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I. Executive Summary

Each year over 20,000 youth “emancipate” from or age out of foster care nationwide, over 4,000 in California
alone. Research has consistently shown poor outcomes among these young adults in measures related to
education, housing, and employment, to name a few. In response, an increasing number of private and public
initiatives have been launched to ensure that former foster youth have access to a true continuum of supports
during these transitional years and emerge as successful adults meaningfully engaged in their communities.

The California Connected by 25 Initiative (CC25I) is a collaborative effort between private foundations, public
child welfare agencies and their communities to better serve foster care youth during this critical transition.
Through positive youth development and integrated systems of supports and services, transitioning foster youth
are connected by age 25 to the opportunities, experiences, and supports that will enable them to succeed
throughout adulthood. CC25I is an expansion of the Family to Family (F2F) child welfare reform initiative in
California and includes the following five foundation partners: Annie E. Casey Foundation; Walter S. Johnson
Foundation; Stuart Foundation; William and Flora Hewlett Foundation; and Charles and Helen Schwab
Foundation. CC25I is also part of the national Connected by 25 Initiative, a project of the Youth Transition
Funders Group, with additional demonstration sites in Tampa, Florida and Indianapolis, Indiana.

The five early implementing CC25I Counties are Stanislaus, San Francisco, Fresno, Santa Clara and Alameda.
At any given point in time, these five counties serve over 4,000 youth in child welfare and probation supervised
out-of-home placements from age 14 through the age of emancipation. Including former foster care youth
between the ages of 18 and 24, many of whom could still benefit from aftercare transitional support, more than
doubles the number of youth targeted by CC25I strategies in these counties. The five counties vary significantly
in terms of their geographic and demographic profiles, the size of the youth population served by child welfare
agencies, and how independent living skills programs are currently delivered to transition age foster care youth.

Through comprehensive assessment, planning, and program innovation carried out in conjunction with youth,
caregivers, and other community partners, these counties are implementing strategies that can be replicated
statewide to improve the adult transition experience of all of California’s foster care youth. Leveraging local,
state and national funding with foundation-provided grant assistance, early implementing CC25I counties are
designing and implementing strategies to achieve the following goals in seven program focus areas:

K-12 Education - Achieve shared responsibility between the child welfare system and local school districts
in order to provide foster youth with a stable, uninterrupted, needs-appropriate, high quality education that
supports and encourages their academic success.

Employment, Job Training and Post-Secondary Education - Provide emancipating and emancipated foster
youth access to and support in a broad array of youth-focused employment, training and post-secondary
education programs that lead to meaningful, living-wage employment and careers.

Financial Literacy and Competency - Make available to youth a broad array of instructional support, practical
experience, and opportunities that lead to financial management skills, asset building behavior and the
accumulation of assets such as savings accounts, cars, homes, etc.

Housing - Ensure that every foster youth who emancipates from the child welfare system has access to a
variety of housing options that are supportive and flexible enough to meet the developmental needs of
young adults.
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Independent Living Skills Program - Integrate efforts to serve transitioning foster care youth with those of the
child welfare and probation systems and to ensure that ILSP provides a comprehensive continuum of
accessible transition services in community locations where youth feel safe, connected to peers, supported
by caregivers and significant connections, and encouraged to excel.

Permanency - Ensure that all youth leave the foster care system with at least one lifelong connection to a
caring, committed, loving adult, feeling both resilient and empowered to reach their full potential.

Personal & Social Asset Development - Create and implement a continuum of specialized services to
support emancipating and emancipated foster youth with special needs and assist them in identifying,
utilizing and maintaining a network of supports and services throughout the transition period.

With the four core F2F strategies as a foundation, counties are pursuing these focus area goals and promoting
systems change in a variety of ways. They are building community leadership and partnerships to develop and
sustain integrated service delivery systems; engaging youth and caregivers in program design, implementation
and evaluation; utilizing technical assistance and cross-county sharing to improve programs and services;
involving transitional youth and their caregivers in transition planning and skills development; and implementing
“Efforts to Outcomes” database tracking of key outcomes in order to improve local programs through self-
evaluation.

CC25I early implementing counties receive grants of approximately $150,000 annually for a three year period.
These grant funds are being used by public child welfare agencies to leverage and maximize other federal, state
and local funding and resources to support both implementation and sustainability of the Initiative. Counties
have flexibility in directing their CC25I grants to build program areas where they have identified the greatest
need, though they must demonstrate how they are further developing a continuum of support for transitioning
foster care youth across all seven focus areas. A full-time project manager provides orientation and support of
each county as they progress through CC25I self-assessment, planning, implementation and self-evaluation.

CC25I strategies are also supported by a variety of technical assistance accessible to counties as participants in
the Initiative — such as expert led workshops, specialized trainings and all-county convenings. The counties also
receive technical assistance and support as participants in other initiatives — such as F2F, the California
Permanency for Youth Project, Guardian Scholars, and Gateway. Counties are implementing CC25I amidst a
landscape of dynamic change and expanding resources for transitional youth programs. Related initiatives,
policy reform, system improvement activities and legislative action on current and former foster youth issues are
abundant within the state. CC25I builds on existing efforts by counties and communities to improve child
welfare systems and services for transitional youth, and strengthens participating counties’ ability to enhance
and integrate funding, program initiatives and local/state collaborations that exist outside of CC25I.

The impact of CC25I will be assessed locally through ongoing self-evaluation by each county and their partners,
utilizing a youth outcomes framework and a customized web-based data collection system developed with the
assistance of UC Berkeley's Center for Social Services Research. The overall work and accomplishments of
CC25I counties over the course of the Initiative are also being documented through a systems change
assessment being conducted by a second team at UC Berkeley. This report is the first to result from this
systems change assessment and provides an introduction to the Initiative, the participating counties, and the
environment within which this work is taking place.
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Il. Introduction

It is generally acknowledged today that the transition from adolescence to adulthood is an extended process
during which youth slowly move from complete dependence on their families to economic independence.! If the
increasing complexity of life choices at this age makes the transition more difficult for young adults in general,
we can expect greater challenges for those from disadvantaged backgrounds. A third of those identified as
being at risk of making an unsuccessful transition to adulthood are foster care youth.2 In 2000, there were
approximately 550,000 foster care youth in the United States, 16% (about 80,000) were between the ages of 16
and 18.3 That same year just over 20,000 youth “aged out” or “emancipated” from the foster care system
nationwide by turning 18 — about 4,000 of these youth were in California alone. Once emancipated, these young
adults are expected to live independently without state-provided support. A recent report from the Pew
Charitable Trust demonstrated that the number of youth aging out of foster care each year is increasing, even as
the overall foster care population is declining. In 2005, over 24,000 youth (of a total 513,000 in foster care
nationwide) were emancipated, a 41% increase since 1998 when 17,300 youth emancipated (of a total of
559,000 in foster care).4

Young adult outcomes among former foster care youth are poor and there is significant overlap between foster
care youth and other vulnerable populations that don't fare well in the transition to adulthood.2 High school drop
out rates among some foster care youth are as high as 55 percent.2 Two to four years after leaving the foster
care system, only half are regularly employed; nearly half have been arrested; a quarter have experienced
homelessness; and more than half of the young women have had a child.> Courtney and Dworsky (2006) found
that among current and former foster care youth aged 18 to 20, 31.9% were neither employed nor in school
(compared with 12.3% of 19 year olds in the general population), and 37% of females (11% of males) were
receiving one or more government benefits.5 Many foster care youth are emancipated on their eighteenth
birthday despite the fact that they are without a place to live, have limited employment prospects, and are
without the safety net or support of family or other committed adults. Ensuring that these youth have the
opportunity to become successful adults meaningfully engaged in their communities will require significant new

1 Amett, J.J. 2000. Emerging Adulthood: A Theory of Development from the Late Teens through the Twenties. American Psychologist 55:469-480;
Furstenberg, Frank Jr., Ruben Rumbaut, and Richard Settersten Jr. 2005. On the Frontier of Adulthood: Emerging Themes and New Directions in On
the Frontier of Adulthood: Theory, Research and Public Policy, edited by Richard Settersten Jr., Frank F. Furstenberg Jr., and Ruben G. Rumbaut.
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press; Goldscheider, Frances and Calvin Goldscheider. 1999. The Changing Transition to Adulthood: Leaving
and Returning Home. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications; and Osgood, D. Wayne, E. Michael Foster, Constance Flanagan, and Gretchen R. Ruth.
2005. Introduction: Why Focus on the Transition to Adulthood for Vulnerable Populations? In On Your Own without a Safety Net: The Transition to
Adulthood for Vulnerable Population, edited by D. Wayne Osgood, E. Michael Foster, Constance Flanagan, and Gretchen Ruth. Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press.

2 Wald, Michael and Tia Martinez. 2003. Connected by 25: Improving the Life Chances of the Country’s Most Vulnerable 14-24 Year Olds, Working
Paper for the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation.

3 DiLorenzo, P. 2003. A Review of the Foster Care Independence Act of 1999 within Selected States, prepared for the Jim Casey Youth
Opportunities Initiative.

4 Pew Charitable Trust and the Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative. 2007. Time for Reform: Aging Out and On Their Own. Report available at:
http:/fwww.pewtrusts.org/our_work_ektid26082.aspx.

5 Wertheimer, Richard. 2002. Youth Who “Age Out” of Foster Care: Troubled Lives, Troubling Prospects. Child Trends Research Brief, 12/2002.

6 Courtney, Mark E. and Amy Dworsky. 2006. Early Outcomes for Young Adults Transitioning from Out-of-Home Care in the USA in Child and Family
Social Work, Volume 11, pp. 209-219.
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program investments, collaborative partnerships and innovative approaches to creating a true continuum of
services to support them during this transition.

The California Connected by 25 Initiative (CC25I) is one example of this type of collaborative effort that is
assisting public child welfare agencies and their communities to better serve foster care youth during this critical
transition to adulthood. CC25I is expanding the efforts to improve services for foster care youth already begun
under the existing child welfare reform initiative known as California’s Family to Family Initiative (F2F). The
stated goal of CC25I is: Through positive youth development and integrated systems of supports and services,
transitioning foster youth are connected by age 25 to the opportunities, experiences, and supports that will
enable them to succeed throughout adulthood. CC25I includes the following five foundation partners:

e Annie E. Casey Foundation F2F Initiative (www.aecf.org)

e Walter S. Johnson Foundation (www.wsjf.org)

e Stuart Foundation (www.stuartfoundation.org)

e The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation (www.hewlett.org)

e Charles and Helen Schwab Foundation (www.schwabfoundation.org)

There are five early implementing CC25I counties in California — Stanislaus, San Francisco, Fresno, Santa Clara
and Alameda.” Combined, these counties served nearly 9,800 foster youth in child-welfare-supervised out-of-
home care in July 2006, of whom 37% were nearing or at the age of emancipation, 14 to 19 years old.8 In
addition, counties continue to provide some assistance to youth through local Independent Living Skills
Programs till they reach age 21. For example, there are over 2,100 youth who emancipated from child welfare-
supervised foster care in the five CC25I counties between 2003 and 2005, many of whom were still eligible for
Independent Living Skills Program aftercare services in 2006. Another 1,800 emancipated between 2000 and
2002, and while no longer eligible for services after age 21, many are still likely to be in need of transitional
support through age 24. In addition, there are a number of youth in out-of-home care but supervised by county
probation departments who will also struggle with this transition to adulthood. In January 2007 there were 740
foster youth between the ages of 14 and 20 supervised by probation departments in CC25I counties® (See
Figure 3 below for breakdowns of these youth populations by county).

7 After its first full year as part of CC25I, Alameda County transitioned out of the Initiative, allowing them to focus more strongly on local needs and
priorities.

