of Youth and YouthCare generally had
higher levels of education than at AYR, which, again, may
be related to the younger age of youth engaged by AYR.
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Table 20. Demographic characteristics of meaningfully
engaged youth

# %
Age (N=117)

15 years or younger 7 6.0

16-17 years 19 16.2

18-20 years 57 48.7

21 years or older 34 291
Gender (N=114)

Male 77 67.5

Female 36 31.6

Other (not trans*) 1 0.9
Sexual Orientation (N=52)

Heterosexual/Straight 36 69.2

Bisexual 4 7.7

Gay or Lesbian 2 3.8

Queer 2 3.8

Questioning 2 3.8

Other 6 11.5
Race (N=97)

White 53 54.6

Black/African American 16 16.5

American Indian/Alaska Native 6 6.2

Native Hawaiian/ Other Pacific Islander 2 21

Asian 1 1.0

More than one race 12 12.4
Ethnicity (N=97)

Hispanic/Latino 12 124
Currently in School (N=66) 12 18.2
Highest Grade Completed (N=58)

10" grade or less 13 22.4

11" grade 9 15.5

12" grade or GED 28 48.3

Post-secondary or other 8 13.8

Living Situations, Experiences, and Needs

Most commonly, youth were staying outdoors or in a place
not meant for habitation (45.0%) or in a shelter (17.1%).
Youth engaged by Friends of Youth and YouthCare were
more likely to be staying outdoors or in a shelter than
those engaged by AYR. Youth engaged by AYR were more
commonly staying with parents/guardians, relatives, and
friends than those at Friends of Youth and YouthCare
(Table 21).
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Outreach staff were most likely to engage youth within
their respective agency’s geographic area. AYR primarily
engaged youth in South King County, and Friends of Youth
exclusively engaged youth in East King County. YouthCare
primarily engaged youth in Seattle.

Less than half of youth (47.0%) reported that they had a
safe place to stay. Youth engaged by YouthCare were least
likely to report that they had a safe place to stay (27.7%),
and those engaged by AYR were most likely to report that
they had a safe place to stay (66.7%).

Table 21. Living situations of meaningfully engaged youth

# %
Where Youth Is Staying (N=111)
Outdoors or place not meant for 50 45.0
habitation
Shelter 19 171
Parent/Guardians’ home 15 13.5
Couch surfing 6 5.4
With relatives 5 4.5
With a friend 2 1.8
Other 14 12.6
Geographic Area Where Youth is
Staying (N=66)
Seattle 37 56.1
South King County (Auburn, 19 28.8
Federal Way, Renton, Tukwila)
East King County (Bellevue, Redmond, 9 13.6
Woodinville)
Youth Has a Safe Place to Stay (N=78) 31 47.0

Across all three agencies, youth most commonly reported
that they experienced challenges around meeting basic
needs, like food and warmth (60.5%), feeling isolated/
lonely (30.3%), and grappling with drugs/alcohol (18.5%).
Youth engaged by AYR often noted mental health challeng-
es (21.7%). In addition, youth commonly reported other
issues (28.6%), such as immigration and documentation
challenges and difficulty finding stable work (Table 22,
next page).
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Table 22. Youth-reported experiences (N=119)

# %
Experiences
Basic needs 72 60.5
Isolated/lonely 36 30.3
Drugs/alcohol 22 18.5
Physical assault 9 7.6
Mental health 6 5.0
Sexual exploitation 4 3.4
Injury or iliness 4 3.4
Sexual assault 3 25
Other 34 28.6
Median number of reported experiences 1

Overall, youth most often reported that they needed shelter
(32.8%), permanent housing (31.1%), and employment
(23.5%). They also identified needs for education (14.3%)
and medical care (11.8%). Youth engaged by Friends of
Youth reported a greater median number of needs (median
needs=3) than youth engaged by AYR and YouthCare
(median needs=1) (Table 23).

Table 23. Youth-reported needs (N=119)

# %
Needs

Shelter 39 32.8
Permanent housing 37 31.1
Employment 28 23.5
Education 17 14.3
Medical care 14 11.8
Family reconciliation 7 59
Mental health counseling 4 3.4
Other 18 15.1
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Services Provided during Meaningful Engagement

Overall, outreach staff at the three agencies referred 75.6%
of youth to services, gave supplies to 72.3% of youth, linked
55.5% of youth to services, discussed family reconciliation
with 15.1% of youth, and arranged follow-up calls or
meetings with 11.8% of youth (Figure 10). Outreach staff
at AYR and Friends of Youth reported linking youth to
services more often than at YouthCare, and Friends of
Youth and YouthCare reported giving supplies to more
youth than AYR.

Figure 10. Percent of clients receiving services during
meaningful engagement (N=119)
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Most commonly, outreach staff referred youth to services.
They referred 37.0% of youth to shelter, 35.3% to case
management, 35.3% to drop-in services; 29.4% to meals,
and 25.2% to a clinic/medical care (Table 24, next page).
Outreach staff at Friends of Youth commonly reported
providing about six referrals to each youth, compared with
two referrals for AYR and one for YouthCare.
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Table 24. Referrals made for meaningfully engaged
youth (N=119)

# %
Referral
Shelter 44 37.0
Case management 42 35.3
Drop-in 42 35.3
Meals 35 29.4
Clinic/medical care 30 25.2
Transitional living 25 21.0
Employment 24 20.2
Education 21 17.6
Drug/alcohol treatment 14 11.8
Other 19 16.0
Median referrals per youth 2

Often, outreach staff linked youth to services (i.e., accom-
panied/transported them directly to services or helped
them make appointments). Overall, they linked 18.5% of
youth to shelters, drop-in services, or clinics/medical care
(Table 25). Outreach staff also linked 17.6% of youth to
meals, 15.1% to case management, 14.3% to transitional
living, and 13.4% to employment. Types of services varied
by agency. YouthCare provided linkages to a diverse array
of services, whereas AYR and Friends of Youth provided
linkages to a narrower range of services. For example,
AYR provided linkages to a clinic/medical care, drop-in

services, and meals most frequently, while Friends of Youth
provided linkages to a clinic/medical care, drop-in services,
meals, and transitional living most frequently.

Table 25. Linkages made for meaningfully engaged
youth (N=119)

# %
Linkage
Clinic/medical care 22 18.5
Drop-in 22 18.5
Shelter 22 18.5
Meals 21 17.6
Case management 18 15.1
Transitional living 17 14.3
Employment 16 13.4
Drug/alcohol treatment 12 10.1
Education 7 5.9
Other 9 7.6
Median linkages per youth 1

Services Provided to Youth of Color, LGBT Youth, and
Youth under 18

Youth under 18 more frequently reported that they had

a safe place to stay (68.2%) than older youth (28.6%).
However, youth of color reported that they had a safe place
to stay only 34.1% of the time, and only one of the nine
LGBT youth reported having a safe place to stay.

Figure 11. Average number of experiences/needs reported by youth of color, LGBT youth, and youth under age 18 (N=119)
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Table 26. Services provided to meaningfully engaged youth of color, LGBT youth, and youth under 18

Gave supplies

Referred to services

Linked to services

Discussed family reconciliation issues
Arranged for a follow-up

On average, youth of color reported about the same
number of experiences and needs as non-Hispanic white
youth. Although the sample size was small, LGBT youth
reported a greater number of experiences and needs than
other youth, and youth under 18 reported the same or
fewer challenges and needs as older youth (Figure 11,
previous page).

Youth of color and LGBT youth were referred to services
at about the same rate as other youth (Table 26). However,
youth under 18 were referred to services a little less fre-
quently than older youth. The average numbers of referrals
were roughly the same for youth of color and LGBT youth
as for other youth, but youth under 18 received an average
of 0.6 fewer referrals than older youth (Figure 12).

Youth of Color LGBT Youth Youth Under 18
(N=44) (N=9) (N=26)

# % # % # %
28 63.6 7 77.8 20 76.9
34 77.3 7 77.8 18 69.2
29 65.9 4 44 .4 16 61.5
13 29.5 0 0.0 6 23.1

5 11.4 1 11.1 3 11.5

Youth of color received supplies from staff a little less
frequently than non-Hispanic white youth. Family recon-
ciliation was more frequently addressed with youth of color
than white youth (29.5% vs. 6.7%) and with youth under 18
than older youth (23.1% vs. 12.9%). Outreach staff arranged
for follow-ups with youth of color, LGBT youth, and youth
under 18 at approximately the same rate as for other youth.

Youth of color were linked to services about two-thirds
(65.9%) of the time, while the small number of LGBT youth
were linked to services about 45% (44.4%) of the time.

This finding is complicated by the small number of LGBT
youth and the fact that most LGBT youth were engaged by
YouthCare, which reported lower rates of linkage than the
other two agencies.

Figure 12 . Average number of referrals/linkages reported by youth of color, LGBT youth, and youth under age 18 (N=119)

23

Average # of referrals/linkages

2.5

26

25 54
< 1.7
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Youth of color (N=44)

= Referrals, these youth

LGBT youth (N=9)

» Referrals, other youth

Youth under 18 (N=26)

Links, these youth u Links, other youth
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Meaningful Engagement Form — Implementation Successes and Challenges

The three agencies reported that the Meaningful
Engagement Form provided valuable information for
program improvement and funding opportunities.
While the form captured rich detail about youth char-
acteristics and situations and about services provided,
more guidance is needed to clarify at what point, in
their relationships with youth, staff should complete
the form and that the form should be completed after,
not during, interactions with youth.

