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Exploring Emergency Housing Optionsfor At -Risk Youth in Missoula
~ Feasibility, Sustainability, & Community Interest

[l. Executive Summary

In Spring of 2007, Mountain Home Montanac. funded a team of reseamrs from Walla Walla
Univeristy School of Social WorkMissoula Campygo conducta city-wide needs assessmé8ralda
Petree, A. et al, 2007)The purpose wa®thetter understand the neef atrisk youth in MissoulaAs a
result of the assessment, the top fouority needs and gaps in service forrigk youth were espectively:
1) Funding 2) Transitional Services3) Increased Chemical Dependency Treatment Optiand 4)
CrisislEmergency Shelter, Rutway Shelter, and Domestic Violence Shelter for Teenagées seventh
greatest need reported wdsre Group Homeand Outof-Home Placementd\eed four and seven
prompted t he BxmosingBmedncyplousin@etionsfort-Ri sk Youth in Missoul
primarygoal was to investigate the feasibility, funding and sustainability of a shelter and/os@tcseavices
for atrisk youth in the Missoula community; a secondary goal was to assess community interest.

Methods
Several methods were used to collect information from identified community ageAgescies

were chosen based on three criterjadieect involvement with homeless/runaway/ageptaced youth;
b) funders for youth services; c) stakeholders in Missoula yauttices. Types of data collected were:

1. Structured interviews with 3#aderdrom 27 different agencies;

severalere interviewed more than once.

Short surveys were collected from those 34 leaders.

An additional 20 short surveys were completed by disectice staff.

Five focus groups were completed with 26 youth and 14 agency staff.

An additional 8 nosstructura interviews were completed with community members.

akrwn

Results

The responses of participants to interviews & surveys were entered into the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS), and NVivo 7, a qualitative analysis software program wheenptbeates were
detected in the data.

The short survey focused on eight types of housing specifically-fiskagouth; housing options
were generated directly from the 2007 needs assessment. SPSS analysis shows:
1. Over 85% endorsed moderate to sigaint need for additional housing.
2. Approximately 75% endorsed moderate to significant need for a runaway shelter.
3. Approximately 60% endorsed moderate to significant need for more group homes.
4. Approximately 65 % endorsed moderate to significant needdonestic violence shelter.
5. Over 85% endorsed a moderate to significant need for a crisis/emergency shelter. Over 60%
endorsed significant need.
Over 70% endorsed moderate to significant need for a day center.
Approximately 55% endorsed moderate to sigaifit need for more motel vouchers.
8. Over 90% endorsed moderate to significant need for transitional housing services. Over 60%
endorsed a significant need.

N o
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The short survey also contained four questions designed to assess feasibility, sustainabititgtioonand
funding. SPSS analysis shows:

1. 83% supported construction or donation of a youth shelter

2. 64% supported ongoing funding of a youth shelter.

3. 78% believed Missoula community would be able to sustain a shelter

4. 73% did not believe an additionaledter would intrude upon existing funding streams.

Analyzing the structured interview with NVivo7 allowed tabulation of the most prevalent themes for
most questions. An overall summary was sufficient for the last two questions.

Q1. The top thresuggestedservices to be offered at a shelter are respectively:
Education and AfteCare Services, Basic Needs, & Case Management

Q2. The top four existing organikas to partner with a creati@xpansion of a shelter are
respectively: Youth Home#c., Poverello Center, Schools, & Tumbleweed

Q3. The top threwaysagencies presently use to deal with lack of capacity are:
Referral to Youth Homes or Attention Home, Salvation Army, & turn them away

Q4. If a shelter was createdpanded, thiack of capacity would be mediated by:
More services and options, increase physical safety, hope for staff

Q5. Funding was a universal concern. Sustainable funding to support empty beds was heavily
emphasized. Fundraising, increasedpetition, limited foundation support, and non
renewable grants were repeatedly mentioned. The majority interviewed though conveyed
an optimistic attitude towards securing funding for to improve youth services in
Missoula, and acknowledged thalue of pooling resources together.