8 These are point-in-time counts on July 1, 2006. Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijo, M., Lee, S., Cuccaro-Alamin, S., Shaw, T., Dawson, W., Piccus,
W., Magruder, J., Exel, M., Smith, J., Dunn, A., Frerer, K., Putnam Hornstein, E., Ataie, Y., Atkinson, L., & Lee, S.H. (2007). Child Welfare Services
Reports for California. Retrieved 03/14/07, from University of California at Berkeley Center for Social Services Research website. URL:
http://cssr.berkeley.edu/CWSCMSreports/.

9 Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijo, M., Lee, S., Cuccaro-Alamin, S., Shaw, T., Dawson, W., Piccus, W., Magruder, J., Exel, M., Smith, J., Dunn, A,
Frerer, K., Putnam Hornstein, E., Ataie, Y., Atkinson, L., & Lee, S.H. (2007). Child Welfare Services Reports for California. Retrieved June 18,2007,
from University of California at Berkeley Center for Social Services Research website. URL:<http://cssr.berkeley.edu/CWSCMSreports/betaSystem>
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I11. Initiative Background

In 2003, Michael Wald and Tia Martinez reviewed the poor outcomes of transitional youth populations and
identified insufficient support systems as contributing to this failure in “Connected by 25: Improving the Life
Chances of the Country’s Most Vulnerable 14-24 Year Olds”.10 The paper highlights program areas in which
transition age youth required additional resources and supports — such as housing, education, and employment.
Based on this work, the Youth Transitions Funders Group! Foster Care Work Group (FCWG) launched the
Connected by 25 Initiative — identifying three national demonstration sites (Oakland, California; Tampa, Florida;
and Indianapolis, Indiana) — to address the issues impeding the successful transition of foster care youth. In
2004, the FCWG with the Finance Project published “Connected by 25: A Plan for Investing in Successful
Futures for Foster Youth” which, like the Wald and Martinez paper, highlighted the historically poor outcomes of
transitioning foster care youth as well as the challenges facing the child welfare systems intended to serve them.
It also outlined an agenda for investment in key service areas such as educational attainment; workforce
development; financial literacy; and savings and asset development, as well as an agenda for strategic
investment to improve child welfare systems and the transitional services they provide.

Independent of these efforts, representatives of the Annie E. Casey Foundation, Walter S. Johnson Foundation
and Stuart Foundation came together in the Spring of 2004 to explore the creation of a new youth-focused
initiative — one that would build a continuum of care for emancipating foster care youth in California. Each of
these foundations brought to the effort a history of philanthropic investment in a variety of agencies and
programs to improve youth development and young adult outcomes. Since 1992 the Annie E. Casey Foundation
has been implementing Family to Family (F2F), a national initiative to reform child welfare and foster care
programs. F2F currently involves child welfare agencies in 18 states, including 25 of 58 counties in California
who represent 90% of the state’s foster care population. Participating agencies are implementing the F2F four
core strategies to improve child welfare foster care systems, services and outcomes for children and families.

The Walter S. Johnson Foundation funds programs and initiatives that assist underserved or educationally
disconnected youth in making successful transitions to adulthood. The Stuart Foundation’s funding priorities
include support of youth development through a whole-community approach and improved child welfare
systems. Both located in the San Francisco Bay area, the Walter S. Johnson and Stuart Foundations had
already been funding employment training, post-secondary education, permanency and educational advocacy
programs for foster care youth and other disadvantaged young adults in nearby counties. The Stuart
Foundation was also an investor in California’s F2F sites and had a strong interest in seeing that initiative move
forward.

Together these foundations developed the concept of creating an additional F2F strategy in California — one that
would expand child welfare supports for foster care youth nearing the transition to adulthood — and initially
named it the Foster Youth Transitions Initiative (FYTI). The vision was to build on existing F2F efforts of

10 An unpublished working paper written for the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation

11 The Youth Transitions Funders Group is a collaboration of philanthropic interests that invest significantly in programs and services for transition
aged youth in three vulnerable populations — youth involved with the juvenile justice system, foster care youth, and youth who were educationally
disconnected - across the United States.
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counties to create a true continuum of support capable of responding to the diverse needs of this population.
During an intense three-month assessment period in 2004, the Annie E. Casey, Walter S. Johnson and Stuart
Foundations consulted with practitioners in various program areas, surveyed services currently available and
identified experts who could serve as technical assistance providers. They also met with county child welfare
agencies to gauge interest in joining this new initiative. By the end of 2004, Fresno, San Francisco and
Stanislaus Counties began the self-assessment and application process.

Over the course of 2005 a partnership developed between the FYTI in California and the FCWG which was co-
chaired by representatives of the Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative and the Charles and Helen Schwab
Foundation. A decision was made to align the goals and activities of FYTI with those of the national Connected
by 25 demonstration project and FYTI was renamed the California Connected by 25 Initiative (CC25l). The
Charles and Helen Schwab Foundation, originally planning to fund the Oakland, California site of the Connected
by 25 national demonstration project, agreed to fund a broader Alameda County effort under the CC25I
umbrella. In June 2005, Santa Clara also agreed to join CC25I, bringing the number of counties participating in
California to five.

Among the initial foundations moving CC25I forward, the Walter S. Johnson and Stuart Foundations committed
to provide county base grants for three years as well as technical assistance and program support. The CC25I
base grants, and the local investments they leverage, assist the counties in carrying out their CC25I objectives
and activities, including program/service development, workforce training and development, and implementation
of data/outcome tracking and evaluation. The Annie E. Casey Foundation agreed to assist with initiative
planning and supervision and offered in-kind technical assistance and guidance regarding integration of CC25I
with F2F. When the Charles and Helen Schwab Foundation joined the effort, it committed to provide the three
year base grant for Alameda County. As a result of the collaboration developed with the FCWG, the Jim Casey
Youth Opportunities Initiative agreed to provide technical assistance and support to CC25I around the issues of
financial literacy, individual development accounts and youth leadership/community partnership boards. In
October 2005, the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation granted additional funding for service and program
enhancements to align the five CC25I counties with the national Connected by 25 demonstration sites in Tampa
and Indianapolis, as well as to conduct a systems change assessment over the duration of the initiative.
Counties agreed to leverage this funding with a combination of government, private and nonprofit dollars
necessary to carry out their CC251 work and sustain it over time.

Between late 2005 and the start of 2007, the five counties finalized their plans and made significant progress in
implementing their CC25I strategies. The counties have shared their early planning and implementation
experiences and the lessons learned thus far at all-county technical assistance convenings in December 2005
(General Convening), June 2006 (Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative), January 2007 (Efforts to Outcomes
Data Base Implementation) and April 2007 (General Convening). As of Spring 2007, most of the CC25I
counties have been implementing the initiative for at least a full year, and some counties are approaching
completion of year two. It is expected that two to three additional counties will join CC25I by 2008.
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IV. CC25 Initiative Overview

Through comprehensive assessment, planning, and program innovation carried out in conjunction with youth,
caregivers, and community partners, CC25I counties are implementing replicable strategies to improve the adult
transition experience of all of California’s foster care youth. Counties that join CC25I build on their local Family
to Family (F2F) work and pursue a common goal: Through positive youth development and integrated systems
of supports and services, transitioning foster youth are connected by age 25 to the opportunities, experiences,
and supports that will enable them to succeed throughout adulthood. To assist them in reaching that goal, grant
funding and technical assistance is being provided to the public child welfare agencies in CC25I counties over
three years to implement locally-designed strategies across the seven key focus areas: K-12 Education;
Employment/Job Training/Post-Secondary Education; Financial Competency and Asset Development; Housing;
Independent Living Skills Programs; Personal/Social Asset Development; and Permanency. These focus areas
are the foundation of the CC25I logic model as they provide a broad, comprehensive framework for addressing
the developmental needs and milestones of foster youth transitioning to adulthood.

While counties are given the flexibility to direct their CC25I resources to where they are most needed (perhaps
prioritizing activities in three or four focus areas), they must demonstrate how their current service system and
planned activities address all seven focus areas. Counties first engage in a comprehensive self-assessment
process — examining available data and information on the needs and outcomes of the county’s transition age
foster youth and identifying gaps in the local systems and programs available to assist them. The process is
most effective when counties convene a broad group of stakeholders, including youth, caregivers and
community partners, gather data reports from all available sources in advance to be discussed during the self-
assessment meetings, and identify probation or community partners to co-lead the assessment process with the
child welfare agency. A comprehensive CC25I self-assessment document, which includes data and systems
questions in each focus area, directs the process and provides a roadmap for integrating all focus area
information to guide county planning. It is through this process that counties are able to prioritize program focus
areas and develop CC25I strategies to create a true continuum of care and support.

This self assessment work, as well as efforts to implement the resulting CC25I strategies, requires child welfare
leaders to work collaboratively with many agencies, communities and individuals, starting with their Independent
Living Skills Programs but extending to other non-profit and government agencies, including school districts,
workforce investment boards, juvenile courts, health care providers, mental health services, transitional and
supportive housing providers, as well as families, caregivers, and foster youth themselves. Philanthropic
interests, local corporations and other interested community members may also play important roles. By
working together, community partners identify overlapping interests, leverage available resources and contribute
to shared outcomes, while trying to avoid the duplication of efforts that often results when working separately.

With the four core F2F strategies as a foundation, counties are promoting systems change in a variety of ways
such as: building community leadership and partnerships to develop and sustain integrated service delivery
systems; youth and caregiver engagement in program design, implementation and evaluation; utilization of
technical assistance, convenings and cross-county sharing to improve programs and services; increased
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involvement of transitional youth and their caregivers in transition planning and skills development; and the use
of a data system and outcomes tracking for self-evaluation to improve local programs.

CC25I Resources

The first column of the CC25I Initiative Overview and logic model (Figures 1A & 1B) outlines the inputs or
resources that are supporting early CC251 work. Each of the early implementing five CC25I counties have
applied for a base grant of $100,000 a year for three years!2, as well as an additional $50,000 a year for three
years13 to support program enhancements that align their work with the national Connected by 25 sites. These
funds are being used by public child welfare agencies to leverage and maximize federal, state and local funding
and resources to support both implementation and sustainability of the Initiative. Four of the five counties (all
but Alameda) are also receiving and have agreed to match an optional $10,000 a year for three years to
establish Individual Development Accounts to assist youth to learn savings behaviors and build financial assets.

CC25I counties also utilize a great deal of technical assistance which is provided in a number of ways. As F2F
counties, all CC25I counties can access available F2F technical assistance. Counties may also access a
technical assistance pool funded by CC25I and overseen by the California Social Work Education Center
(CalSWEC) at UC Berkeley.1* The CC25I technical assistance pool funds expert-guided workshops and
convenings that respond to the particular challenges identified by the counties in any of the seven focus areas
as well as systems improvement efforts. Additional technical assistance is also provided through in-kind
foundation support such as coordinated technical assistance with the Youth Transition Action Team Initiative or
the convening presentations offered by the Jim Casey Youth Opportunities Initiative in June of 2006 to share
with CC25I counties strategies to promote financial literacy, financial asset development, and youth and
community partnership boards. Many of the counties were also part of or recently joined other initiatives — such
as the California Permanency for Youth Project, Guardian Scholars, and Gateway — and as part of those
initiatives they receive technical assistance that also contributes to their CC25I activities. Other initiatives are
discussed in greater detail in Section VI (Environmental Landscape).

Working closely with CC25I funders and county leads, CC25I Project Manager Crystal Luffberry coordinates and
oversees the Initiative as a whole!. This includes orientation and support of each site as they progress through
CC25I self-assessment, planning, implementation and self-evaluation; coordination of county technical
assistance and twice-yearly convenings; participation in state policy workgroups and the YTFG Foster Care
Work Group to move the CC251 agenda forward and coordinate with other efforts and initiatives; as well as
outreach, information-sharing and presentations to build awareness of CC25I and its tools, resources and
strategies for improving transition outcomes of foster youth ages 14 through 24. In addition, two teams from UC
Berkeley oversee the development of self-evaluation capacity and the review and synthesis of the systems
change efforts of the Initiative.