Outreach staff requested some modifications to the
form such as providing ranges to reflect an estimated
number of interactions with youth and additional
options for where youth have been staying. Cardea also
noticed some common write-in responses that it coded
during data analysis (e.g., mental health challenges,
counseling needs).
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There was a relatively large amount of missing data on
sexual orientation and educational status, suggesting
that these measures may be more difficult to collect.
Modifications to these questions or adjustments in
framing might improve data completion. For example,
to improve data completion on sexual orientation and
other sensitive questions, agencies might consider
developing best practices for posing these questions,
particularly to youth who are questioning. To improve
data completion on educational status, questions could
be simplified to whether the youth is currently in
school and, if not, whether they finished high school or
received a GED. Any additional information could be
documented in notes.
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DISCUSSION

The objectives of this evaluation were to:

1. Describe street outreach and drop-in services
provided by the collaborating agencies,
including county-wide coordination, overall
implementation and best practices

2. Develop methods and materials to better define
and describe runaway and homeless youth and
young adults who are engaged in outreach

3. Assess youth and young adults engaged in
the continuum of services, when possible

4. Build the collaborating agencies’ capacity to use

data to inform program/service improvement

Key Findings — Street Outreach

Outreach staff are connecting with a wide
range of youth across the region

Collectively, AYR, Friends of Youth, and YouthCare
connected with more than 1,500 youth during the three-
month pilot period, and more than one-third were youth
who outreach staff were connecting with for the first time.
Outreach staff estimated that youth ranged from adoles-
cents to young adults and that more than one-third were
between 16 - 20 years.

The three agencies engaged in street outreach across

King County, with AYR and Friends of Youth extending
outreach to geographic locations far beyond their drop-in
centers. Outreach locations included cities as far north as
Bothell and Kenmore, as far south as Auburn and Federal
Way, and as far east as North Bend and Snoqualmie. More
populated outreach locations yielded higher numbers of
youth overall and “new faces,” but less populated locations
were an important source of “new faces”
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Youth engaged during street outreach
are extremely vulnerable

Across agencies, outreach staff observed risky behaviors/
situational factors and other concerns, most notably sleep-
ing outdoors and drug and/or alcohol use. While reported
less frequently, outreach staff, as well as those who partici-
pated in key informant interviews, observed violence/gang
involvement and prostitution or sexual exploitation. Key
informants added that drug use is one of the barriers to
connecting and engaging with youth.

Street outreach facilitates entry into
the continuum of services

During the pilot period, outreach staff made nearly 800
referrals during street outreach. They most commonly
referred youth to case management, but shelter, drop-in
services, and meals were also common referrals. In addi-
tion, outreach staff linked youth directly to services such as
shelters, drop-in services, and clinics/medical care.

Data collection during street outreach can
be challenging, but is clearly feasible

Outreach staff initially indicated that data collection can
compromise their relationships with youth, citing that a
majority of youth they encounter distrust adults and formal
processes. Yet, they were able to successfully implement the
Street Outreach Encounter Summary Form, which allowed
for a finer level of data and analysis than the outreach
tracking forms that the agencies historically used. Outreach
staff documented few meaningful engagements during
street outreach. Further discussions with agencies about
logistical or staffing capacity challenges to collecting this
level of detail during street outreach may help address this
issue in the future.

52



Key Findings — Drop-in

Drop-in services support a diversity of youth

While demographic data were missing for a substantial
number of drop-in clients across some measures during
the pilot period, the retrospective analyses of YouthCare
data and data from both the Drop-in Log and Meaningful
Engagement Form indicated that a diverse group of youth
access drop-in services. Data from the log showed that
there are more male clients than clients of other genders
and that these clients range in age from 10 - 25 years. In
addition, the retrospective analyses of YouthCare data and
data from the Meaningful Engagement Form indicated
that youth of color and LGBT youth are disproportionately
represented among drop-in clients.

Youth who access drop-in services
face multiple challenges

Based on data from the Drop-in Log, youth accessed
drop-in services to meet basic needs, including meals, a
safe place to hang out, and, to a lesser extent, employment
or education services. Similarly, youth who were meaning-
fully engaged by outreach staff most commonly reported
that they experienced challenges around meeting basic
needs, as well as feeling isolated/lonely and grappling with
drugs and alcohol. In addition, the retrospective analyses
of YouthCare data indicated that youth faced a multitude
of other challenges, including long-term homelessness,
history of involvement with the legal system, mental health
challenges, fair/poor health status, and developmental
disabilities. Outreach staff commonly distributed basic
needs supplies to the youth. As key informants noted,
providing basic needs items not only opened the door for
engagement, but demonstrated true compassion.
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Methods to streamline data collection
and analysis are critical

As with street outreach, data collection during drop-in

can be challenging. The three agencies were not able to
systematically capture many demographic characteristics
and housing status measures from all drop in-clients, and,
given data completion issues, it appears that it may not be
practical to track referrals during drop-in. Only 65 referrals
were documented across the three agencies, but this is most
likely an underestimate of the actual number of referrals.

Key Findings — Outreach and the
Continuum of Services

Outreach connects youth with services

Key informant interviews and focus groups revealed that
street outreach and drop-in services help youth feel safe
and accepted and gradually build relationships that facil-
itate transition to stability. In addition, the retrospective
analyses of YouthCare data and data from the Meaningful
Engagement Form indicated that youth connect with drop-
in services, shelter, case management, and other services via
outreach services. Once youth have meaningfully engaged
with staff through outreach, data indicate that about
three-quarters of youth receive supplies and referrals to
services, and more than half are directly linked to services.

Facilitating connections for youth of color,
LGBT youth, and youth under 18
should continue to be a priority

The three agencies are connecting with and engaging with

a diversity of youth, including youth of color, LGBT youth,
and youth under 18. Data from the Meaningful Engagement
Form suggested that agencies are linking youth of color

to services at similar rates or higher as other youth. While
data were limited, LGBT youth, and youth under 18 may

be somewhat less likely to be linked to services. Therefore,
facilitating connections should continue to be a priority to
ensure that these youth are supported in connecting with
service systems that are responsive to their cultural/develop-
mental needs.
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Considerations

One of the objectives of this evaluation was to develop
methods and materials to better define and describe
runaway and homeless youth and young adults who are
engaged in outreach. With that in mind, Cardea worked
with the three agencies to develop and pilot four new data
collection instruments:

[y

. Street Outreach Encounter Summary Form

N

. Drop-in Log
3. Meaningful Engagement Form

4. Additional retrospective questions

The three agencies were able to successfully implement
the Street Outreach Encounter Summary Form and
Meaningful Engagement Forms. Implementation of the
Drop-in Log proved to be more challenging, but still
yielded valuable information about the large number of
clients served. None of the agencies were able to implement
the additional retrospective questions. Overall, the data
collected through these new instruments provided richer
detail and allowed for a finer level of data analysis than
the outreach tracking forms that the agencies historically
used. Importantly, all three agencies reported that the
instruments provided them with valuable information for
program improvement and funding opportunities.

To address data collection and completion challenges and
ensure sustainability, the following are adjustments to
consider:

» Review data collection instruments and
procedures for opportunities to streamline

In the “Implementation Successes and Challenges”
sections, Cardea offers some suggestions for further
standardization of instruments. Agencies were
encouraged to customize instruments, as needed, to
accommodate logistical and programmatic differenc-
es. While Cardea could easily accommodate minor
modifications (e.g., list of supplies distributed), agen-
cies that made structural changes to the formatting of
instruments encountered implementation challenges
and data management issues.
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» Invest in data systems that enhance agency

capacity to track program outcomes

Given the differences in format and structure of

each agency’s data system, it is extremely challeng-
ing to track ongoing engagement with clients, as

well as short-term (e.g., referrals and linkages to
services) and longer term (e.g., housing, education,
employment) outcomes. In light of this challenge,
Cardea initially developed additional retrospective
questions to collect a few basic longer term outcome
measures. However, none of the agencies were able to
implement these measures, due to the cross-program
collaboration required to collect, manage, and extract
these measures.

» Dedicate resources for routine data entry,
until better data systems are available

Data completion and accuracy could be improved

by using standardized data entry templates with
built-in data validation features. This would also
reduce the level of expertise and time needed for data
management.

» Routinize staff training and data monitoring/
quality assurance procedures to help improve
accuracy of future data collection efforts

While some degree of missing data is expected, a
common challenge in implementing the new data
collection instruments was staff turnover. Agencies
could document standards and practices related to
data collection and entry and incorporate training
and support in implementing data collection, as

part of new staff orientation and ongoing training.
Agencies might also examine best practices for
framing questions about sexual orientation and race/
ethnicity to ensure complete and accurate collection
of these data that will contribute to efforts to make
services inclusive for all youth, particularly those that
might experience the synergistic impacts of race/
ethnicity, sexual orientation, and age.
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CONCLUSION

The National Alliance to End Homelessness (NAEH)

identified outreach as one of the 10 essential steps for Three months ago, I was shooting up meth,
preventing homelessness among youth and young adults. heroin; T am o days clean. They do a lot of
The NAEH notes that outreach and engagement reduce

barriers and encourage homeless youth and young adults support, not just the staff. Its also GED teachers,

to connect with housing and other essential services that case managers, students, a bunch of people. Its
facilitate independence.® changed my life for the better; giant family that
Through the SOP Learning Lab, Auburn Youth Resources, gets bigger every time.... You find your real
Friends of Youth, and YouthCare continued their import- friends and family.

ant work to connect and engage with youth throughout — YouthCare/Orion Center
King County. In addition, the SOP Learning Lab evaluation

provided a forum for these agencies to better align data

collection and report the impact of their work to public

and private partners.