Q6. Question 6 provided a venue for general thoughts regarding expansion or creation of a shelter.
The majority believed Missoula already has established agencies witintaapacity that
could eliminate thigap. Rather than build new, the consensus was to expand what we have,
improve communication among agencies, share resources & funding, and collaborate at a
deeper, more meaningful level.
Youth Groups
Youth focus groups were conducted in a4fmmal manner loosely focused around three questions:
1) what do youth want in a shelter; 2) what prevent youth from accessing services; & 3) personal or
anonymous experiences. The overwhelming majority of yimb¢nviewedsaidthe most important
component of a s hel tArelationshipfitls aocareg mogudgmentalaadult was u st . 0
mentioned more often than any other services; other suggestions were showers, laundry, detox,
confidentiality, mentoring, or privacy.Their opinions as to why youth resist services fell on a continuum. At
one end, a sense of hopelessness and resigréittbtna w enf or cement puts kids back
the opposing end, a sense of resiliency and independénkei d s osutti.c k Titey dondét want h
The mostprofound nd haunting senti mawvtyyda mdfuWinga tmasn ey s ¢ 2 mMy

alcoholic mom or a group home?090
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Youth were surprisingly forthcoming in their experiences, or situations friends/relatidesndured.
As they spoke, extensive risk factors affiliated with runaway/homeless youth clearly became pervasive:
neglect, abuse, drugs/alcohol, poverty, poor academic performance, social pressure, unstable family
environment, & residential instabilityTheir childhood was compromised, and it seemed the youth were more
alike in their experiences than different. All said ttieandswere theirfamily. All had some level of

reservation about being in Athe systemo.

Project Summary

The researchpe s ent ed demonstrates Missoula communityos
1) recognizing the need for action, 2) determining stakehisl##eowledge, commitment, & solutidacused
capacity, and 3) determining feasibility, funding and austbility of a shelter and/dncreased services for
atrisk youth in the Missoula communitysindings show the majority of those interviewed believe Missoula
would benefit through the expansion of existing services, rather than the creation of a new sheltgpe§wo
of housing were shown to have the greatagport 1) Emergency/Crisis Shelter [over 85%] and 2)
Transitional Shelter [over 90%)]. Youth Homes, Inc. Attention Home currently provides shelter care; nearly
all placements have a funding source. Rsiftnals frequently emphasized a need for sieomt shelter care

for nonsystem kids, for example youth not involved with Youth Court, DFS, or youth who do not qualify for

Medi cai d. The -mfefe dp evraiso cad fAitcm 01 )i nlgeteeproviderawigdow t h s af e
for assessment, evaluation, and r e c%moums tothellitate o n . I dec
movement in and out of the system in a practical and
providers aredft scrambling for placement optigns and t he common perception is i

Missoula professionals can addcome together when giveéhe opportunity. A luncheon was held
to disseminate findings to research participants and other professidmliadividuals represented a wide
variety of professional experience: child abuse prevention, law enforcement, grant writing, faith based
counseling, group home placement, case management for homeless adults, etc. One of the greatest
complaints noteduting interviews was a frustrationinac k of communeobopgl eodperobtiahk
each ot her . 0 couligeeammynicatingeterc Agenciescouldbe sharing resourcesd
trainings in a more cooperative mannémgenciesould extendyreater invitation to majatecisionmaking
meetings.Such beliefsvere only reinforced and repeated at the lunchddm call to action wasmprove
collaboration, strengthen coalitions, and combine resources. At this point in time, there is active conversation
about emergenc§ transitional housing optionsOne solution is clear: professionals need to work together.
Services for youth, lib atrisk and not atisk, can only be enhanced and provided in more effective and
meaningful ways. This is how Missoula will best respond to filling the gap. Professionals need to work less

like islandsand more like bridgéuilders.
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Recommendations

Short-Term Recommendations

e Solicit participation irsustainablevork groups[As designated & established at the second meeting]
1. Kids Management Authority in Missoula
2. Crisis/Emergency Shelter
3. Transitional Services

e Collaborate with Youth Home3umbleweed, &overello Center about expandiegpergency
services

e Coordinate efforts with the Juvenile Detention Alternative Initiative (JDAI). Assign contact person to
look at potential working relationships with other agencies.

e Pursue fundyagbé oss ydsetdepniion oyno ut h .

e Pursue grant opportunities & encourage partnerships with existing agencies.