12 The Walter S. Johnson Foundation provides base grant funding for Fresno and Santa Clara Counties, the Stuart Foundation for San Francisco and
Stanislaus Counties, and the Charles and Helen Schwab Foundation for Alameda County.

13 National merger enhancement grants are provided by the William and Flora and Hewlett Foundation.

14 The CC25I technical assistance pool was initially provided through the UC Davis Resource Center.

15 CC25I project management was initially overseen by Karen Strickland of Golden Bear Associates.
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UC Berkeley's Center for Social Services Research (CSSR), in partnership with the CC25I counties, has
developed the overall youth outcomes framework for CC25I and the UC Berkeley F2F Self-Evaluation Team is
overseeing all CC25I data collection efforts (via Social Solution’s web-based database platform Efforts to
Outcomes). Barbara Needell serves as Principal Investigator over this work, Amy D’Andrade (now at San Jose
State University) developed the initial outcomes framework and database template, and Tara Lain currently
serves as the primary CSSR lead for all outcomes and data tracking efforts being undertaken by CC25I
counties. This data system will enable counties to conduct self-evaluation of program impact over time and plan
for program improvement.

A second team at UC Berkeley, led by Heidi Sommer and Professor Jane Mauldon of the Goldman School of
Public Policy, is documenting the activities and achievements of the five CC25I counties over the course of their
first three years. This work will result in a series of descriptive reports and conclude with a set of best practices
for implementing effective services and programs for transition age foster care youth. This work will also
provide the foundation for the CC25I Project Manager to further develop and refine the CC25I F2F strategy and
framework for dissemination to other F2F counties in California.

CC25I Key Focus Area Goals

Figures 1A & 1B of the CC25I Initiative Overview describe the linked goals, activities and anticipated outcomes
related to each of the seven focus areas. Though each county’s proposal highlights outcomes that speak to the
needs of their particular service population, the logic model presented in Figures 1A & 1B attempts to identify
the common themes and objectives behind the individual county plans. Providing services to youth early in the
transition period and extending services for several years into early adulthood are pivotal to the logic model. Up
to now, transitional services have generally been made available close to the time of emancipation, and many
programs either end once youth leave care or their scope and availability are significantly decreased. Now,
however, CC25I counties are working toward integrated systems that address educational needs and positive
youth development early on, provide needs assessment, transition planning and independent living skills
development as early as age 14 and continue those services through the age of 24.

The CC25I goal related to K-12 Education is to achieve shared responsibility between the child welfare system
and local school districts in order to provide foster youth with a stable, uninterrupted, needs-appropriate, high
quality education that supports and encourages their academic success. Strategies include further developing
the CWS-based foster care educational liaison position6 to assess the educational needs of youth, increase
access to the services that can assist youth in achieving educational goals, and improve data-sharing across
agencies so social workers and school faculty can share this work. Partnerships with caregivers and other
community providers are aiding in this effort to increase awareness of and advocacy for foster youth educational

rights, access to educational opportunities and the availability of tutoring and other supports necessary to
improve academic skill levels. Through their work in this area, counties expect to see improved educational

16 Created through California Assembly Bill 490.
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outcomes for foster youth — improved exit exam results and graduation rates as well as higher percentages of
youth intending to pursue higher education and taking college prep courses.

The overarching goal of the Employment, Job Training and Post-secondary Education focus area is to provide
emancipating and emancipated foster youth access to and support in a broad array of youth-focused employment,
training and post-secondary education programs that lead to meaningful, living-wage employment and careers.
Strategies include the creation of specialized employment programs to link foster youth to employment services
and opportunities in high-wage, high growth job sectors, the implementation of subsidized and other work
experience programs, and the development of programs that create clear pathways to college and careers along
with the supports needed to retain youth in those programs. These strategies - carried out through child welfare
partnerships with local workforce investment boards, businesses, institutions of higher education, and other
community members - are intended to increase the percent of youth participating in and completing college
education or vocational training as well as the percent of youth with work experience and paid employment prior to
and/or after leaving foster care.

The goal of Financial Literacy and Competency is to make available to youth a broad array of instructional support,
practical experience, and opportunities that lead to financial management skills, asset building behavior and the
accumulation of assets such as savings accounts, cars, homes, etc. Community partnerships among child welfare
agencies, local financial institutions and businesses, and financial literacy training programs are developing
services and systems that promote financial literacy and youth saving behavior. Key strategies include the
integration of financial literacy training into existing Independent Living Skills Program curriculum and the
development of Individual Development Accounts (IDAs), matched savings accounts geared to the specific needs
of foster care youth that maximize their ability to save money. Strategies also include the creation of local “Door
Openers” — specialized support contacts that provide needed opportunities and help youth access resources and
utilize assets to their greatest advantage. For example, a foster youth planning to purchase a car is referred to a
local mechanic who ensures the car is not a lemon, or a youth hoping to start his/her own business is linked with a
professional with an entrepreneurial background.

In the area of Housing, the goal is to ensure that every foster youth who emancipates from the child welfare
system has access to a variety of housing options that are supportive and flexible enough to meet the
developmental needs of young adults. Through partnership with foster youth, resource families and other
housing initiatives/community programs, as well as full utilization of available funding streams such as the
Transitional Housing Placement Program?7 for former foster care/probation youth through the age of 24,
counties aim to increase local transitional housing capacity and provide the necessary supports for youth to gain
experience in and sustain independent living. Strategies include the use of new housing models, such as host
family transitional housing in which emancipated youth reside with lifelong connections and other caring adults,
and partnerships with local businesses, developers and others to increase transitional and supportive housing
for foster youth in the community. This work is designed to improve housing outcomes among former foster
care youth such as increased likelihood of securing safe and long-term housing during early adulthood.

17 The California Department of Social Services Transitional Housing Placement Program allocates funding to counties to provide transitional housing
opportunities to transitioning foster care youth ages 16 to 18 (THPP) and emancipated youth ages 18 to 24 (THP-Plus).
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Figure 1A: California Connected
by 25 Initiative Overview

Focus

CC25i Systems
Change/
Overall Funding

Employment/
Job Training/

Post-secondary
Education

Financial
Literacy/
Competency

Independent
Living Skills
Program

K-12
Education

Permanency/
Personal &
Social Asset

Development
Data System/
Outcomes/

Accountability

CC25i Project
Management

Inputs

Includes funding grants to Alameda,
Fresno, San Francisco, Santa Clara,
and Stanislaus Counties.

CC25i Base Grant $1.5M
CC25i Addendum Grant, National

Merger Service Enhancements $750k
Federal, State and Local Match $7.1M

UC Davis Resource Ctr. Technical

Assistance Pool $125k
CalSWEC Technical Assistance Pool $ 75k
System Change Review - UC Berkeley  $286k

Annie E. Casey Technical Assistance $40k
Youth Employment Partnership
Other (non CC25i) Funding Inputs

Gateway Project Grants $476k
Gateway Technical Assistance $256k
Guardian Scholars $519K
CC25i IDA Grants $120k
Jim Casey Youth Opportunities

Technical Assistance $50k

Other (non CC25i) Funding Inputs:
First Place For Youth $625k
Foster Youth Housing Initiative ~ $1.4M

Technical Assistance
Foster Youth Education Initiative:
Mental Health Advocacy Services $150k

Technical Assistance
California Permanency for Youth Project $325k

CC25i Self-Evaluation Tools:
UC Berkeley, Center for Social

Services Research $300k
1FTE Project Manager $345k
CC25 R&D Phase $ 26k
Project Mgmt Expenses/Support $ 80.4k
.25 FT F2F Supervisor $120k

SF Foundation, Hewlett Fiscal Agent ~ $37.5k

A partnership of the Annie E. Casey Foundation Family to Family Initiative *
William and Flora Hewlett Foundation * Walter S. Johnson Foundation *
Charles and Helen Schwab Foundation * Stuart Foundation

Goals

Build a local, integrated system of transition
supports and services for emancipating and
emancipated foster youth ages 14 to 24.

» Through community partnership, collaboration and
leveraging of resources, develop and sustain an
integrated system that successfully helps youth
transition to adulthood.

« Increase youth, caregiver and community
involvement in the design, implementation and
evaluation of transition services and policies.

* Increase foster youth awareness of and preparation
for college and career pathways.

* Provide access to employment preparation,
occupational training and work experience.

* Emancipated foster youth have the supports and
services needed to successfully complete college.

 Increase youth saving and asset building behaviors.
« Improve financial competency of youth emancipating
from foster care.

Provide opportunities and experiences that lead
toward economic success.

» Develop a continuum of housing supports and
services and link youth to the services that best meet
their needs.

» Expand housing and transitional housing resources.

* Incorporate permanency and lifelong connections
concepts into transitional housing models.

« Expand independent living services and aftercare
supports among youth ages 14 to 24.

* Increase youth, caregiver and community

involvement/ engagement in transition planning and

services.

Integrate child welfare and independent living

services.

* Increase understanding of foster youth educational
rights and access to educational opportunities.
Partner with caregivers, schools and other partners to
Improve educational outcomes of foster youth.

 Establish lifelong, committed adult connections for
foster youth.

* Assist emancipating youth in identifying and
maintaining a network of supports and services.

» Develop a database and outcomes framework.

» Track important basic outcomes for transition aged
youth.

Establish program improvement process based on
review of outcome data.
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Figure 1B: California Connected
by 25 Initiative Overview

Focus

Overall
Funding

Employment/
Job Training/
Post-

secondary

Financial

Literacy/
Competency

Housing

Independent
Living Skills
Program

K-12
Education

Permanency/
Personal &

Social Asset
Development

Data System/
Outcomes/

Accountability

Activities

Community partnership, program and policy
development, system integration, and other locally-
developed activities to improve transition outcomes.

« Develop and strengthen partnerships with youth, caregivers,
the community, as well as key systems serving transition-aged
youth, such as workforce development, housing, banking, etc.

« Implement community outreach and marketing strategies that
share information and motivate financial investment for transition
age services.

« Develop youth leadership board & community partnership board.

* Implement liaisons, employment specialists, and other strategies
improving linkage of foster youth to One Stop and WIA services.

» Implement wage subsidy, work experience/OJT, and/or Career
programs for foster youth.

» Develop college support programs such as Guardian Scholars.

« Implement college/career pathway programs such as Gateway.

« Provide financial literacy and/or entrepreneurial training.

« Implement matched savings account program (IDAS).

» Through youth, agency and community partnership boards,
develop door opener opportunities for youth.

« Partner with other initiatives & organizations to develop a
continuum of local housing resources to meet the needs of
transitioning youth.

» Utilize THP+ funding to increase transitional housing capacity.

» Develop lifelong connections host family transitional housing
models, as well as traditional single and scattered site housing
options where possible.

» Outreach and provide ILP services to youth beginning at age 14.

 Integrate Ansell Casey Assessment, Transition Conferences

and/or permanency planning with transitional independent living

planning.

Partner and leverage resources to increase community capacity

to serve emancipating/emancipated foster youth.

» Provide trainings for caregivers, staff, etc. on transition needs of
youth.

» Train youth, caregivers and staff regarding foster youth
educational rights, responsibilities and resources.

« Develop educational liaison to assess educational needs of youth

and link to services that can assist them in achieving educational
goals.

» Provide advocacy, tutoring or develop other strategies to
increase reading, math and language skills.

« Internet search and other family finding techniques implemented.

« Youth and agency work together to identify, develop or maintain
significant adult lifelong connections.