All three agencies piloted new instruments to help them
learn more about the youth they connect and engage

with during street outreach and drop-in services. During
the pilot period, outreach staff were able to use these
instruments to collect more robust data that can inform
current and future work with youth. In addition, the pilot
data contributes to the knowledge base about how youth
experiencing homelessness and housing instability engage
in the continuum of services in King County.

The partnership among the three agencies is critical to
supporting a region-wide model aimed at improving
outreach and service provision for homeless and unstably
housed youth. The agencies’ collaborative approach to
sharing best practices from the field has increased their
collective capacity to engage youth and connect them with
the services they need to gain greater stability and prepare
for life.
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Key Informant Interview Guide — Program Managers

Key Informant Interview
Program Managers

Thank you for taking the time to talk with me today.

My name is and I'm with Cardea. We are working with YouthCare, Friends
of Youth, and Auburn Youth Resources to talk with program managers, outreach staff,
and other key stakeholders about outreach services. The purpose of this discussion is to
hear about your experience with street outreach and drop-in services and the youth and
young, adulls you serve. We also wanl lo hear your thoughts aboul why oulreach
services are important and about best practices and lessons learned.

This discussion will take about an hour. Taking part in the discussion is completely
voluntary. If you take part in the discussion, you may choose to answer some questions
and not others. With your permission, I would like to audio record the discussion. If
vou do nol give permission lo lape Lhe discussion, then il will nol be laped. We will
summarize what we learn in a final evaluation report, but will not identify you by
name. Once the report has been written, the audio recording and written notes will be
destroyed.

Do you have any questions?
Do you agree to participate? YES NO

Do I have your permission to record the discussion? YES NO

IT INTERVIEWELE AGREES TO RECORDING, TURN ON RECORDER.
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Key Informant Interview Guide — Program Managers

Title:

Date:

Name:

Interview Guide for Program Managers

Organization:
Interviewer:

1. Please describe the evolution of outreach services —including street outreach and
drop-in services—at <<insert agency>>,

Probes

How long has <<insert agency>> been providing outreach services (year that outreach
started)?

How have outreach services historically been funded? How are outreach services
currently funded?

Hotw have oulreach services historically been staffed? How are oulreach services
currently staffed?

Where (cities/unincorporated communities and names of drop-in sites) and when (days of
the week/times of day) is outreach provided?

Has the focus of outreach services al <<inserf agency>> changed over line, in terms of
youltlyyouth adults” age, race or ethnicity, sexual ortentation, ete.? Has the focus of
outreach sercices at <<insert agency>> changed over time, in terins of engaging families,
serving runaevays, efe.? In whal ways?

2. Please describe street outreach and drop-in services at <<insert agency>>.
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Key Informant Interview Guide — Program Managers

Please describe the youth and young adults encountered through street outreach
and drop-in services.

Probes: What differences (demographic and situational) do you see between the youth and
young adults encounttered Hrough street owtreach vs. drop-in services? What trends have
you observed in the youtlh and young adults encountered?

During outreach, what strategies do staff use to connect with and engage youth and
young adults?

Probes: The term “engagement” s used a lot in the field, so would you please share your
definition of “engagement”? What differences, if any, are there in engagement strategies for
street outreach vs. drop-in services? What is the range of time that staff engage with youth
and young adults, and how long is their “average” engagement? Does this vary for street
outreach vs. drop-in services? Do strategies vary by age, race or ethnicity, sexual orientation,
efc.? In what woays?

What barriers do you face in connecting with and engaging vouth and young
adults? What factors facilitate connecting with and engaging youth and young
adults?

Probes: Do barriers and facilitating factors vary by age, race or ethnicity, sexual orientation,
efc.? Do barriers and facilitators oary for street outreach os. drop-in services? In what ways?

What types of issues do staff discuss with youth and young adults during outreach?
Whal Lypes of referrals/services do slall offer?

Probes: Why do you think these issues are important? Do issues vary by age, race or
ethnicity, sexual orientation, efc.? In what ways? How do you know if youth were
successfully referred (i.e., linked to services)?

One of our tasks is to develop core questions for youth and young adults during
initial or brief, episodic engagement. What types of questions are reasonable to ask?

Probes: What types of questions are reasonable to ask about demographics (e.g., uge, gender,
race or ethnicity, sexual orientation, efc.)? What types of questions are reasonable to ask
about the youth's current situation (e.g., current housing status, substance use, etc.)?

In your experience, what are the core elements of effective outreach?

Probes: Do these core elements vary for street outreach vs. drop-in services? In what ways?
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Key Informant Interview Guide — Outreach Staff

Key Informant Interview
Outreach Staff
Thank you for taking the time to talk with me today.

My name is and I'm with Cardea. We are working with YouthCare, Friends
of Youth, and Auburn Youth Resources Lo lalk wilh program managers, oulreach slalf,

and other key stakeholders about outreach services. The purpose of this discussion is to
hear about your experience with street outreach and drop-in services and the youth and
young, adults you serve. We also want to hear vour thoughts about why outreach
services are important and about best practices and lessons learned.

This discussion will take about an hour. Taking part in the discussion is completely
voluntary. If you take part in the discussion, you may choose to answer some questions
and not others. With your permission, I would like to audio record the discussion. If
you do nol give permission lo lape the discussion, then it will nol be taped. We will
summarize what we learn in a final evaluation report, but will not identify you by
name. Once the report has been written, the audio recording and written notes will be
destroyed.

Do you have any questions?

Do you agree to participate? YES NO

Do I have your permission to record the discussion? YES NO

IF INTERVIEWEE AGREES TO RECORDING, TURN ON RECORDER.
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Key Informant Interview Guide — Outreach Staff

Interview Guide for Qutreach Staff

Name:

Title:
Organization:
Date:

Interviewer:

Please describe your experience with street outreach and drop-in services.

Probes: How long (months/years) have you been providing outreach services? What do you
like best about providing outreach services? What do you find challenging about providing
outrench services? Would you please share your definitions of “street outreach”™ vs. “drop-in
services”?

Please describe the youth and young adults you encounter through street outreach
and drop-in services,

Probes: What differences (demographic and situational) do you see bekween the youll and
young adults you encounter Hirough street outreach vs. drop-in services? What trends have
you observed in the youth and young adults you encounter?

During outreach, what strategies do you use to connect with and engage youth and
voung adults?

Probes: The term “engagenient” 1s used a lot in the freld, so would you please share your
definition of “engagement”? What differences, if any, are there in engagement strategtes for
street outreach vs. drop-in services? Whal is the range of time that you engnage with youth
and young adults, and how long is your “average” engagement? Does this vary for street
outreach vs. drop-in services? Do stralegies vary by age, race or ethnicity, sexual orientation,
ete.? In what ways?

What barriers do you face in connecting with and engaging youth and young
adults? What factors facilitate connecting with and engaging youth and young,
adults?

Probes: Do barriers and facilitating factors vary by age, race or ethnicity, sexual orientation,
etc.? Do barriers and facilitators vary for street outreacl vs. drop-in services? In what ways?
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Key Informant Interview Guide — Outreach Staff

What types of issues do you discuss with youth and young adults during outreach?
What types of referrals/services do you offer?

Probes: Why do you think these issues are important? Do issues vary by age, race or
ethnicity, sexual orientation, ete.? In what ways? How do you know if youth were
srceessfully referred (Le., linked lo services)?

One of our tasks is to develop core questions for youth and young adults during
initial or brief, episodic engagement. What types of questions are reasonable to ask?
Probes: What hypes of questions are reasonable to ask about demographics (e.g., age, gender,
race or elhnicily, sexual orientation, etc.)? Whal lypes of questions are reasonable lo ask
aboul the youth’s current situation (e.g., current housing status, substance use, elc.)?

Tell me about a successful experience that you had with a youth or young adult
during oulreach. Tell me aboul an oulreach experience Lhal didn’t go as well as vou
hoped.

Probes: What contributed to making that a successful experience? What contributed to
making that an experience that didn’t go as well as you hoped? How have these ”lessons
learned” informed your outreach work?

In your experience, whal are Lhe core elemenls of effeclive oulreach?

Probes: Do these core elements vary for street outreach vs. drop-in services? In what ways?
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Key Informant Interview Guide - Key Stakeholders

Key Informant Interview
Key Stakeholders

Thank you for taking the time to talk with me today.

My name is and I'm with Cardea. We are working with YouthCare, Friends
of Youth, and Auburn Youth Resources to talk with program managers, outreach staff,
and other key stakeholders about outreach services. The purpose of this discussion is to
hear your perspective on street outreach and drop-in services for runaway and
homeless youth. We also want to hear vour thoughts about why outreach services are
important and about best practices and lessons learned.

This discussion will take about an hour, Taking part in the discussion is completely
voluntary. If you take part in the discussion, vou may choose to answer some questions
and not others. With your permission, I would like to audio record the discussion. If
you do nol give permission lo lape the discussion, then it will nol be laped. We will
summarize what we learn in a final evaluation report, but will not identify you by
name. Once the report has been written, the audio recording and written notes will be
destroyed.