¢ Increase partnership, collaboration, and communication with Missoula agencies serving youth.

¢ Increase public educati@ndprofessional awarenesgronaway/homeless issues.

¢ Investigatestreet aitreach programs to support existing services.

Long-term Recommendations

e Promote increased services for homeless teen fathers.

¢ Investigate increased emergensliorttermmentoring system@oster familiesfoster parents) as one
alternative to shelter care.

e Lobby at state level for review of existing Shelter Care Laws and Medicaid eligibility requirements

¢ Investigate tax incentives for motels offering motel vouchers for youth 18 and older

e Look at BesPractices. Review other successful, alternative national Ml¢@emmunity Uprising,
Nevada Rrtnership for Youth, Project SAFE, National Safe Place).

e Improve efforts to instila sense of hope, motivation, or psychological contéotthose providing
servces

e Community/intraagency recognition and responsiveness about the difficulty in working with

at-risk youth and the level of fatigue often felt by service providers
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Introduction

In the United States, the quest to eliminate poverty, and imgiertantly, the question of how,
dates back to the beginnings of Colonial America. The Elizabethan Poor Laws of 1601 have set the
pattern of public relief under government responsibility in both the United States and England for over
400 years (Trattnef,999). The earliest communities grappled to deal with the poor; they established
almshouses, workhouses, orphanages, hospitals, and even incarcerated the poor. Families were the first
line of defense and church the second; church officers were eleaiedrsee the sick and poor members.
Individuals were categorized into deserving poor and undeserving poor, worthy to beg (physically
disabled), and able to work.

With poverty rampant for centuries, and all the policy and systematic effort to elintjnakbgy i
does poverty still exist? Man has walked on the moon, the gene for breast cancer has been identified, and
the receptor for smell has been located in the tip of our nose. And yet, 3.5 million people, nearly 1.4
million children, experience homelegss in any given year. What is the glitch in finding a solution?

The mere articudtratpponaofafihomeliessal i mages.
on a street corner holding a cardboard $igwhy lie, | need a bedy. An untidy, haggrd woman
pushing an overloaded shopping cart with her trea
in her motherés arms struggling to find warmth in
aimlessly wandering during schoolurs, skateboard tucked under an arm. A line of individuals, young
or old, anticipating the doors of a soup kitchen to open for lunch. Homeless images, both real and
stereotyped, evoke emotion, chall engetrouensyealds t ol er

discussion in political arenas.

A Working Definitio n

Research on homeless populations pravigeying definitions, statistics, and demographic
characteristics. Inconsistencies exist in defining and counting homeless, and in differdmtiaveen
types of homelessness. The National Coalition for the Homeless defines homeless according to the
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987 (National Coalition, 2005). The Act provided a
significant piece of federal legislation in recigjing homelessness far beyond a housing problem
(Kondratas, 1991). It also allowed provisions for housing assistance, mental and physical health care,
food assistance, job training and education, and substénuse treatment. Between 1984 and 1988| tot
spending on homeless shelters increased from $300 million to $1.5 billion. Fromt9®@B%ederal
government McKinney Act programs invested $2 billion in American homeless children and a@ekdts.
billion in three years, and the problem remains. odding to the McKinney Act, 42 U.S.@.11301, et.
Seq. (1994),
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A person is considered homeless if he or she: lacks a fixed, regular, and adequaien@ight
residence; andéhas a primary night time residency
operated shelter designed to provide temporary |
provides a temporary residence for individuals intended to be institutionalized, or (C) a public or

private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, daegleeping accommodation for human

beings.

Although, homelessness existed long before 1987, Kondd284) described the Act as the

\'

Anfirst piece of federal | egi sl ationdo recogni zing
Ahousing probl em. o Admi ni stered by seven federal
provide education, foodsaistance, substance abuse treatment, job training, health care, mental health
treatment, and housing. The McKinney Act definition has been noted in different articles and while this
definition serves political and legal purposes, a simpler definitiomséefitting fo general public and

| ay psederstamding. A bulk of research identifies homelessness as living in shelters or transitional
housing, living in a motel paid for by a homeless agamciyn low-income community health clinics,
SalvationArmy family programs, sleeping in vehicles or abandoned buildings, or sleeping on the streets

or in open places (Menke, 2000; Anooshian, 2003; Herman, Susser, Struening, & Link, 1997).