« Mental health clinician, youth advocates/supporters, etc.
participate regularly in emancipation conferences and transition
planning.

» Develop and implement a data system for gathering data and
begin entering relevant data.

« Establish baseline for outcome measures.

« ldentify Self Evaluation Team.

A partnership of the Annie E. Casey Foundation Family to Family Initiative *
William and Flora Hewlett Foundation * Walter S. Johnson Foundation *
Charles and Helen Schwab Foundation * Stuart Foundation

Anticipated Outcomes

Foster youth successfully transition to
adulthood and are connected by age 25
to housing, employment, support systems, etc.

* Model service delivery partnerships promote systems
integration

* Increased community involvement in strategies that
promote youth success

« Increased public, private and community investment
in transition age foster youth

* Increase % of youth accepted to, enrolled in, and
completed college

« Increase % youth enrolled in/completed vocational
training or internship

« Increase % of youth with paid employment

« Increase % of youth with paid or unpaid work
experience

¢ Increase % of youth with savings accounts

 Increase % of youth with checking accounts

* Increase average savings, deposits and assets
among youth who become IDA holders

¢ Increase % of youth with housing

* Increase % of youth who feel their housing situation
is safe

* Increase % of youth in long-term housing.

« Increase % of youth receiving any ILP services
« Increase % of youth reporting participation in
transition planning
« Increase% youth reporting satisfaction with
ILP services

« Increase % of youth passing CHSEE

« Increase % of youth graduating from high school

« Increase % of youth who have college as an
educational goal

« Increase % of youth taking college prep classes

¢ Increase % of youth with permanent connections
[a stable relationship with a safe adult who has
made a commitment to provide life-long support]

« Increase % of youth reporting mental health needs
are being met

« Data availability
« CWS and partners evaluate data at least quarterly
* Program improvement informed by outcome data
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Critical to all of this work are county efforts to fully integrate their Independent Living Skills Programs (ILSPs) with
the child welfare and probation systems and ensure that ILSPs provide a comprehensive continuum of accessible
transition services in community locations where youth feel safe, connected to peers, supported by caregivers and
significant connections, and encouraged to excel. Ideally ILSP services will be accessible to foster youth in their
schools, communities and placements and ILSPs will integrate the resources and opportunities available across
systems. Counties are reaching out to youth as young as 14 to raise awareness and utilization of ILSP services
and are developing strategies to expand aftercare programs and supportive services through the age of 24.
Counties are working with community partners and providers of transitional services to leverage the resources
available and to address existing gaps in the continuum of supports. Within ILSP, child welfare agencies and/or
probation systems, strategies include providing trainings for staff and caregivers, updating assessment procedures
including integrating the Ansell-Casey Life Skills Assessment, and developing engagement and practice strategies
to include youth and caregivers in transitional and permanency planning and activities. Overall, these strategies
will help expand and improve access to ILSP services among foster care youth, as well as increase their
involvement in their own transition planning and their satisfaction with the ILSP services they have received.

The goal of Permanency is to ensure that all youth leave the foster care system with at least one lifelong
connection to a caring, committed, loving adult, feeling both resilient and empowered to reach their full potential.
Permanency strategies include family finding techniques such as Internet search as well as youth, caregiver and
cross agency collaborations that identify, develop and support significant relationships. Permanency efforts will
result in more youth leaving care with strong relationships and on-going support from safe and caring adults and
family members.

Personal & Social Asset Development efforts aim to create and implement a continuum of specialized services to
support emancipating and emancipated foster youth with special needs and assist them in identifying, utilizing and
maintaining a network of supports and services throughout the transition period. To that end counties are engaging
mental health clinicians, youth advocates and other service providers and youth supporters in transition planning
and emancipation conferences. Community partnerships are instrumental in providing a full range of services that
meet individual needs and build personal/social assets.

CC25I Self-Evaluation and Systems Change Assessment

As CC25I counties work across the seven focus areas to build a comprehensive continuum of programs and
supports, they weave in other F2F values and system reform strategies such as youth and caregiver
engagement, building and enhancing community partnerships, and self-evaluation, in order to integrate systems
and improve the lives of transitioning foster youth. To ensure that systems change occurs and to document the
impact of this change, counties must commit to implementation of a CC25I data system to track youth outcomes
and maintain accountability through ongoing self-evaluation. CC25I counties agree to utilize Efforts to
Outcomes (ETO), a web-based data collection system developed by Social Solutions, the licensing of which was
funded by CC25I partnering foundations through the Child and Family Policy Institute of California. After initial
development of the CC25I ETO template by the CC25I Self-Evaluation team at UC Berkeley's Center for Social
Science Research, individual ETO sites were customized for each county’s needs. ETO will enable counties to
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track data for eligible foster care youth (both in care and emancipated), their use of ILSP and other transitional
services, and their CC251 outcomes achieved over time in the seven focus areas of the Initiative. The system
also allows for the generation of mandatory state and federal reports as well as statistical inquiries that will allow
counties to determine the impact CC25I efforts are having on youth and young adult outcomes, and to identify
areas for continued program improvement.

Implementation of ETO by CC25I counties began in 2007. Using the Assessment area of ETO, all CC25I
counties are currently tracking outcome data for baseline measures across the seven key focus areas for youth
at the point of emancipation. The Emancipation Assessment is completed only once and timed as close as
possible to the point of exit from the system. Several counties are already phasing in the In-care Assessment
which is to be done every six months for those foster youth aged 16 to 19. The final CC25I assessment to be
phased in is the Aftercare Assessment, which is to be completed yearly with all aftercare youth being served as
well as through outreach efforts to a random sample of aftercare youth up to the age of 21. A detailed list of the
outcomes tracked through the ETO data system can be found in Appendix A.

In addition to outcomes tracking and self-evaluation, CC25I counties are striving to improve their child welfare
systems by building on two additional F2F strategies — Team Decision Making and Building Community
Partnerships. Through F2F's Team Decision Making counties increase the presence of community in a foster
youth's life by ensuring that families, caregivers, youth, service providers, agency staff and other important
community members participate in conferences and meetings that assess a youth’s needs, affect placement
decisions and determine service provision. F2F’s Building Community Partnerships strategy makes child
welfare agencies and their work more visible and accessible locally by involving community members in
networks and meetings that build on neighborhood strengths and enhance agency programs in culturally
appropriate ways. Further expanding on these principles and strategies, CC25I counties are engaging in a
variety of systems change activities, some of which are outlined below.

e Agency Leadership for Change — CC25I county agencies are implementing strategies to promote policy
reform, cross-training and coordinated leadership among Child Welfare, Independent Living Skills
Programs, Probation, Mental Health, and other partners.

e Community Partnership — Community outreach and partnership strategies are promoting awareness of
the challenges facing transitioning foster care youth and aiding in the development of a continuum of
care (through identification of service gaps, networking and program collaboration/integration, and
avoidance of service duplication). In addition, partnerships and cross sector collaborations are working
to garner support for local service delivery systems by leveraging existing resources with new
community funding to sustain programs in the future.
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e Youth and Family Engagement — Outreach to youth, birth families and caregivers and inclusion of their
voice in trainings, policy and practice development, and other forums build partnership and provide an
important perspective to include in the design, implementation and evaluation of transitional youth
services.

These systems change strategies cut across each of the seven CC25I focus areas and are important in
achieving CC25I goals. Strong systems change strategies that are fully integrated into the county’s ongoing
CC251 work are likely to have a marked and sustainable impact on transitional youth outcomes among former
foster care youth.

A Systems Change Assessment team, housed at UC Berkeley’'s Center for Child and Youth Policy is working
with the CC25I Project Manager, county child welfare staff and community participants in each CC25I county to
identify, gather, and synthesize data and information related to the system changes taking place. A series of
reports will link systems changes to CC25I accomplishments in each of the seven focus areas, as discussed
briefly in the concluding section of this report. CC25I best practices will be highlighted in a final report that can
serve as a guide to localities attempting to implement similar initiatives in the future.
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V. Profile of Early Implementing CC251 Counties

The five early implementing CC25I counties vary considerably in their geographic, demographic and child
welfare statistical profiles. After an overview of key economic and demographic characteristics in each CC25I
county, this section explains how the local Independent Living Skills Programs are structured, and presents an
early overview of some of the focus areas the counties are emphasizing in their CC25I work.

Counties at a Glance

Figure 2 presents a demographic profile of the five CC25I counties. Santa Clara, San Francisco and Alameda
are urban counties located in the densely populated San Francisco Bay area. Fresno and Stanislaus are rural
counties located in central California where agriculture plays a more dominant role in revenue generation and
employment. In the two most populous counties — Alameda and Santa Clara — youth aged 16 to 24 years
comprise roughly 12% of the population. Young people in this age range make up a slightly larger share of the
population in Fresno and Stanislaus and a smaller share in San Francisco.

Figure 2: General Demographics by CC25I1 County

Alameda Fresno San Francisco Santa Clara Stanislaus

Size (population in 2000)18 1,466,900 816,400 787,500 1,709,500 454,600

% of State Population 4.3% 2.4% 2.3% 5.0% 1.3%
Land Area (acres)6 472,060 3,816,130 29,890 826,050 956,030
Industry Revenue: (in millions) 16

Agriculture (2000) $32 $3,419 $2 $301 $1,197

Manufacturing (1997) $10,363 $2,348 $1,998 $44,011 $3,081
Youth 16-24 (% of population) 16 12% 15% 10% 12% 13%
Ethnicity1®

White 39% 37% 45% 43% 52%

Black 13% 5% 7% 3% 2%

Asian/Pacific 23% 9% 32% 27% 5%

Hispanic 21% 47% 14% 25% 38%

Other or Multiple Races 3% 2% 3% 3% 3%
Language Spoken at Home20

English Only 64% 59% 55% 55% 69%

Spanish 14% 32% 12% 18% 24%

Indo-European 6% 3% 7% 7% 4%

Asian/Pacific Islander 15% 6% 26% 20% 3%

All five counties are diverse in terms of race, ethnicity and primary language spoken at home. Fresno and
Stanislaus have populations with the highest percentage of Hispanics and those who speak Spanish at home.
In Santa Clara, San Francisco and Alameda Counties, Asian/Pacific Islander residents make up a larger share
of the population than Hispanics, and they represent a broad array of ethnic origins and languages that these
general statistics cannot adequately describe.

18 California Department of Finance, County Profiles http://www.dof.ca.qov/HTML/FS_DATA/profiles/pf_home.asp, accessed June 1, 2006.

19 State of California, Department of Finance, California County Race/Ethnic Population Estimates and Components of Change by Year, July 1, 2000-
2004. Sacramento, California, March 2006. http://www.dof.ca.gov/HTML/DEMOGRAP/ReportsPapers/Estimates/E3/E3-00-04/E-3_2000-04.asp

20 .S Census, Table DP-1. Profile of General Demographic Characteristics, 2000.
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Figure 3 provides a sense of how large the CC25I target population is in each of the participating counties.
Looking first at the in-care population of youth supervised by both the Child Welfare and Probation agencies,
Alameda serves approximately 1,400 youth between the ages of 14 and emancipation at any given time; Fresno
900 youth; San Francisco 850 youth; Santa Clara 800 youth; and Stanislaus 250 youth.