Do you have any questions?
Do you agree to participate? YES NO

Do I have your permission to record the discussion? YES NO

IF INTERVIEWEE AGREES TO RECORDING, TURN ON RECORDER.
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Key Informant Interview Guide — Key Stakeholders

1.

Interview Guide for Key Stakeholders

Name:

Title:
Organization:
Date:

Interviewer:

Please describe your relationship lo YouthCare, Friends of Youth, and/or Auburn
Youth Resources and your interaction with program managers, outreach staff,
runaway and homeless youlh, and others who are connecled lo oulreach services.

Probes: How long haove you been working with <<inserl agency/agencies>>? How do you

Jeel aboutfwould you characterize your relationship with <<insert agency/ogencies>>? How

has your relationship with << inserf agencyfugencies>> changed over lime?

There are terms that are commonly used in the field, so would you please share your
delinilions of...

e Street outreach services

* Drop-in services

» [ngagement (of runaway and homeless youth)

What strategies are important to connecting with and engaging runaway and
homeless yvouth?
Probes: What differences, if any, are there in engagentent strategies for street outreach vs,

drop-in services? Do strategies vary by age, race or ethnicity, sexual ovieniation, etc.? In
whal ways?
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Key Informant Interview Guide — Key Stakeholders

4. What barriers do outreach staff face in connecting with and engaging runaway and
homeless youth? What factors facilitate connecting with and engaging runaway and
homeless youth?

Probes: Do barriers and facilitating factors vary by age, race or ethnicity, sexual orientation,
etc.? Do barriers and facilitators vary for street outreach vs. drop-in services? In what ways?

5. What issues are important to discuss with runaway and homeless youth and young
adults during outreach?

Probes: Why do you tHrink these issues are importfant? Do issuwes vary by age, race or
ethnicity, sexual orientation, efc.? In what ways?

6. In your experience, what are the core elements of effective outreach services to
runaway and homeless youth?

Probes: Do these core elements vary for street outreach vs. drop-in services? In what ways?

7. What types of feedback do you receive on oulreach services that runaway and
homeless youth receive from <<insert agency/agencies>>?
Probe: Based on that feedback, how do you think <<insert agencyfagencies>> can improove
outreacl services?
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Focus Group Guide

Focus Group Cover Sheet

Name ol (acilitalor:
Name of notetaker/observer:
Date:

l.ocation:

Introduction

‘Thank you very much for joining us loday. Belore we begin, we'd like Lo share the
purpose of this discussion.

Cardea is working with YouthCare, Friends of Youth, and Auburn Youth Resources to
talk with youth and young, adults about their experience with outreach and other
services. The purpose of this discussion is to hear how you connected to <<insert
agency>>and to get your ideas about what's good about outreach and other agency
services, and aboul how Lo improve Lhese services. We will share whal we learn with
agency staff, but will not identify anyone by name.

This discussion will take about an hour and a half. Taking part in the discussion is
completely voluntary. Your decision to participate will not have any effect on services
you get at <<insert agency>>. If you take part in the discussion, you may choose to
answer some questions and not others. You can also answer a question and then, later
in the discussion, tell us to remove your comments, and we will do that. With your
permission, we would like to audio record the discussion. If any of you do not want us
to tape the discussion, then it will not be taped.

Does anyone nol wanl us to tape the discussion? YES NO

[IF “YES”] Ok, <<inserl nolelaker’'s name>> will be laking wrillen noles during our
discussion.

[TF “NO”] Ok, we will start the recording in a few minutes and ask again if it’s ok to
tape the discussion.

We will summarize whal is learned from the discussion and write a report. Neither
your name nor any other identifying information will be used in any report.

[ITF RECORDING] Once the report has been written, the audio recording will be
destroyed.
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Focus Group Guide

For these types of discussions, we believe that it’s important to have the following
group agreements. ..

» DPlease support one person talking at a time,

+  We're interested in hearing your thoughts. Please be honest and share your
opinions.

«  We'll ask everyone to share their thoughts and ideas. Please feel free to pass, if
you aren’t comfortable with the question or don’t have an opinion to share.

» Please use respectful language. And, please remember and respect that people
have different ideas and ways of looking at things.

+ Please remember that what is said in this room should stay in this room.

» DPlease feel free to step out of the room and re-enter, as needed. When vou re-
enter, please do that respectfully.

+ Please feel free o get more <<food and beverage>> during the discussion.

» If you have a cell phone, please turn it off or to vibrate / no texting please.

Do you have any questions? YES NO
[IF “YES,” ANSWER QUESTIONS.]
[If “NO,” PROCEED TO THE NEXT QUESTION.]
Do you agree to participate? YES NO
[IF“YES,” PROCEED TO THE NEXT QUESTION. |
[IF “NO,"THANK ANYONE WHO DOES NOT AGREE FOR THEIR TIME, )
Finally, does anyone not want us to tape the discussion?  YES NO

[IF “YES”] Ok, <<insert notetaker’s name>> will be taking written notes during our
discussion.

[IF “NO”] Ok, we will start the recording now.
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Focus Group Guide

Focus Group Guide

How did you hear aboul <<inserl agency>>?

Tell me about your situation when you first connected with <<insert agency>>.
When and how did you get connected?

Who was the first person you connected with at <<insert agency>>? How would
you describe that first interaction?

Probes: How did <<insert staff>> help? What referrals/services did <<fnsert staff>> offer?
Did you accept those referrals/services? What influenced that? How many times did you
connect with <<inserf staff>> or other staff af <<insert agency>> before you accepted
referrals/seroices or felt like things might be different? What influenced that?

How comfortable did you feel with <<insert staff>> when you first connected?

Probes: What influenced how you felt? What did you appreciate about your interaction with
<<insert staff>>? How could <<insert staff>> have helped you feel more comfortable? Do
you still have contact with <<insert staff>>?

What programs and services have you accessed at <<insert agency>>? What
programs and services have you received from other agencies?

What difference/impact has <<insert agency>> made in your life?

Probes: What has been most important for you about connecting with <<insert agency>>?
How could <<insert agency>> improve its work with youth and young adults?
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APPENDIX B. PILOTED INSTRUMENTS

PILOTED INSTRUMENTS
= Standardized Data Collection Procedures
» Street Outreach Encounter Summary Form
» Drop-InLog
» Meaningful Engagement Form
= Additional Retrospective Questions

» Modified Drop-In Sign-In Log for AYR
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Standardized Data Collection Procedures

STREET OUTREACH PROGRAM
STANDARDIZED DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Cardea has developed 4 forms to assist with data collection and reporting.

Description of forms:

1)  Street Outreach Encounter summary form — this is to document summary data for ALL youth that
you approach during street outreach. You are asked to report on the number of youth you approached

in each outreach location and to take your best guess about how many you have seen hefore and how

many were in each age group.

2)  Meaningful engagement form - to be completed for the subset of youth with whom you had a
more extensive interaction with either during street outreach or at drop in. This means you have
listened to the youth's story and learned something about the youth’s needs.

3) Dropinsignin log - This log incorporates community sign in info plus some additional measures of
interest. Some of the items we’ve added may not be feasible for you to collect, so just do your best and
we can make adjustments if there are challenges. This log is intended to be completed by agency staff,
not by the youth directly.

4)  Additional retrospective questions — these are questions we'd like to ask all agencies to add across
the board to intake forms for any programs/services you offer, so we can get a snapshot history of
trajectory through the agency. These questions should be built into your existing data forms/systems.
These guestions are intended to be completed by agency staff during conversation with the youth, not
by the youth directly.

Q&A
What counts as a referral?

Referrals are when a youth tells you about a particular need and you recommend a place they can go to
get help with that particular need.

If the youth did not state specific needs, but you handed out a flyer or give a verbal list the services your
agency offers, this should be recorded under “items/info distributed”.

When should | fill out the meaningful engagement form?

A meaningful engagement is when you have had a more extensive interaction with a youth either during
street outreach or at drop in. This means you have listened to the youth’s story and learned something
about the youth's needs.

For Friends of Youth and AYR, we hope that you will be able to complete this information for all youth
with wham you've had a meaningful engagement.
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Standardized Data Collection Procedures

STREET OUTREACH PROGRAM
STANDARDIZED DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

For YouthCare, you will need to discuss what is feasible with your agency leaders. We would like to see
as many forms as possible for street outreach and a minimum of 3 forms per day for drop in.

Data Entry Format

Each of your agencies uses somewhat different methods for tracking data. Cardea is available to talk
with each agency to determine the system that is best for you, and to help with customizing the
forms/logs/data entry system. The options available are:

1. The data can be collected via paper and pencil and then entered into the excel worksheet.

2. The data can be entered directly into the excel worksheet if you have a laptop with you during
outreach

3. Some data collected at drop in or other programs may be entered into an existing database such
as YES (YouthCare) or YouthForce (Friends of Youth). Please contact us if you plan to use this
option so we can ensure that the data can be easily extracted and reported in a consistent
format.

Why is there redundancy between the forms?

These forms are designed to be quick and easy to complete. You may feel that there is a little bit of
redundancy between different forms. This is intentional in order to make it easy and fast to report
different required pieces of data for different purposes.

Questions?
Contact Sarah Salomon
Cardea Services

sarah@cardeaservices.org
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Street Outreach Encounter Summary Form

This form to be completed after leaving each street outreach location — may be multiple forms completed per
day depending on # of locations visited.