Figure 3: Child Welfare Transition Age Youth Statistical Profile by CC25I County

Alameda Fresno San Francisco Santa Clara Stanislaus
Child Welfare Caseload
(2/1/2007 point-in-time)2!
Ages 14-15 443 355 298 312 98
Ages 16-20 649 409 479 363 96
Probation Caseload
(1/2/2007 point-in-time)2
Ages 14-15 62 50 9 25 14
Ages 16-20 261 98 72 109 40
Number of Youth Who Exited to
Emancipation From Child Welfare
Supervised Placements (of 5+
days)22 527 425 352 372 88
Between 1/1/2000 and 12/31/2002 830 418 396 362 108
Between 1/1/2003 and 12/31/2005

The number of transition-aged youth targeted by CC25I in each county is actually much higher when one
includes the hundreds of emancipated youth 18 to 21 who are eligible for aftercare services as well as
emancipated youth ages 21 through 24, many of whom would benefit from continued transitional assistance and
support. Point in time estimates of youth already emancipated from the system or other youth aged 18 to 24
who are eligible for aftercare services are not available from the CWS/CMS database, the original source of
Figure 3 data, but we can get a rough measure of this population by looking at the number of youth who
emancipated in previous years. For example, in San Francisco County there would be at least 396 emancipated
youth (approximately ages 18 to 21) still eligible for aftercare services, and an additional 352 emancipated youth
(approximately ages 21 to 24) possibly in need of continuing transitional support, in addition to the in-care
population (ages 14 to emancipation) being served by the County in 2006 and 2007. Since the exit to
emancipation figures in Figure 3 are for child welfare supervised cases only, the aftercare service population is
actually larger when you include cases supervised by local probation departments.23

Figure 3 shows that in addition to Child Welfare and Probation Supervised in-care youth in the 14 to
emancipation age range (the first four rows of the table), CC25I efforts could be serving at least an additional
1,357 previously emancipated young adults (from child weflare supervised placements) in Alameda County, 843

2 Point-in-time estimates on January 1, 2007. Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijo, M., Lee, S., Cuccaro-Alamin, S., Shaw, T., Dawson, W., Piccus, W.,
Magruder, J., Exel, M., Smith, J., Dunn, A., Frerer, K., Putnam Hornstein, E., Ataie, Y., Atkinson, L., & Lee, S.H. (2007). Child Welfare Services
Reports for California. Retrieved June 18,2007, from University of California at Berkeley Center for Social Services Research website. URL:
<http:/lcssr.berkeley.edu/CWSCMSreports/betaSystem>

22 Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijo, M., Lee, S., Cuccaro-Alamin, S., Shaw, T., Dawson, W., Piccus, W., Magruder, J., Exel, M., Smith, J., Dunn, A.,
Frerer, K., Putnam Hornstein, E., & Ataie, Y. (2006). Child Welfare Services Reports for California. Retrieved [July 16, 2007], from University of
California at Berkeley Center for Social Services Research website. URL: <http://cssr.berkeley.edu/CWSCMSreports/>

23 Exit data was not available for probation-supervised cases at the time the CSSR website was accessed.
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in Fresno County, 748 in San Francisco County, 734 in Santa Clara County and 196 in Stanislaus County (fifth
and sixth rows of the table).

Not all in-care youth supervised by the child welfare agency can find placements within their county of origin,
and counties often provide homes for youth from other counties (Figure 4). Fresno and Stanislaus place within
county the vast majority of their child welfare supervised youth under their jurisdiction — 86% and 81%
respectively in 2006 — whereas Santa Clara places 68% in county, Alameda 58%, and San Francisco 50%.
While all five counties serve some youth under the jurisdiction of other counties, nearly half of all youth placed in
Stanislaus County are the responsibility of other counties of origin. County jurisdiction and placement are
relevant factors when youth are in need of services from the local ILSP. The county of placement is responsible
for delivering ILSP services and the county of jurisdiction is responsible for reimbursing the cost of these
services. Because youth are served in this way by multiple counties, data reports to the state, such as the SOC
405, often include duplicative counts of the same youth.

Figure 4: Transition Age Youth Placement and ILSP Profile by CC251 County

Alameda  |Fresno San Franciscopanta Clara  Btanislaus
In and Out of County Placement — Child Welfare
Supervised Youth 16 to 20 (1/1/2006 point-in-time)24
% of youth placed in their county of origin 58% 86% 50% 68% 81%
% of youth served in county from other county of origin 21% 19% 9% 15% 49%
Reported Independent Living Skills Program Service
Statistics (October 2005 - September 2006)25
Youth offered services 1,780
% of youth offered services that received them 79% 5010%/20 1070702 ggf/o gg;
Youth (aged 18-20) who received services, not in care 578 37 264 187 82

While foster care youth are state-eligible for services from their local ILSP if in care at age 16 or older, some
counties have developed ILSP components that engage youth as early as age 14. In Alameda County, referrals
can be made for youth age 15 ¥ and older; Fresno and San Francisco Counties at age 14; and Santa Clara and
Stanislaus Counties at age 16. Figure 4 reflects the ILSP service utilization numbers reported by each county
for the 2005-2006 program year. Though the counties report varying take up rates of ILSP services — ranging
from 66% to 100% — cross-county comparisons should be avoided given the inconsistent data tracking systems
employed by ILSPs and utilized for state reporting. The counties also provide an estimate of the number of
young adults (age 18 to 20) who are receiving aftercare services from the local ILSP. As would be expected
given the exits to emancipation numbers listed above, Fresno and Alameda Counties serve the largest number
of youth in this age range.

24 Needell, B., Webster, D., Armijo, M., Lee, S., Cuccaro-Alamin, S., Shaw, T., Dawson, W., Piccus, W., Magruder, J., Exel, M., Smith, J. , Dunn, A.,
Frerer, K., Putnam Hornstein, E., Ataie, Y., Atkinson, L., & Lee, S.H. (2007). Child Welfare Services Reports for California. Retrieved June 19, 2007,
from University of California at Berkeley Center for Social Services Research website. URL: http://cssr.berkeley.edu/CWSCMSreports/.

% California Department of Social Services SOC 405 reports online at http://www.dss.cahwnet.goviresearch/SOC405A-In_415.htm.
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Independent Living Skills Program (ILSP) Structure

In most counties key providers of services for transitioning foster care youth in California are the Independent
Living Skills Programs (ILSPs) established by county child welfare systems as well as through State contract
with the Foundation for California Community Colleges. ILSPs receive limited funding to provide support
services for transition-age foster care youth and therefore county work to move CC25I forward generally
involves close collaboration with their ILSPs. Within the guidelines of state-mandated core ILSP services,
counties have flexibility in designing their ILSP programs. Therefore the counties vary considerably in terms of
how their ILSPs are structured and the degree to which their activities are integrated with efforts of the larger
child welfare and probation systems and other community service providers. In many counties, the ILSPs draw
heavily on resources and programs provided by a wide range of local nonprofit agencies. In both Fresno and
Stanislaus Counties, ILSP services are provided in-house, are co-located with their child welfare agencies and
include an array of life skills, educational assistance, employment training/placement, housing and other support
services. The Foundation for California Community Colleges is also active in both Fresno and Stanislaus
Counties by contributing to the provision of life skills, educational assistance, and college/employment services
and supports.

In both San Francisco and Alameda Counties, ILSP services are provided by contracted service providers that
share an ILSP office located separately from the child welfare agency. In San Francisco County, the ILSP site is
directly supervised and its programs coordinated by contracted employees, and programs are provided through
two primary contract service providers. The Foundation for California Community Colleges provides the core life
skills programs, vocational training, computer/educational programs, mentoring, case management and
referrals. The Japanese Community Youth Council provides Early ILSP services (for youth ages 14 to 15) as
well as transitional and aftercare services. The Alameda County ILSP offers services from two sites, one in
Oakland and another further south in the County at Chabot College. The Alameda ILSP sites are directly
supervised by a county employee and services are provided both by the ILSP staff (general independent living
skills, educational programs and referrals) and by other youth-serving agencies: Pivotal Point Youth Services
(vocational/job assistance and training); Beyond Emancipation (aftercare services); First Place for Youth
(housing) and Project Independence (housing). In addition, some child welfare staff also operates from the main
Alameda ILSP location providing transition planning and case management.

Santa Clara County utilizes five contracted community service organizations to provide the same broad array of
ILSP services to eligible youth and these programs operate from their own agency sites throughout the county.
The efforts of these agencies — the Bill Wilson Center, Family & Children Services, the Mexican American
Community Services Agency (MACSA), Community Solutions (operating from two sites) and the Unity Care
Group - are coordinated and supervised by county employees located at the Santa Clara child welfare agency.
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In more geographically
dispersed counties,
centralized ILSP sites can
result in limited access to
services among eligible youth
living in outlying areas. One
advantage to using multiple
service providers in the case
of Santa Clara County
(Figure 5) is that access to
ILSP services is increased,
especially among youth in
the southernmost part of the
county. The community
agencies contracted to
provide ILSP services are
located in the most densely
populated areas of Santa
Clara County.

Figure 5: Santa Clara County Contracted ILSP Service Sites
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In Fresno County, innovative use of ILSP staff members accomplishes the same goal by bringing services directly
to the high school campuses in the three school districts with the largest concentrations of transition-age foster
youth (Figure 6). Currently five ILSP social workers visit eighteen high school campuses and the new Juvenile
Justice Campus to provide case management and ILSP services to approximately 700 youth.

Figure 6: Fresno County ILSP Campus Site Visits
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County Priorities for CC25I

While each county participating in CC251 must demonstrate how they are creating or further expanding a
continuum of support for transitioning foster care youth across all seven focus areas (K-12 Education;
Employment/Job Training/Post-Secondary Education; Financial Competency and Asset Development; Housing;
Independent Living Skills Programs; Personal/Social Asset Development; and Permanency), they have
flexibility in directing their CC25I grants to most effectively leverage other funding and/or to build program areas
where local needs assessment has identified the greatest need. This section briefly reviews some of the priority
program/service areas each county is addressing through the Initiative.

Stanislaus County — Through local systems analysis with a broad group of community partners, the Stanislaus
County Community Services Agency (CSA) identified the following focus areas as being key in their CC25I work:
K-12 Education; Employment/Job Training/Post-Secondary Education; Housing; and Financial Competency and
Asset Development. Program development is focusing on expanding educational advocacy and tutoring
services at the secondary educational level, to set youth on a course to high school graduation and post-
secondary success, and developing a lifelong connections model of THP-Plus to promote permanency and build
a continuum of housing options for transitioning foster youth. CSA and community partners also committed to
building a “bridge” program and other opportunities for transitioning youth in post-secondary education,
employment, training and career exploration. Finally, CSA and local community organizations and banking
partners are eager to implement strategies to provide financial literacy programming and other sources of
support that emancipated youth need to actively accrue personal assets.

San Francisco County — The San Francisco Human Services Agency (HSA) has been involved in strategic
planning for several years to identify service gaps and expand the continuum of supports for emancipating foster
care youth, with the County’s ILSP and its programming at the core of these efforts. Top priority in San
Francisco County was given to expanding the array of employment and training opportunities for youth in high
wage sectors and increasing communication and coordination among local service providers, including the
integration of transitioning foster care youth into the current One-Stop System. Focus groups were also held
with various stakeholders, including youth, to gauge opinions on how CC25I dollars could best be utilized.
Youth participants from the Juvenile Probation Department, ILSP and the Honoring Emancipated Youth (HEY)
youth advisory board identified assistance with finding and keeping jobs, accumulating and accessing assets,
transportation to services (especially for youth placed out-of-county) better coordination between San Francisco
ILSP and other ILSPs in the Bay area, and improved oversight of group homes and youth by assigned social
workers. HSA staff also emphasized the need for on-going trainings on services available to transitioning youth,
readiness assessments of youth so support service referrals could be improved, guidance in serving youth
placed out-of-county and expanded employment and training opportunities for youth. The county will pursue
these objectives through collaboration with the workforce development division of HSA and San Francisco ILSP.