STREET OUTREACH ENCOUNTER SUMMARY FORM

# Under age 15
#16-20

#21+

Total # of youth to whom you
gave the following items:
Flyers/info about services:
Food/snack packs:

Hygiene packs/items:
Clothing/warmth items:

Bus tickets:

Other:

[ Drug or alcohal use

1 Violence/Gang involvement
0 Other:

Street Outreach Date: /
Approximate time AM/PM
Staff name(s):

Outreach location:

Total # youth encountered:

month / day / vear

Estimated # “new faces” encountered:

# Under age 15
#16-20

#21+

Total # of youth referred to:

Drop-in:

Meals:

Case management:
Education:
Employment:

Shelter:

Transitional Living:
Clinic/medical:
Drug/Alcohel treatment:

Other:

What risky behaviors are happening in this group?

M Sleeping outdoors or place not intended for habitation

[ Pimping/prostitution/sexual exploitation

# of youth you transported to:
Drop-in:

Shelter:

Clinic/medical:

Other:

Notes {e.g. Name or other info you want to remember about youth you interacted with here):

CARDEA

Training, Organizational Development and Research

74



Drop-In Log

DROP-IN LOG

This log was developed for in Microsoft Excel. Staff were instructed to input the data directly into Excel as clients check in for drop-

in services,
Column Name/Question Valid Values and Value Definitions Example |
Date MM/DD/YYYY 11/19/2013
First Name Joe
Last Name Smith
Street Name Battlecats
Date of Birth MM/DD/YYYY 1/2/1993
1=Malc
. 2=Female ,
Gender : 1
3=Transgender
| 4=Don't Know/Refused
I=Yes
First Ti Here? 1
irst Time Here | 2=No
Consent to Community Sign in? A el 1
s | 2=No
; L . 1=Yes
Is client currently homeless or without a stable place to live? 2—No 1
Are you interested in talking with someone here about 1=Yes 5
connecting with your family or another sate adult? 2=No
Multiple responses allowed
separate hy commas
1=white
2=black
Race/Ethnicity 3=Hispanic/Latino 1.3
4= Asian
5=Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
6=American [ndian/Alaska Native
| 7=other
Multiple responses allowed
separate by commas
1= outreach staff(s)
2=friend fTamily
How did client first hear about us? 3=someone from another organization 1
4=stranger
5=just saw the building
o=tlyer
| 7=other
Multiple responses allowed
separate by commas
What is the client here for? 1=Deop-in (sahe place to hang.out) 1,2

2=Meals
3= Help with resume/job application
A=Shower/laundry

Continued, next page
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Drop-In Log

Column Name/Question

Valid Values and Value Definitions

Example

Referrals made/ connected to services

[tems distributed

Multiple responses aflowed
separate by commas
1=Case Management
2=Education
3=Employment

4= shelter
5=YHC/transitional living
6=clinic/medical
7=drug/alcohol

8=Mental Health

| 9=0ther

Multiple responses aflowed
separate by commas
1=flyers

2=Hot Meal

3=Snack Pack/food item
4=Hygiene packs/items
5=Clothing/warmth items
G=Bus Pass

7=0ther

2

2,3

Which of the following best describes where client is spending

the nights?

1= Parent/guardian’s home
2=other relatives
3=friends

A4=moving around every few days/couch

surfing

S5=outdoors or place not intended for

habitation
6=other
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Meaningful Engagement Form

STREET OUTREACH/DROP-IN MEANINGFUL ENGAGEMENT FORM

Date of engagement: /oD J
Approximate time AM/PM

Staff name:

Estimated # of times you've interacted with this youth

in the past year ____

Location

M Street Qutreach
Specify Location:

[ Drop-In

Services you provided

O Gave supplies (e.g. food, hygiene, clothing, bus
tickets)

[ Listened to the youth’s “story”

O Referred client to services directed to achieving
youth’s goals/stated needs:

T DropIn 71 Shelter

3 Meals 3 Transitional Living
T Case management T Clinic/medical

7 Education
T Employment 71 Other

O Linked client to services [ie. brought them to agency
or helped them make an appointment):

T Dropn T Shelter
J Meals O Transitional Living

71 Drug/alcohol treatment

T Case management  J Clinic/medical
1 Education T Drug/alcohol treatment
) Employment T Other

O Discussed family reconciliation issues

M Arranged for a follow-up phone call or meeting

Summary of youth's situation:

Additional Notes:

Information about the youth

Please complete any info you were able to get during conversation

Street Name:

Full Name: First: Last:

Age:  vyears
Age group: J10-13  J14-17 01819 3J20-24 0235+
Date of Birth / DD/
Have a safe place to stay? Mo MYes
Where is youth staying?
[ Parents/guardians’ home
1 With other relatives
O with a friend = O check if “couch surfing”
[ Outdoors or place not intended for habitation
1 Other:
City:

Issues youth reported experiencing:

M Prostitution,/sexual
exploitation

M Isolated/lonely

03 Basic needs - hunger,
cold, etc. [ Drugs or alcohol
O Sexual assault O Injury or illness

[ Physical assault M Other

Needs youth reported:
[ shelter 7 Education
O Permanent housing O Employment
O Family reconciliation O Other
M Medical care
Gender: 7)1 Male  [JFemale  Transgender  [10ther
Sexual orientation:
MHeterosexual/straight [ Queer A

M Pan-sexual
OQuestioning/Undecided

1 Lesbian or Gay

O Bisexual
Race/Ethnicity (check all that apply):

O Hispanic/Latino 0 Native Hawaiian or Pacific

07 Asian Islander

T American Indian or Alaska (1 white
Native [ Other

[ African American or black
Stillin school? TINg~ TYes

Current year in school/highest completed grade if not currently
in school:

15" grade 9" grade CGED

06" grade 710" grade Osome college
O7" grade J11" grade Ocompleted college
(8" grade 12" grade

OOther, specify:
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Additional Retrospective Questions

ADDITIONAL RETROSPECTIVE QUESTIONS*

Additional questions to add to all program intake forms (e.g. Case Management, shelter, etc):

The last guestion may be tough for the youth to fill out themselves — our understanding is that a staff

person asks the questions and filling out the form on behalf of the youth

The questions should be tailored to fit your organization’s name and services you offer.

1. To the best of your memory, when did you first access services at [YouthCare/FoY/AYR]?
Today

This week

This month

This year

1-2 years ago

3+ years ago

aga43d0aa4gq

2. Thinking back on that first visit, how did you first hear about [YouthCare/FoY/AYR]?
Outreach staff(s)

Friend/acquaintance

Family/relative

At another organization; which agency?
Stranger

Saw written materials (e.g. bus ad, brochure, flyer, etc.)
Just saw the building
Other (please describe:

[ R R

3. Which of the following services have you accessed at [YouthCare/FoY/AYR], and in what order?

(please number 1-10 to reflect order of services accessed)

__Met [YouthCare/FoY/AYR] outreach worker __ Shelter

on the street or at another agency Transitional Living

__DroplIn __ Clinic/medical
__Meals __Drug/alcohol treatment
__Case management Other

__ Education N

__ Employment

*Note: No agencies were able to implement this form
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Modified Drop-In Sign-In Log for AYR

Arcadia House Gign-In Date:

/DD/ £

Street Name: Full Name: First:

Last:

Age Date of Birth Joo/f Gender: (1 Male  (Ifemale 71

Is this your first time here? JNo  OVes
Are you currently homeless or without a stable place to live? OONo ~ TYes

Are you interested in talking with someane here about connecting with
your family or another safe adult? ONo  [OYes

Race/Ethnicity (check all that apply):

# Clothing/warmth items___

Trans  MOther

What services are you here for?
3 Drop-in {safe place to hang out)
1 Meals
3 Help with resume/job application
3 Shower/laundry

# Survival items (eg. tent) ___

M white [ Native Hawaiian or Pacific 1 Other
3 african American or black lslander )
=1 Asian M Hispanic/Latino Which of the following best describes where you are
O American Indian or Alaska 0 Other spending the nights?
Native T Parents/guardians’ home
How did you first hear about AYR (check all that apply): T With other relatives
71 AYR outreach staff 0 stranger 2 W'th_a friend )
7 friend/family 3 Just saw the building 3 Moving argund/couch surfing
O] someone from ancther 0 fiyer 7 Outdoors or place not intended for habitation
organization  Other 3 Other:
Referrals made/connected to services: Check Items Distributed Additional Info
Y acm O YHC/trans living O Flyers O Bus pass Education/work readiness, # of hours: ___
5 O Education O clinic/medical O Full Meal 0 Other 01 Overnight participant
Py O Employment O drug/alcohol O Snack £ Community Sign-in
5 O shelter O Mental Health Pack/food item
h O Other # Hygiene items___
S
wn

Street Name: Full Name: First:

Last:

Is this your first time here? JNo  OVes

Are you currently homeless or without a stable place to live? MINa  TIYes

Are you interested in talking with someone here about connecting with
your family or another safe adult? TONo  Oves

Race/Ethnicity (check all that apply):

# Clothing/warmth items____

Age Date of Birth /DD /Jf Gender: O Male  OFemale  OTrans O0Other

What services are you here for?
7 Drop-in (safe place to hang out)
3 Meals
7 Help with resume/job application
T Shower/laundry

# Survival items (eg. tent)

M white M Native Hawaiian or Pacific 3 Other
3 African American or black Islander
3 Asian [ Hispanic/Latino Which of the following best describes where you are
T American Indian or Alaska (1 Other spending the nights?
Native 71 Parents/guardians’ home
How did you first hear about AYR (check all that apply): 3 with other relatives
3 AYR outreach staff O stranger O Witha fHiend ]
7 friend/family M Just saw the building 7 Moving araund/cauch surfing
I someone from another O flyer 3 Outdoors or place not intended for habitation
organization M Other 71 Other:
Referrals made/connected to services: Check Items Distributed Additional Info
> O O YHC/trans living O Flyers 0 Bus pass Education/work readiness, # of hours:
5 1 Education 1 clinic/medical 3 Full Meal 3 Other 0 Overnight participant
o 0 Employment O drug/alcohol 0 Snack B/ Commuinity Slgnain
5 0 shelter 0 Mental Health Pack/food item
H:: 0 Other # Hygiene items___
S
"
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Modified Drop-In Sign-In Log for AYR
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APPENDIX C. AGENCY-SPECIFIC RESULTS

APPENDIX C. AGENCY-SPECIFIC RESULTS
» Street Outreach Encounter Summaries
» Drop-In Logs

» Meaningful Engagement Forms
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Street Outreach Encounter Summaries

Age of total youth encountered during street outreach by agency (N=1,538)

AYR (N=1,173) FoY (N=195)
# % # %
Age
Under 15 years 127 108 10 51
16 to 20 years 373 318 99 50.8
21 years and older 211 18.0 86 44.1
Missing 462 394 0 0.0

Age of new youth encountered during street outreach by agency (N=567)

AYR (N=361) FoY (N=156)
# % # %
Age
Under 15 years 28 7.8 7 45
16 to 20 years 154 427 78 50.0
21 years and older 122 33.8 67 429
Missing 57 1538 4 2.6

Median number of youth served per outreach event by agency (N=247)

Median Minimum Maximum

Auburn Youth Resources 2 0 37
Friends of Youth 4 1 9
YouthCare 8 2 40

AYR had 29 encounter summary forms with missing data for the number of youth reached.
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YC (N=170)
# %
49 2858
68  40.0
50 29.4

3 18

YC (N=50)
# %
14 28.0
20 40.0

6 12.0
10 20.0

All (N=1,538)
# %
186 12.1
540  35.1
347 226
465  30.2
All (N=567)
# %
49 86
252 44.4
195 344
71 125



Number of youth given supplies by agency (N=1,538)

AYR (N=1,173)

#
Youth given supplies

Flyers or information 924
Food or snack packs 875
Hygiene packs or items 122
Clothing or warmth item 35
Bus tickets 0
Other 419

Number of youth referred to services by agency (N=1,538)

AYR (N=1,173)

#
Referral type

Case management 149
Shelter 124
Drop in 78
Meals 29
Employment 10
Transitional living 14
Drug or alcohol treatment 11
Education 3
Clinic or medical 6
Other 24

%

78.8
74.6
10.4
3.0
0.0
35.7

%

12.7
10.6
6.6
2.5
0.9
1.2
0.9
0.3
0.5
2.0

FoY (N=195)
# %
175  89.7
49 251
21 10.8
10 5.1
1 05
2 10
FoY (N=195)
# %
45  23.1
38 195
41 210
23 118
33 16.9
25 128
16 8.2
19 97
9 46
3 15

Number of events at which risky behaviors were observed by agency (N=247)

AYR (N=178)
# %
Risky behavior

Sleeping outdoors 122  68.5
Drug or alcohol use 92 517
Prostitution or sexual exploitation 14 7.9
Violence or gang involvement 52 292
Other 22 124
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FoY (N=55)
# %
17 30.9
21 382

2 36
12.7
11 200

YC (N=170)
# %
41 2441

203 119.4

137 80.6
73 429

6 35
0 00

YC (N=170)

# %
8 47
2 12

13 76

20 1.8
9 53
1 06
4 24
2 12
1 06

18 10.6

YC (N=14)
# %
11 786

8 57.1
0 00
0 00
171

All (N=1,538)
# %
1,140 74.1
1,127 73.3
280 182
118 7.7
7 05
421 274
All (N=1,538)
# %
202 13.1
164 107
132 86
72 47
52 34
40 26
31 20
24 16
16 1.0
45 29
All (N=247)
# %
150  60.7
121 490
16 6.5
59  23.9
34 138



Drop-In Logs

Age distribution among drop-in clients (N=1,087)

AYR (N=254)
# %
Age Group
15 years and under 65 256
16-17 years 47 185
18-20 years 41 16.1
21+ years 64 252
Missing 37 146
Median age 18

Racial/Ethnic distribution among drop-in clients by agency (N=1,087)

AYR (N=254)
# %
Race
White 17 6.7
Black/African American 4 1.6
Asian 2 0.8
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 0 04
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 2.4
Other 0 0.0
More than one race 6 11.0
Missing 224  88.2
Ethnicity, Hispanic/Latino
Yes 5 2
No 29 114
Missing 220 86.6

Gender distribution among drop-in clients by agency (N=1,087)

AYR (N=254)

# %

Gender

Male 23 9.1
Female 11 4.3
Transgender 0 0.0
Other 0 0.0
Missing 220 86.6

CARDEA
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FoY (N=67)
# %
0 00
3 45
29 433
34 507
1 15
21
FoY (N=67)
# %
31 463
8 119
1 15
3 45
2 30
3 45
7 104
12 179
51 76.1
9 134
7 104
FoY (N=67)
# %
48 716
18 26.9
0 00
1 15
0 00

YC (N=766)
# %
21 27
73 95

336 43.9

293 383
43 586

20

YC (N=766)
# %
72 94
17 22

1 0.1
1 0.1
1 0.1
8 10
0 00

656  85.6
10 13

100  13.1

656  85.6

YC (N=766)
# %

367  47.9

242 316

6 08
14 18
137 17.9

All (N=1,087)
# %
86 7.9

123 11.3

406 37.4

391 36

81 75
20

All (N=1,087)

# %
120 11.0
29 27
4 04

4 04
4 04
1 1.0
13 1.2
892  82.1
66 6.1
138 12.7
883 81.2

All (N=1,087)

# %
438 403
271 249

6 06

15 14

357 3238



Number of clients that received supplies by agency (N=1,152)

Supply
Any supply
Snack pack/Food item
Hygiene
Meal*
Clothing/Warmth
Bus pass
Other

*FoY used “hot meal”/ AYR used “Full meal.”

Reason for visit* by agency (all visits) (N=7,616)

Reason
Meals
Drop-in
Resume/Job help (YC=education/employment)
Shower/laundry
Other
Missing

*Clients could specify multiple reasons for visit.

AYR (N=513)
# %
239 46.6
78 152
44 86
137 267
14 27
0 0
3 06
AYR (N=513)
# %
205  40.0
251  48.9
9 18
17 33
15 2.9
254 495

Reason for visit* by agency (new clients, first visit) (N=130)

Reason
Meals
Drop-in
Resume/Job help (YC=education/employment)
Shower/laundry
Other
Missing

*Clients could specify multiple reasons for visit.

CARDEA
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AYR (N=27)
# %
11 407
14 519

1 3.7
2 7.4
1 3.7
13 48.1

FoY (N=639)
# %
562  87.9
554  86.7
142 222

0 0

85 133

9 14

0 0

FoY (N=639)
# %

0 00

629 98.4

0 00

193 30.2

0 00

10 16
FoY (N=8)
# %

0 00

8  100.0

0 00

1 125

0 00

0 00

All (N=1,152)
# %
801 695
632  54.9
186  16.1
137 1.9
99 86
9 08
3 03
YC (N=6,464)
# %
5557  86.0
3419  52.9
1,625  25.1
0 00
375 58
0 00
YC (N=95)
# %
83 874
56 58.9
12 126
0 00
9 95
0 00

All (N=7,616)
# %
5762 75.7
4299 564
1,634 215
210 2.8
390 5.1
264 35
All (N=130)
# %

94 723
78 60.0

13 10.0

3 23

10 7.7

13 10.0



Meaningful Engagement Forms

Number of interactions in past year before meaningful engagement by agency (N=105)

AYR (N=23)
Mean 14.8
Standard Deviation 12.5
Median 14
Gender of unique clients by agency (N=114)
AYR (N=23)
# %
Gender
Female/Woman/Girl 7 304
Male/Man/Boy 16 69.6
Other 0 0.0
Age of unique clients by agency (N=117)
AYR (N=23)
# %
Age
15 years and under 4 174
16-17 years 8 3438
18-20 years 8 348
21+ years 3 130
Median age 17

Racial/ethnic distribution of unique clients by agency (N=97)

AYR (N=19)
# %
Race

White 10 52.6
Black/African American 4 21.1
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 53
Native Hawaiian/ Other Pacific Islander 1 5.3
Asian 1 5.3
More than one race 0 0.0

Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino 2 10.5
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FoY (N=11)
438
8.5
1
FoY (N=11)
# %
3 273
8 727
0 00
FoY (N=11)
# %
1 91
2 182
5 455
3 273
19
FoY (N=10)
# %
7 700
1 10.0
1100
0 00
0 00
0 00
1100