Fresno County — Together with public and private local services providers, Fresno County Department of

Children and Family Services (DCFS) and ILSP conducted a community needs assessment over several weeks
to identify gaps in service provision to transitional youth. Stakeholders, including former foster youth and foster
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parents, identified post-secondary education/employment/job training, housing and ILSP services as the highest
priority program areas in need of improvement and expansion. In the area of post-secondary education,
employment and job training, Fresno County is pursuing a variety of “bridge” type programs to facilitate the
pathway from high school to work and higher education, and developing other post-high-school support services
to promote retention and success. To expand local housing capacity for emancipated youth, Fresno County
DCFS has applied for THP-Plus state funding to support host-family and scattered site housing models in the
coming years. As the central provider of support services for transitioning foster care youth, the Fresno County
ILSP is working to expand its outreach, ensure services are culturally appropriate for all segments of the target
population and increase the ability of youth and foster parents to access programs. The use of social workers to
bring ILSP services directly to school campuses, as discussed above, is an important part of this effort.

Santa Clara County — After a review of the existing gaps in services for emancipating and emancipated youth,
the Santa Clara County Department of Family and Children’s Services (DFCS) highlighted two particular
program areas for improvement through their CC25I efforts. First, DFCS felt there was a lack of employment
and training programs that link youth to high wage careers. This gap would be addressed by increasing
coordination and partnerships between DFCS and local employment/training service providers as well as by
linking transitioning foster care youth more effectively to existing One-Stop Centers in the County. Second, an
inadequate supply of transitional housing would be addressed by accessing THP-Plus dollars to implement a
local host-family model and by working with San Jose State University to utilize dormitory rooms as another
housing option for emancipated youth participating in college/career training. Integrating CC25I with their
existing F2F efforts, DFCS adapted existing workgroups and created new ones (eight in total) charged with
implementing strategies in each of the seven CC25I focus areas. Each workgroup is co-chaired by an agency
staff member and a community partner. The County is also working to better coordinate the efforts of the five
community agencies contracted to provide independent living skills programs and integrate them within the
larger work of DFCS.

Alameda County — Prior to joining CC25I, the Alameda County Department of Children and Family Services
(DCFS) participated in “Forging the Links,” an effort spearheaded by Casey Family Programs to conduct a
community-collaborative gap analysis of the services available to transitioning foster care youth. While
implementation of that effort’s resulting recommendations is currently under way, the most pressing area for
improvement in services for transitioning youth identified by the Alameda County CC25I proposal was the
aftercare component of the local Independent Living Skills Program. A nonprofit organization — Beyond
Emancipation (formerly the ILSP Auxiliary) — was established in 1995 to raise funds and provide programming to
support youth already out of the foster care system as they transitioned to independent living. With the largest
number of youth emancipating annually among the five CC25I counties, the County perceived a clear need to
bolster Beyond Emancipation’s capacity to case manage former foster care youth and develop an easy to
access continuum of care for these youth as they seek support with housing, post-secondary education, and
employment. These efforts are building on existing collaboration between Alameda County DCFS and local
service providers to strengthen community networking and develop strategies for working together to link
transitioning youth to the services they need.
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VI. Environmental Landscape

County efforts to implement CC25I1 benefit greatly from an abundance of child welfare agency reform, legislative
action and philanthropic investment taking place on the federal, state and local levels. Particularly in California,
the current landscape against which transitional foster youth programs are taking shape is one of dynamic
change and expanding resources. It is important to acknowledge this environmental landscape as CC25I builds
on existing efforts by counties and communities to improve child welfare systems and services for transitional
youth, and strengthens participating counties’ ability to enhance and integrate funding, program initiatives and
local/state collaborations that exist outside of CC25I. This section provides a brief overview of some of the other
work being done in the area of child welfare programs and transitional foster care youth services.

Child Welfare Systems Reform & Accountability Efforts

Since at least 2000, a variety of public and private initiatives have aimed to improve child welfare systems and
transitional youth outcomes, many with overlapping objectives and strategies. As mentioned previously, CC25I
is an additional strategy of the California Family to Family (F2F) Initiative, a public-private partnership between
national and state foundations2¢ and the State of California Department of Social Services. F2F assists child
welfare agencies in 25 California counties (and 17 other states) to achieve better outcomes for children and
families through its four core strategies?’:

e Recruitment, Development and Support of Resource Families (Foster and Relative) - Finding and
maintaining local resources to support children and families in their own neighborhoods by recruiting,
developing through training and other efforts and supporting foster parents and relative caregivers;

« Building Community Partnerships - Partnering with a wide range of community organizations beyond
public and private agencies, in neighborhoods which are the source of high referral rates, to work
together toward creating an environment that supports families involved in the child welfare system and
thereby helps to build stronger neighborhoods and stronger families;

o Family Team Decision-Making - Involving not just foster parents and caseworkers, but also birth families
and community members in all placement decisions to ensure better informed decisions are made and
that a network of support is developed for the child and the adults who care for them; and

o Self-Evaluation - Using hard data linked to child and family outcomes to drive decision-making, and to
show where change is needed and where progress has been made.

Among CC25I counties, Santa Clara has been a part of F2F since 2000, San Francisco and Stanislaus since
2001, and Alameda and Fresno since 2003.

California counties were joining F2F at a time when the State itself entered a period of child welfare agency
redesign. Growing concerns about the functioning and outcomes performance of the State’s child welfare
agencies prompted the California legislature to establish the Child Welfare Services (CWS) Stakeholders Group
in 2000. The CWS Stakeholders Group was charged by Governor Davis to review and suggest strategies to
improve agency performance, and what resulted was a conceptual framework for CWS redesign. Assembly Bill

% Foundations include the Annie E. Casey Foundation, the Stuart Foundation and the Walter S. Johnson Foundation.
27 For the source of this text and more information on F2F, please see: http://www.f2f.ca.gov/.
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636 (AB 636), the Child Welfare System Improvement and Accountability Act, was passed by the California
Legislature in 2001 and established a system for ongoing review of CWS performance in California.28 The
overall goal of outcomes monitoring in all 58 counties was to ensure California would be prepared for the
Federal Child and Family Services Review that took place in 2002 and is next scheduled for 2007. The goal of
AB 636 is to improve youth outcomes by:

e Creating data systems to track and measure outcomes and county performance;

e Encouraging coordination and shared responsibility for youth outcomes among stakeholders;
e Requiring specific Self-Improvement Plans (SIPs);

e Requiring counties to share results publicly; and

e Identifying and replicating best practices.

The resulting CWS Outcomes and Accountability System was implemented in January 2004 and provides
ongoing review of all 58 counties’ SIPs and performance on outcomes including:

e Rates of abuse, neglect and foster care placements/reentries;

e Maintenance of youth in their homes whenever possible and appropriate;

e Permanence (preservation of family/community connections) and stability (number of placements and
length of time till reunification/adoption);

e Enhanced capacity of families to provide for their children’s needs;

e Development of appropriate services to meet physical and mental health needs;

e Improved educational supports and outcomes; and

o Self-sufficiency among emancipating youth.

Quarterly Outcome and Accountability County Data Reports are used by counties for continuous self-evaluation
of performance on these indicators as well as to update their SIP strategies and goals. Monitored outcomes
consist not only of those included in the Federal Child and Family Services Review but also additional
performance indicators of interest to the State.

The CWS Stakeholders Group established a work plan, outcome indicators, compliance thresholds for each
indicator, timelines for implementation, review cycles, procedures, and funding and staffing requirements. The
CWS Stakeholders Group’s final report proposed a Redesign Plan and in 2003 strategic planning began for a
multi-year, eleven-county pilot project.2® Redesign counties would receive funding and technical assistance to
implement systems improvements focused on the three key areas of standardized safety assessment,
differential response, and permanency and youth transitions. Stanislaus is the only CC25I County among the
eleven pilot sites, all of which were actively engaged in system improvement efforts by July 2005.

28 Needell, B. & Patterson, K. (2004). The Child Welfare System Improvement and Accountability Act (AB 636): Improving Results for Children and
Youth in California.

29 Child Welfare Services System Improvements Eleven County Pilot Implementation Evaluation: Initial Assessment Phase, July 2003 to June 2006.
Child and Family Policy Institute of California for the California Department of Social Services, Children and Family Services Division.
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In addition, the County Welfare Directors Association of California (CWDA)30 has created various committees
and workgroups over the years to identify and analyze program issues, develop program and policy
recommendations, and work with state agencies to develop and implement program services. There is a CWDA
subcommittee which focuses on issues related to the Independent Living Skills Programs operating in California
and a CWDA workgroup that has been developing an improved Transitional Independent Living Plan (TILP), the
document used by child welfare agencies to document individualized transition services and activities in which a
youth nearing emancipation will engage. The streamlined TILP document created by the CWDA TILP
Workgroup will support youth and caregiver engagement in transition planning and services and allow
integration of the plan within the child’s CWS or Probation case plan. A separate data collection process, at the
point of each youth’s emancipation, has been developed in order to collect and aggregate date regarding youth
outcomes within each county and across counties for reporting and analysis purposes.

In addition to these efforts at improving child welfare systems and outcomes performance which were already a
part of the pre-CC25I environmental landscape, other initiatives have evolved simultaneously with CC25l,
allowing for more direct collaboration and alignment of strategies and objectives among the various projects
(including CC25I) aiming to enhance services and supports for transition-age foster care youth. In 2006,
California was one of six states chosen to participate in a National Governor’s Association (NGA) Policy
Academy on Youth Transitioning out of Foster Care. The Academy, which runs from June 2006 through
December 2007, is providing a unique opportunity for teams of state leaders to work with state and national
experts to help improve outcomes for youth transitioning from foster care to adulthood. California’s NGA team,
under the leadership of California Department of Social Services’ Deputy Director Mary Ault, brings together a
broad representation of state leadership, community partners and advocacy organizations including
Employment Development, California Workforce Investment Board, Education/Foster Youth Services, Mental
Health, Community Colleges, County Welfare Director's Association, Child and Family Policy Institute of
California, California Youth Connection, Casey Family Programs, California Permanency for Youth Project, New
Ways to Work, California Connected by 25, CASA, First 5, and others. Through an inclusive inter-disciplinary
process focused on addressing the challenges faced by transition aged foster youth, the California NGA Policy
Academy team is assessing current efforts in our state, making recommendations, and implementing strategic
change to systematically address key challenges and improve transition outcomes.

In 2006, Policy Academy participants attended two convenings to learn from national experts on the issue, share
best practice models, and develop and refine state strategic plans. Building on existing strengths, state teams
worked to identify gaps in the provision of transitional services, clarify desired outcomes, develop strategies for
achieving those outcomes, and establish action steps and timelines. Through these NGA efforts the California
team identified three fundamental goals for all transitioning foster youth:

Permanence - Every youth has lifelong connections with family and supportive adults;

30 The County Welfare Directors Association of California (CWDA) is a non profit association representing the human service directors from each of
California's 58 counties. For more info see: http://www.cwda.org/.
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Education - Every youth receives a quality education, high school diploma, and support in pursuing
postsecondary opportunities; and

Employment — Every youth has work experience and training opportunities that prepare them for and
place them in living wage employment and careers.

In addition, a new vision for California’s Independent Living Skills Program (ILSP) has been emerging from
California’s NGA work. The vision for California’s ILSP Redesign is to move from a largely referral and
classroom-based program to a performance-based cross-system service delivery continuum able to meet the
individual needs of each youth and achieve the three fundamental goals listed above. In the re-designed ILSP,
transition support and opportunities are no longer based on a personal choice by youth to participate, but rather
shift to a system responsibility to provide transition services integrated into day-to-day case management, care-
giving, education, and other community-based activities, services, and supports for every foster youth. As a
member of the California state team, the CC25I Project Manager contributes the lessons learned and best
practices occurring in CC25I counties to this state effort to improve the continuum of supports needed by youth
transitioning out of the foster care system.