YC (N=71)
55
125
2
YC (N=80)
# %
26 325
53 66.3
1 13
YC (N=83)
# %
2 24
9 108
44 530
28 337
20
YC (N=68)
# %
36 529
1 162
4 59
1 15
0 00
12 176
9 132

All (N=105)
7.4
12.7
23
All (N=114)
# %
36 31.6
77 675
1 09
All (N=117)
# %
7 60
19  16.2
57 487
34 291
19
All (N=97)
# %
53 54.6
16 165
6 6.2
2 21
110
12 124
12 124



Sexual orientation of unique clients by agency (N=52)

Sexual Orientation
Gay or Lesbian
Bisexual
Queer
Questioning
Heterosexual/straight
Other

AYR (N=13)

#

O N OO -~ 0O

Educational status of unique clients by agency (N=66)

Currently in school (N=66)

Highest grade completed (N=58)
10th grade or less
11th grade
12th grade or GED
Post-secondary or other

Living situations of unique clients by agency

Where unique client is staying (N=111)
Qutdoors or place not meant for habitation
Shelter
Parent/Guardians’ home
Couch surfing
With relatives
With a friend
Other

Geographic area where unique client is

staying (N=66)
Seattle

South King County (Auburn, Federal Way,
Renton, Tukwila)

East King County (Bellevue, Redmond,
Woodinville)

Unique client has a safe place to stay (N=78)
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%

0.0
7.7
0.0
0.0
92.3
0.0

AYR
# %
5 385
3 300
1 10.0
4 400
2 200
AYR
# %
7 333
4 19.0
6 28.6
0 0.0
2 9.5
2 9.5
0 0.0
1 5.3
18 947
0 0.0
14  66.7

FoY (N=6)
# %
0 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
0 0.0
6 100.0
0 0.0

FoY
# %
2 286
0 0.0
2 333
4  66.7
0 0.0

FoY

# %
6 50.0
2 16.7
1 8.3
2 16.7
0 0.0
0 0.0
1 8.3
0 0.0
0 0.0
8 100.0
4  40.0

YC (N=33)
# %
2 6.1
3 91
2 6.1
2 6.1
18 545
6 18.2
YC
# %
5 147
10 238
6 143
20 4756
6 143
YC

# %
37 474
13 16.7
8 103
4 51
3 38
0 00
13 167
36 92.3
1 26
1 26
13 277

All (N=52)
£ %
2 38
4 77
2 38
2 38
36  69.2
6 115
Al
£ %
12 18.2
13 224
9 155
28 483
8 138
Al

# %
50 450
19 17.1
15 135
6 54
5 45
2 18
14 126
37 56.1
19 288
9 136
31 470

87



Youth-reported needs by agency (N=119)

AYR (N=23)
# %
Needs
Shelter 7 304
Permanent housing 9 391
Employment 5 217
Education 6 26.1
Medical care 2 8.7
Family reconciliation 0 0.0
Mental health counseling 0 0.0
Other 8 348
Median reported needs per youth 1
Youth-reported experiences by agency (N=119)
AYR (N=23)
# %
Experiences
Basic needs—hungry, cold, etc. 19 82.6
Isolated/lonely 11 47.8
Drugs/alcohol 4 174
Physical assault 1 4.3
Mental health 5 217
Sexual exploitation 1 4.3
Injury or iliness 0 0.0
Sexual assault 1 4.3
Other 10 435
Median reported experiences per youth 2

Services provided during meaningful engagement by agency (N=119)

AYR
# %
Services

Referred to services 19 826
Gave supplies 13 56.5
Linked to services 16 69.6
Discussed family reconciliation issues 1 4.3
Arranged for a follow-up 4 174
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FoY (N=12)
# %
10 833
10 833

5 417
3 250
1 83
1 83
0 00
2 167

FoY (N=12)

#

NOOO -~ - WwWw-~N

%

58.3
25.0
25.0
8.3
8.3
0.0
0.0
0.0
16.7

FoY

g W O O -

%

91.7
75.0
75.0
25.0
83.3

YC (N=84)
# %
22 262
18 214
18 214

8 95

11 1341

6 7.1

4 48

8 95
1

YC (N=84)
# %
46 548
22 262
15 17.9

7 83
0 00
3 36
4 48
2 24
22 26.2
1
YC
# %

60 714
64 76.2
41 488
14 167

5 6.0

All (N=119)
# %
39 328
37 311
28 235
17 143
14 118

7 59

4 34

18 15.1
1

All (N=119)
# %
72 605
36 30.3
22 185

9 76

6 50

4 34

4 34

3 25
34 286

1
All

# %
90 75.6
86 72.3
66 555
18 15.1
14 118



Service referrals made by agency (N=119)

AYR (N=23)
# %
Referral

Shelter 4 174
Case management 6 261
Drop-in 11 47.8
Meals 12 522
Clinic/medical 5 217
Transitional living 3 13.0
Employment 1 4.3
Education 5 217
Drug/alcohol treatment 3 13.0
Other 5 217

Median number of referrals

Linkages to services by agency (N=119)

AYR (N=23)
# %
Link

Clinic/medical 4 174
Drop-in 10 435
Shelter 3 13.0
Meals 11 478
Case management 2 8.7
Transitional living 2 8.7
Employment 1 4.3
Drug/alcohol treatment 3 13.0
Education 1 4.3
Other 3 13.0

Median number of links
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FoY (N=12)

#

11
11
10

8

NN B O OOD

%

91.7
91.7
83.3
66.7
50.0
66.7
50.0
33.3
16.7
16.7

FoY (N=12)

#

_, OO0 WO =~ W0 &

1.5

%

33.3
41.7
8.3
25.0
8.3
41.7
25.0
0.0
0.0
8.3

YC (N=84)
# %
29 345
25 298
21 250
15 17.9
19 226
14 167
17 20.2
12 14.3

9 107
12 143

YC (N=84)
# %
14 16.7

7 8.3
18 214
7 8.3
15 17.9
10 1.9
12 143
9 107
6 7.1
5 6.0

All (N=119)
# %
44 370
42 353
42 353
35 294
30 252
25  21.0
24 202
21 176
14 11.8
19 16.0

All (N=119)
# %
22 185
22 185
22 185
21 176
18 15.1
17 14.3
16 13.4
12 10.1

7 59
9 76
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APPENDIX D. DATA HISTORICALLY REPORTED TO
FEDERAL FUNDERS

Data historically reported to federal funders prior to the Street Outreach Project

Number in case management
Number sheltered
Unduplicated contacts
Snacks distributed

Hygiene supplies

Duplicated contacts

Clothing distributed

Bus tickets distributed
Outreach van visits

Referrals to employment, education,
and TLP

Referrals to mental health/chemical
dependency counseling

Linkage to health clinic
Brochures and flyers distributed

Community presentations to referral
sources

Number of runaways served
Number of trafficked youth served
Number of accepted referrals

Number of meals

CARDEA
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AYR

Years
2008-2011
2008-2011
2008-2011
2008-2011
2008-2011

FoY

Years
2009-2011
2009-2011
2009-2011
2009-2011

2009-2011
2009-2011
2009-2011
2009-2011
2009-2011

2009-2011

2009-2011
2009-2011
2009-2011

182
644
4,394
1,666

10,585
1,714
5,369

904
2,715

380

110
3,625
143



APPENDIX E. INSTRUMENTS (HISTORICAL)

INSTRUMENTS (HISTORICAL)
» AYR Outreach Activity Log
» Friends of Youth Drop-In Log
» Friends of Youth Street Outreach Log
» YouthCare Street Outreach Log
» YouthCare Drop-In Log

» YouthCare Intake Form
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AYR Outreach Activity Log

\outh R
@\\\\ %@%‘

DATE:

STAFF:

Qutreach Activity Log

STREET TRACKS

Location # Youth #Flyers

fFood

#Hygiene

#Warmth

Daily Total

Referrals Made:

Shelter / Housing
Case Management
Medical

Other

General Comments / Problems Encountered:
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AYR Outreach Activity Log

zouth R
@QQ e«f%?,&

Engaged Youth

Name:
Age:
Gender:
Situation:

Outreach Activity Log

Plan to Follow Up

Name:
Age:
Gender:
Situation:

Plan to Follow Up

Name:
Age:
Gender:
Situation:

Plan to Follow Up
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Friends of Youth Street Outreach Log
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YouthCare Street Outreach Log

YOUTHCARE STREET OUTREACH LOG

New?
DOB Age YIN

Clothing/
Socks
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YouthCare Drop-In Log

l £ (4 T T E T £66T/T/T 512231128 =ar £T0Z/6T/TT
[T
:..o uunﬁ :po-9 Py Ay
- sy WELAN LG !
LoEInpasy R o=l an=g ON=T o s =t
i saeasg | s aseeg d e e _L_‘.,w saue1 - st e WET] apuisBruciiag
eIl qEaW=7 % ;. 2, aewag=y Hep=]
vidouget updaiget ISR -d RioeL
cinpe
AES IAYIOUE Jo Aeg [ o) oy aoed
4404 &doy Jur
Jioy asay uaia | anok yum Sunsauuod | 2|geIs B INoym faiay
asay uany | asayjuai udg Apunwiwoy Japuan AlEp 1527 aLep 35414 aleq
EI AT Noge 3L 10 553|3LUoY ENTIIRLITE
ayisiieym | aylsiieym 01 1UasUe)

auoawos ylim Buyjel

| palsaualul nod aly

Appuanuna nok ang

|32XF YOSOAINN O1U] AN3AUIP PAIFILS 343M EIEQ
907 NI-dO¥a - I¥Y¥IHLNOA

97

CARDEA

Training, Organizational Development and Research




YouthCare Intake Form

YOUTHC ARE

Homwless youth & O the streets $ Preparing for e

The YouthCare Enrollment Forrm 15 to be completed for oll participants enrolled in ony YouthCare progroms. YouthCare is required by funders to report the
following dota using Sofe Harbors and ather MIS datobose systems. Allinformation provided by the porticipant will be kept secured and confidential.

Data collected is used solely for reporting purposes.

YouthCare Intake Form

Client ID Number:

Intake Database (Please check all that apply):  []Safe Harbors HMIS [Owebstaq [Junited way (Ad Shelter anly)
Bed Type (Adolescent Shelter Only): [ JrHy [JHOPE State Dep. [ JHope Non-State Dep.
[Jaso [Jaso LE [Jrise
Bed Type (Pathways/Passages Only): [JHup [ JrHY [Jrisp
INTAKE DATE: / / month /day / year STAFF NAME:

SAFE HARBORS CONSENT SIGNED? [ ] Yes [ Na

SAFE HARBORS CONSENTED? [_] ves [ ] No

CLIENT FIRST NAME:

CLIENT LAST NAME:

DATE OF BIRTH: / / month / day / year

AGE:

55N: 3 2

LOCATION/PROGRAM:

GENDER (Please check one of the following):

[] Female [] pen't know
[ male [ refused
[[] Transgender F to M

[] Transgender M ta F

[] other

CITIZENSHIP & RESIDENCY STATUS:

[J us citizen [ oo Not Know
[ Permanent Resident
[] Temporary Resident

ENGLISH PROFICIENCY:
Are you able to understand English?

D‘r’es D Do Not Know
[ No, client needs interpreter

RACE (Please check all that apply):
] American Indian / Alaska Native

[ Asian

[] African American / Black

D Hawaiian Native / Pacific Islander
[] white / Caucasian

[ bo Not Know

[] refused

ETHNICITY:
[] Non-Hispanic [] bon‘t know
[] Hispanic [] Refused

CHILD WELFARE:

Have you ever been or are you currently in foster core?
[ ves, currently
[ Yes, Previous

One

[] por't know

SEXUAL ORIENTATION:

[] Bisexual [[] Heterosexual
[J auestioning [ Pansexual
[ Lesbian [ Gay

[ Refused [] bon't Know

VETERAN STATUS:
Are you a Veteron?
[ ves [] po Not Know

O no

HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION:

Are you currently pregnant or parenting any children?

[ Pregnant [ ne
[] Parenting [] Don't Know

~  If parenting how many children do you have?

YouthCare Intake Form 2014
3/4/14 Page 1
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YouthCare Intake Form

Data collected is used solely for reporting purposes.

YouthCare Intake Form

The YouthCare Enroliment Form is to be completed for oll participants enrolled in ony YouthCare progroms. YouthCare is required by funders to report the
following dota using Sofe Harbors ond ather MIS datobase systems. Allinformation provided by the porticipont will be kept secured and confidentiol.

YOUTHCARE

Homuless youth % O the streets $ Preparing for lfe

Client ID Number:

LIVING SITUATION

GEOGRAPHIC REGION:

2. Current City Name (if not in a city, write "Unincorporated” ):

3. What is the Zip Code of your last permanent residence?

1.  Whatis the Zip Code where you live currently (where you slept last night)?

1. Are you currently homeless or without a stable place to live?

If yes, please answer the following questions:

P How many times have you been homeless in the past 3 years?

P Have you ever been continuously homeless for a year or mare?

[ ves [Ono [ be Not Know
D Less than 4 times El Refused
[ Atleast 4 times  [] Don't Know

[ ves O ne

[J Do Nat Know

1. Residence Prior to Program Entry (select one)?

[[] Emergency Shelter

[] Transitional Housing for Homeless

[[] substance Abuse Treatment Facility

[] Hospital (non-Psychiatric)

[] Foster Care home or foster care group home
[] safe Haven

[] Hotel ar Motel (paid for without voucher)
[J Do Nat Know

I:| Refused

2. How long have you been at this location (select one)?

[ Less than 1 week
[[]2-3 months

[ 1 year or mare [] pan‘t know

[[11 week — less than 1 month
[[] More than 3 months but less than 1 year

D Place Not Meant far Habitation (outside, streats, etc...)
|:] Permanent Housing for Formerly Homeless

[ Psychiatric Hospital or Facility

[ sail / Prison / Juvenile Detention Facility

[ Family member’s room, apartment or house

D Friend's room, apartment or house

[] rental by client, no-ongoing subsidy

[[] Rental by client, with ather ongoing subsidy

EDUCATION INFORMATION

1.  Currently in school?

2. What is the highest grade or degree that you have achieved?

[] Less than High School graduate

OeEp

[] some college - no degree or certificate
D Do Mot Know

If less than High School graduate what was the last grode completed?

[J Less than Grade 5 ] Grade 10
[JGradesare [ Grade 11
[JGrade 7or 8 [J Grade 12—
[JGrade s

[] High School Diploma

3.  Haveyou received vocational training or apprenticeship certificates?

[Jves []no

[] po not kKnow

na digloma

|:| Yes |:| No

|:] Do Net Know

YouthCare Intake Form 2014
3/4/14 Page 2
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YouthCare Intake Form

YOUTHCARE

Homebess youth = OFf the streets & Preparing for life

The YouthCare Enroliment Form is to be completed for ol participants enralled in ony YouthCare progroms. YouthCare is required by funders to report the
fallowing data using Safe Harbors ond ather MIS datobase systems, All infarmation provided by the participant will be kegt secured and confidential,
Data coflected is used solely for reporting purposes.

YouthCare Intake Form Client ID Number:

EMPLOYMENT INFORMATION

EMPLOYMENT STATUS:

O Employed Full-Time (if employed please add EMPLOYMENT INCOME to income section)
[C] Employed Part-Time
[[] Mot Employed

LEGAL INFORMATION

Have you ever been arrested and/or convicted of a: |:| Mo Arrest, No Canvictions |:| Arrested, No Canvictions
[J Felany [] Misdemeanor
[] pon’t know

If corvicted of a misdemeanor or felony please describe the charges:

DISABILITY & HEALTH INFORMATION

1. Dovyou have a developmental disahility? [Jyes [JNo [[] Do Mot Know
2. Doyou have a drug prohlem? [dves [Ine [ po Not Know
3. Dovyou have an alcohol problem? |:| Yes |:] No |:] Do Mot Know
4. Dovyou have a mental health problem? Oves [Jne [[] Do Not Know
5. Dovyou have a physical disability? [dves [Ine [] Do Not Know
6. Dovyou have a chronic health condition? D Yes D No I:] Do Mot Know
7.  Dovyou have any other special needs? [Jyes []No [] bo Mot Know
8. Compared to other people your age, would you say your health is:

[ Excellent [ Fair

D Very Good El Poor

[ Good [] Do Mot Know
9. Have you been a victim of domestic or intimate partner viclence?  []Yes [ No [] po Not Know

10. Have you ever traded sex for money or for things you needed to survive (food, shelter, clothing, etc...)?

[Jves [JNo [[] suspected (staff report anly)

INCOME INFORMATION

1. What are your cash income source(s)?

Cash Income Source: Amount

[] Employment/Earned Income

] TanF

[ social Security Disability Income (S50D1)

[[] social Security Incame (S51)

D General Public Assistance (GA)

[] other {describe):

[] Mo Financial Resources (No Income) [] por't know

YouthCare Intake Form 2014
3/4/14 Page 3
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YouthCare Intake Form

YOUTHCARE

Hormebess youth & Off the streets & Preparing for life

The YouthCare Enroliment Form 15 to be completed for all participants enrolled in ony YouthCare programs. YouthCare is required by funders to report the
following dota using Sofe Harbors ond ather MIS datobase systems. Allinformation provided by the porticipont will be kept secured and confidentiol.

Data collected is used solely for reporting purposes.

YouthCare Intake Form

Client ID Number:

INCOME INFORMATION

2. Are you receiving any non-cash benefits?

[[] Food Stamps [] Medicare
[] wa state Children's Insurance  [_] Medicaid
[J pon't Know [] TANF Transportation

[] Mo Non-Cash Benefits

[] Section 8 ar Temp Housing Vaucher
Temporary Rental Assistance

[C] TANF Child Care

CONTACT INFORMATION —=FOR PROGRAM USE ONLY

Address:
City: State: Zip Code:
Home ( ) - Cell Phane: | |( ) Other ] -
Phane: Phone:
Email;
.EM EFtIIiENC'Ifr CONTACT INFORMATION =FOR PROGRAM USE ONLY
MName: Relationship ta client:
Address:
City: State: Zip Code:
Hame [ ) - Cell Phane: | |( ) Other ) -
Phone: Phone:
Email:
EMPLOYMENT INFORMATION: Complete if Client is employed at program intake
Emplayer Name:
Employer Address: City: State: 7ip Code:

Occupation Title (Optional)

Start Date: ! / month / day / year

FOR STAFF USE ONLY - (Signed Copy of Enrollment Form should be placed in Client Files)

STAFF NAME — (please print)

Date:

STAFF SIGNATURE:

YouthCare Intake Form 2014
3/4/14 Page 4
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