Also in 2006, the long awaited draft guidelines for the National Youth in Transition Database (NYTD) were
released.3! The database will fulfill the mandated data collection requirements of the Chafee Foster Care
Independence Act of 1999 (Public Law 106-169) and is to be administered by the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services and the Children’s Bureau, Administration for Children and Families. For the first time,
states will be required to track outcomes and services for both youth receiving ILSP services, as well as random
samples of emancipated/former foster care youth (through the age of 21) regardless of whether they received
ILSP services or not. Final rules for the NYTD are anticipated in 2007, with implementation of the database
approximately a year later. Data will not be available until approximately 2009 or later. The youth outcomes for
which states must provide data to NYTD have been incorporated into the CC25I outcomes being tracked
through each county’s ETO database, facilitating CC25I counties’ data collection and self-evaluation regarding
these Federal measures.

It is important to note that as the State and counties have worked over the years to improve and expand
services and programs, they have struggled continuously with the issues of staff workload and agency funding
levels. In 1998, SB 2030 directed the California Department of Social Services to commission the Child Welfare
Workload Study to examine the workload standards of child welfare staff and how workload was impacting the
agencies’ ability to meet federal and state mandates in serving families involved with the system.32 The study
confirmed that workload levels were roughly double those recommended to achieve a minimal improvement and
even further from the optimal levels necessary to implement best practices. Efforts since that time to implement

31 Memorandum: Notice of Proposed Rule Making To Implement the Chafee Foster Care Independence Act Database. Congressional Research
Service, August 28, 2006.

32 Memorandum from Frank Mecca, CWDA Executive Director to Senata Budget Subcommittee Chairwoman Denise Ducheny, Regarding: “Child
Welfare Workload Standards and Funding Analysis (SB 2030) — Concerns”, dated April 6, 2005.
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workload standards and achieve even the study’s recommended minimal level of workload reduction have been
hindered by continuing budget constraints, despite augmentation funding to partially alleviate workload burdens.

Efforts to improve services for transitional youth are also greatly impacted by the amount of federal and state
funding available for such services. Reports repeatedly point to decreasing public funding for ILSPs, despite a
near doubling of the youth population served.33 The California CWDA indicates that while the number of youth
served has increased from 19,487 in fiscal year 2000-2001 to 34,618 in 2006-2007, funding for the Independent
Living Skills Program and Extended Independent Living Program in California has decreased from $41.2 million
(2000-2001) to $38.6 million (2006-2007).34 These issues will continue to be a challenge impacting all efforts to
improve child welfare and ILSP programs and outcomes described in this section, particularly when reform
mandates and initiatives are not accompanied by new funding to support necessary staff and workload increase.

California Legislative Landscape

Policymakers and youth advocacy organizations in California have been extremely busy over the past decade
passing legislation and expanding resources in support of efforts to improve the child welfare system and
outcomes of current and former foster care youth. Though too numerous to discuss in their entirety, this section
reviews a few of the most important legislative acts - focused on both systems improvement and service
provision - that are assisting counties throughout California to improve outcomes among transitional or
emancipated foster care youth. The dynamic legislative landscape in California also facilitates outreach efforts
to raise awareness of the needs of foster care youth and increase community support for expanded programs
and supports that respond to those needs.

Figure 7 demonstrates that the majority of legislation related to child welfare pertains to foster care youth in
general, not just transitional age youth. Some state bills, like AB 636 discussed above, work to improve systems,
strengthen programmatic and legal infrastructure and advance increased accountability. Others focus on
supporting kinship caregiving, maintaining sibling and family relationships, and facilitating whole family
placements for foster care teens who are themselves parents. But legislation has also addressed many of the
CC25I focus areas.

In the area of K-12 education, AB 490 (and updates in AB 1261) promotes school stability, improved academic
supports, and expedited enrollment and academic records transfer through interagency collaboration. AB 490
also mandates the designation of a foster youth education liaison in each county. AB 2463 requires California
state universities and community colleges to improve programs to recruit, support and retain foster care youth in
post-secondary education. Most California counties also apply for and receive state funding for Foster Youth
Services (FYS) programs operated by local offices of education. FYS, created by the California Legislature and
most recently expanded by AB 1808 in 2006, provides academic supports to improve K-12 educational
outcomes of foster care youth residing in a licensed foster home or county-operated juvenile detention facility.

33 Two examples are the document “Supporting California Foster Youth Transitions: Background Information,” developed by the California Department
of Social Services, the County Welfare Directors Association of California and private philanthropy and an Op-Ed piece “Helping foster youth make
the transition to adulthood” by San Francisco Mayor Gavin Newsom in the San Francisco Chronicle, May 12, 2006.

34 “History of Independent Living Program Funding” provided by the County Welfare Directors Association of California (http://www.cwda.org/).
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Figure 7: Timeline for California Foster Care Legislation
Initiatives with an impact on emancipating foster youth in bold.
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AB948 ('91): County Share of Cost Rights AB 2195: Relative Assessment When
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Funds pilot AB 2480: Appellate Lawyers for Foster
SB2030 ('98): Evaluation of workload Children/Invoking Privilege
SB 163 ('98): Wrap-Around pilot AB1979: Criminal Record Check Fee Waiver
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Systems AB1740 (‘00): Stakeholders AB2294 ('02): Ombudsperson Term of | AB1633: Social Security Assistance
Improvements AB636: Improvements/Account. Act Appointment AB 2216: California Child Welfare Council
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Sibling AB3364 ('94): Preservation/ Family Support AB705: Sibling Placement to Siblings AB519: Parental Rights

SB 500: Pregnant/Parenting Foster Youth
(Whole Family Placements)
AB 2488: Sibling Contact

Kinship
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Housing AB1198 ('93): THPP AB427: THPP/STEP AB824: THP+ Eligibility extended to 24
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Youth Housing
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This table cites information from New Ways to Work YTAT California Foster Care Legislation Highlights, and California Youth Connections legislative summaries.
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Legislation related to housing (AB 1198, AB 427, AB 1119, and AB 824) created the Transitional Housing
Placement Program (THPP/THP-Plus) and expanded it over time to fund counties’ efforts to house teens and
young adults (now through age 24) transitioning from foster care to independent living. Prior to CC25I, only
Alameda and San Francisco Counties were accessing THP-Plus for after care housing options. CC25I provided
technical assistance which enabled Fresno, Santa Clara and Stanislaus to also submit proposals to the
California Department of Social Services to begin accessing THP-Plus funding, and when the county match
requirement was dropped in 2006 these counties began to plan expansion of their programs to serve more
youth. Achieving permanency for children placed in foster care was advanced through bills such as SB 591, AB
408 and AB 1412 which direct counties to keep youth central in the permanency process and identify/support
legal and permanent relationships with individuals important to them.

It should be noted that California Youth Connection (CYC), an advocacy group that is guided, focused and
driven by current and former foster youth, has played a critical role in developing and getting passed several
state bills that impact supports for foster youth. Just a few of the bills in which CYC played an instrumental role
are: AB 1858 (education from group home non-public schools, 2004), AB 899 (foster youth rights, 2001), AB
2877 (extension of Medi-Cal eligibility for former foster youth through age 21, 2000), SB 933 (establishment of
the state foster care Ombudsman), and AB 1987 (maintenance of sibling relationships, 2000).35

Private Foundation Initiatives

Participating counties are working to integrate their CC25I work not only with existing child welfare reform efforts
and legislative directives, but also with other privately funded initiatives developed prior to or during the life of
the CC25 Initiative. Some of the initiatives that are central to CC25I strategies are briefly outlined here, and will
be covered in greater detail in future reports on each of the CC25I focus areas.

California Permanency for Youth Project (CPYP) — (www.cpyp.org) Initiated by Pat Reynolds Harris in
partnership with the Public Health Institute in January 2003, and with the support of a five year grant from
the Stuart Foundation, CPYP works to assure that no child leaves the California child welfare system without
a permanent, lifelong connection to a caring adult. Now extended through 2009 with the support of
additional funders such as the Walter S. Johnson and Zellerbach Family Foundations, CPYP is involved in
ongoing efforts including the Permanency for Youth Taskforce; Technical Assistance for California counties;
the Emancipated Youth Connections Project; and various trainings and national convenings. Four of five
CC25I counties — Alameda, Fresno, San Francisco and Stanislaus — are utilizing CPYP technical assistance
which begins with the development of a permanency plan to guide the creation and implementation of
permanency practices within their child welfare systems. Participating counties receive ongoing technical
assistance sessions to assist them in overcoming challenges in piloting the work and then bringing the
practices to scale. Alameda and Stanislaus were two of the four pioneer CPYP counties and were finishing
their CRPYP plans when they joined CC25I. Fresno and San Francisco were beginning implementation of
their CPYP work plans at the time they joined CC25lI.

3 California Youth Connection Website, http://www.calyouthconn.org.
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California Gateway Project (www.careerladdersproject.epcservices.com/projects/gateway.php) — Four of five
CC25I counties (Alameda, Fresno, Santa Clara and Stanislaus) are participating in the California Gateway
Project. Sponsored by the Walter S. Johnson Foundation, Gateway is a project of the Career Ladders
Project which works closely with California community colleges to improve post-secondary career pathway
access and completion for underserved populations. Gateway brings local Workforce Investment Boards
(WIBs) into collaborations with colleges and social welfare agencies to connect disadvantaged youth,
including transitioning foster care youth, to post-secondary education and careers in high wage, high growth
sectors. County WIBs apply for and receive grant support from the Walter S. Johnson Foundation, and the
Career Ladders Project provides the necessary technical assistance to plan and implement local Gateway
programs. Initial Gateway projects last two to three years and local WIBs agree to match the Walter S.
Johnson grant by funding an equal number of student cohorts as covered by the grant in each county.
Alameda County was already a Gateway participant when they joined CC25I and the remaining counties
were encouraged to apply for Gateway grants after becoming part of CC25I.

Guardian Scholars (www.orangewoodfoundation.org/programs_scholars.asp) — The Guardian Scholars
program was initially launched at California State University at Fullerton in 1998, funded by the Orangewood
Children’s Foundation. Since then programs have emerged on over twenty college campuses in California
and nationwide. Guardian Scholars is a comprehensive program of financial aid, life coaching, mentoring,
housing and personalized attention which facilitates the engagement in and completion of a college
education among former foster youth. The Walter S. Johnson and Stuart Foundations have both provided
numerous planning and implementation grants for new Guardian Scholars programs for CC25I and other
California Counties. Four CC25I counties are currently developing or have already implemented Guardian
Scholars programs on the campuses of CSU East Bay; CSU Fresno; City College of San Francisco; San
Francisco State University, and San Jose State University. CSU Stanislaus is considering implementation
of this or a similar program.

Foster Youth Education Project (http://www.mhas-la.org/about.html#projects) — Through their participation in
the F2F Initiative, all CC25I counties are working with Mental Health Advocacy Services to improve K-12
educational outcomes for foster care youth. Funded by the Stuart Foundation, Mental Health Advocacy
Services originally piloted a three-year pilot education initiative with the Los Angeles County Department of
Children and Family Services that provided additional educational supports for foster youth receiving
educational liaison services through the agency. Subsequently, Mental Health Advocacy received additional
funding from the Stuart and Annie E. Casey Foundations to bring technical assistance to all California
counties participating in F2F. In collaboration with local school districts, participating counties have
conducted initial and ongoing assessments of educational outcomes among foster care youth and have
created systematic plans of action for improvement of those outcomes, including improved collection and
analysis of educational data.

Foster Youth Housing Initiative — A collaboration of the William and Flora Hewlett, the James Irvine, the
Charles and Helen Schwab and the Sobrato Family Foundations, the Foster Youth Housing Initiative aims to
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fill the current housing gap that exists for former foster care youth. The Initiative will fund improved service
provision, develop additional housing units and create a long-term regional plan for ending homelessness
among former foster youth. Direct services will be funded through select nonprofit organizations (such as
First Place for Youth, Larkin Street Youth Center and the Bill Wilson Center) and the Corporation for
Supportive Housing will distribute capacity building grants to organizations to facilitate the development of
new housing units. Long-term strategies will address policy priorities and systems change necessary to
identify and remove the systemic barriers to meeting the needs of former foster care youth. The CC25I
counties directly benefiting from this Initiative are Alameda, San Francisco and Santa Clara.

It is clear that involvement in other public and private initiatives, as well as responses to ongoing state policy and
budget action, have provided a firmer foundation of awareness and support for counties’ current CC25I efforts.
Many of their CC25I objectives and desired outcomes are directly linked to or build on these other reform and
accountability efforts. Other initiatives are also incorporating elements of the CC25I logic model and strategies.
For example, programs such as THP-Plus and Guardian Scholars are interested in utilizing the same Efforts to
Outcomes data tracking software that CC25I counties will employ to track youth outcomes and transitional
services provided, and are considering aligning data tracking as much as possible to relevant areas of the
CC25I outcomes framework. Based on early work done by CC25I counties on new host-family models of
transitional housing, the THP-Plus Implementation Project adapted various CC25I county-developed forms and
processes and included this information in their TA assistance and resource tools and guides. Future reports on
each of the seven focus areas will provide greater detail on other initiatives, recent legislative action and grant
programs that are facilitating county efforts to carry out CC25I strategies. Quarterly newsletters with CC25I
updates will also be available on the Initiative’s website at: http://www.f2f.ca.gov/California25.htm.
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VIl. Future Reports

As of July 2007, Fresno, San Francisco and Stanislaus Counties had finished their second year as part of the
CC25 Initiative and Santa Clara County had been implementing the Initiative for eighteen months. As Alameda
County was completing its first full year with the Initiative, a joint decision was made by the County and their
funder to transition out of the Initiative, however they continue their excellent work and commitment to building a
comprehensive continuum for transition-aged foster youth. At the same time, new counties were in the process
of joining the Initiative, including Orange County and Humboldt County.

Future reports from the Systems Change Assessment team will provide a more in-depth look at each of the
seven CC25I focus areas — K-12 Education; Employment/Job Training/Post-Secondary Education; Financial
Competency and Asset Development; Housing; Independent Living Skills Programs; Permanency; and
Personal/Social Asset Development — and document what the counties have accomplished in each thus far.
Since this is a national initiative, each focus area report will look at what is being done throughout the field in
terms of effective models and best practices; describe how CC25I technical assistance and county-
sharing/cross-learning are spreading these best practices and helping counties to achieve their CC25
objectives; and discuss what counties have achieved and learned from the Initiative to date.

The ultimate goal for the CC25I Systems Change Assessment is the development of best practices in
establishing and maintaining a true continuum of support services for foster care youth transitioning to adulthood
through age 24. Therefore future reports will look closely at effective and sustainable county efforts to
implement improved data tracking and self-evaluation methodologies; involve foster care youth and caregivers
in program design and implementation; and increase awareness, communication and supportive collaboration
among all community partners including the child welfare agency, other public agencies (i.e. ILSP, Probation, K-
12 Education, and Mental Health), community-based organizations, advocacy groups and neighborhood
representatives. In the process, the interaction between CC25I and the environmental landscape (including
state reform efforts, relevant legislation and other privately funded initiatives) in which it is playing out will be
further explored. Itis the hope of the Systems Change Assessment team, as well as those both funding and
leading the Initiative, that this work will result in a defined package of guidelines, resources and strategies that
can assist other counties in building a comprehensive continuum of support for transitioning youth and in
improving transition outcomes locally. Future reports will contribute by documenting the activity of counties over
the life of the Initiative, identifying critical resources and best practices/strategies, and highlighting true systems
change achievements.
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Appendix A: CC25I OUTCOMES FOR TRANSITIONING YOUTH V.14 04/10/07

This table details the outcomes that mayl be tracked in the Efforts to Outcomes software developed for CC25I counties. (Priority Outcomes in Bold Must
be Tracked; those not in bold are Optional). The CC25I Self-Evaluation team, housed at UC Berkeley’s Center for Social Services Research, has worked
closely with county leadership in selection and definition of these outcomes, and in determination of at what age and with what frequency these outcomes
are to be collected. Where possible, these outcomes are consistent with the data collection being proposed or currently conducted by other public and
private initiatives that serve transitioning foster care youth.

Foccl)Ja_,?\(r:eoa\,\sAEs Youth in Care Youth in Youth At Post-
: 14 t0 15.5 Care 16-19 Emancipation Emancipation

= Indicators

K-12 Education

INCREASING HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION RATE

= % youth passed CAHSEE (Math, English Language Arts) X X X X
= % of youth receiving scores indicating proficiency or better on CST (Math, Reading) X X X
= % of youth who have repeated a grade X X X
= % youth completing grade-appropriate number of units X X X
= Average GPA X X X
= % of youth who completed high school X X
= % of youth who graduated high school (HS Diploma, GED, Other HS equiv. Test) X X

Employment/Job Training/Post-Secondary Education

INCREASING COLLEGE ATTENDANCE RATE

= % of youth who have college as an educational goal X X X X
= % of youth who have taken the SAT/ACT X
= % of youth who are taking A-G college pre-requisites X X
= % of youth who have completed A-G college pre-requisites X
= % of youth who have submitted college applications — 2 year, 4 year X X X
= % of youth who were accepted in college — 2 year/4 year X X
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Foccl)Ja_,?\(r:eoa\,\sAEs Youth in Care Youth in Youth At Post-
. 14 to 15.5 Care 16-19 Emancipation Emancipation
= |ndicators
Employment/Job Training/Post-Secondary Education (continued)
INCREASING COLLEGE ATTENDANCE RATE (CONTINUED)
= % of youth who were enrolled in college X X
2 year
4 year
= % of youth completed at least one year of college X
= % of youth who completed college X
2 year
4 year
INCREASING EMPLOYMENT RATE
= % of youth with paid or unpaid work experience [Youth currently have or have had paid X X X

employment (legally earned income reported by employer for tax purposes) or who do
perform or have performed some or all the duties of a job or vocation in a supported
environment to learn employment skills]

= % of youth who have paid employment (Legally earned income reported by employer for X X X
tax purposes)
FT (At least 35 hours/week)
PT (1-34 hours/week)

= % of youth enrolled/participating in vocational training or internships X X X
(A knowledge and skill-building program preparing people for a particular wage-earning
job, occupation or self-employment activity)

= % of youth completed vocational training program and earned certificate X X

FACILITATING FINANCIAL INDEPENDENCE

= Average hourly salary X X
= % of youth receiving public assistance X X
FS
GA
TANF

Section 8 / Subsidized housing
Unemployment Insurance
Subsidized child care
SSI
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FO%JB.'?‘(EBO&I,\SAES Youth in Care Youth in Youth At Post-
: 14 to 15.5 Care 16-19 Emancipation Emancipation
= Indicators
Employment/Job Training/Post-Secondary Education (continued)
IMPROVING SCHOOL AND WORK SKILLS
= Average score on ACSLA “Communication Skills” X
= Average score on ACSLA “Work and Study Skills” X
= Average score on ACSLA “Career Planning Skills” X X
= Average score on ACSLA “Work Skills” X X
Housing
INCREASING SAFE AND STABLE HOUSING RATE
= % of youth with housing plan X X

Staying at current placement:
With parents
Transitional housing
Relative caregiver
Non-relative caregiver
Moving to:
Own home/apartment
With family member
Parent
Sibling
Aunt/Uncle
Other extended family
Transitional housing (A time-limited program of housing and supportive
services designed to build skills which will assist participants to establish
and maintain permanent housing in the future)
College dorm
Previous (non-relative) foster caregiver
With (non-relative) friends
Residential training program
Military housing
Other
Shelter (A temporary refuge or residence for the homeless)
Street/Car
Unknown or not yet determined
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FO%JE.'?‘(EEO{’I:AES Youth in Care Youth in Youth At Post-
. 14 to 15.5 Care 16-19 Emancipation Emancipation
= Indicators
Housing (continued)
INCREASING SAFE AND STABLE HOUSING RATE
= % of youth who have housing X X
(Same categories as above)
= % of youth who feel their housing situation is safe (1 or 2 of 5 point range) X X
= % of youth in long term housing X X
Housing expected to last over 1 year
Housing under 3 months but youth is moving to long term
(Expected to last over 1 year) housing within 3 months
= Average number of living situations experienced during past year X
= % of youth experiencing period of homelessness during past year (No place of his or X
her own to live for at least one night. Examples include living in a car or on the street,
staying temporarily with a friend, or staying in a shelter).
ILP
INCREASING PARTICIPATION RATE
= % of youth receiving any county-sponsored Independent Living Program (ILP) X X X X
activities, classes or services, beyond the creation of a TILP
= % of youth reporting involvement with transition planning X X X X
(1 or 2 of 5 point range)
INCREASING SATISFACTION RATE
= % of youth reporting satisfaction with transition services X X X X
(1 or 2 of 5 point range)
Financial Literacy, Competency and Asset Development
IMPROVING FINANCIAL LITERACY
= % of youth with checking accounts X X X
= % of youth with Individual Development Accounts (IDAs) or other savings accounts X X X
y p g
IDAS
Other savings type
= Average score on ACSLA “Housing and Money Management Skills” X X X
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FO%S?&%II\SAES Youth in Care Youth in Youth At Post-
. 1410155 Care 16-19 Emancipation Emancipation
= Indicators
Financial Literacy, Competency and Asset Development (continued)
INCREASING ASSETS
= Average number of deposits quarterly X X X
= Average value of monthly deposits X X X
= Average value of savings X X X
= Average value of assets accumulated X X X
Car
Housing Costs
Educational Expense
Other assets
Permanency/Personal & Social Assets Development
FACILITATING PERMANENCY
= % of youth whom agency assesses as having permanent connections (a stable X X X X
relationship with a safe adult who has made a commitment to provide life-long
support)
= % of youth with written commitments from permanent connections X X X X
= % of youth living with permanent connections X X X X
= % of youth who report having permanent connections X X X X
IMPROVING SOCIAL AND INDEPENDENT LIVING SKILLS
= Average score on ACSLA “Self care and Social Relationships” X X X
= Average score on ACSLA “Daily living skills” X X X
= % of youth with transportation X X X
own vehicle
understanding of and access to public transit
= % of youth who possess necessary records X X
California ID/Driver’s License, Social Security Card, Birth Certificate, Medical Records,
Educational Records
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FO%JB.'?‘(EBO&I,\SAES Youth in Care Youth in Youth At Post-
: 14 to 15.5 Care 16-19 Emancipation Emancipation
= Indicators
Permanency/Personal & Social Assets Development (continued)
IMPROVING HEALTH AND MENTAL HEALTH OUTCOMES
= % of youth with special needs (educational, mental and/or physical) that constitute a X X X X
significant impediment to transitional planning
= % of youth with health insurance in place X X
Medi-Cal
Employer provided
Other
= % of youth with dental insurance other than Medi-Cal X X
= % of youth who report mental health needs are being met X X
= % of youth with substance abuse issues who are receiving treatment X X X X
= % of youth with psychiatric hospitalizations X X X X
= % of youth who have given birth to, or fathered any children that were born X X X X
y g Yy
1
2
3+
= % of youth who have a child who are not married to the other parent of the child X X X X
y p
DECREASING INVOLVEMENT WITH JUVENILE / CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEMS
= % of youth who have been suspended or expelled from school in past year X X X X
= % of youth who have been arrested in past year X X X X
= % of youth who have been convicted/ pet sustained in past year X X X X
= % of youth who have been incarcerated/detained in past year X X X X
= % of youth who have been a victim of crime in past year X X X X
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