A second significant pi ece oflesslpepglatien)wadthieon i mpa
Social Security Act of 1986, including the Title-&/ Independent Living Initiative; this funding assisted
foster youth with the transition between fastare and independent livifigyinters,2007). In 1999, the
John H. Chafee Bper Care Independence Act replaced TitldEl¥mplementing an important shift in
allocation of funds the implementation of a federal mandaates use some of the Chafee funds to
serve former foster youth up to age 21. The Montana Foster Care Iddepert e Pr ogr am i s Mo
6Chafee Pr ogr améls % of£pafee fankd are alloatedyfor HoQsing assistance.

Exactly How Many?

Estimating the extent dhe American homelesgopulationis difficult. Theissueis further
complicatedwhenonea kes i nto consideration a homeless situ
contrast, homelessness can be {argh. Alternative research irddites differing numberi 2004, the
National Law Center on Homelessness & Poverty reported approximaiatyillion peoplés likely to
experience homelessness in any given year (National Coalition, 2005). Nearly 1.35(A08igof
these individual are childrehlot only is an estimate difficult to assess, it is alsitucally bound. For
example, @uasians typically view homelessness in dissimilar terms and perspective than Native

Americans.

Finley and Barton (2003) cite the International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education,
claiming 1.4 million American children are homeless in any giveargndthis number is increasing.
Anooshian (2003) states as many as 6.5 % of American adults experience homelessness at any given time,

or an estimated 5 to 15 million Americans per year (Herman, Susser, Struening, & Link, 1997). Families
9
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possess their own unique, disturbing statistics.

or recogni zable subgroup. o Families, a guardian/

of homeless people atglconsidered to béhe fastest growing categooy homelessneggnooshian,
2003; Nunez 2000; Menke, 2000).

According to the National Coalition for the Homeless, (NCH) the definition of homeless youth is

Aindividual s under the age wofsteéeitght @eeamal witarleac k

www.nationalhomeless.orgn recent studies and reports, homeless youth are often referred to as

p

funaccompani ed youtho or fAunattended yosthod (MTCo

(2003), n 2002, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention inh®g&partment of
Justice, estimated 1,682,900 unaccompanied youth were homeless & runaway (Molino, 2007). The age

range was fifteen to seventeen and gem@ey not preditive i males & females were divided equally.

The Survey of the Homeless is a national annual count of homeless persons coordinated in the
United States at the end of January; a more detailed description is provided later in this report. Montana
numberdndicatein2008 1 Aunattended yout ho cwvertwck that muchbet h e
respondedin 2004, he Youth Taking Flight study estimated seventy youth, ages 14 to 21, are homeless
in the Missoula area at any given time (Snow, 208Qprax i mat el y 45% wer e fAnot

services, while 55% were connected with some type of service.
The Innocent

The NCH describes three categories of homeless youth: 1) history of family problems,
2) economic problems & 3) residentiastability (www.nationalhomeless.org.) The U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services found 46% of homeless or runaway youth had been physically aBused (U
Department of Health and Human Service, (a) 1997). Exampfamdy problemsncludes: abuse,
addiction of family members, neglect, or strained relationships. An overwhelming one in two youth had
sustained abuse. Al s o, 17% were found to have
househol d me mb etofiHeafthlh8d HDreap Servicas,€ch 199FEonomic problems
include financial crises in the family, insufficient wages, inadequate welfare benefits, lack of affordable
housing, or limited employment opportunitigResidential instabilityefers to fostecare placement,
living in institutional placements, group homes, or residential care; upon discharge they are homeless
and/or have no transitional placeme The Northwest Foster Carduni Study (2005) found one in
five adults agingput of foster carexperience homelesssge In Montana, Winters (2007gports 1700
children are in foster care and 100 will age out this year. According to some professionals, a fourth
category would include youth and f amR007).eParentsi t h

and/ or yout h aisaial,degabusinghoe whabe $o cdpeembtionally with life, stress,

10
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and relationships. o T h eosceb eycoountihn gc ocurtheimibrea |cihzaer daéc t
i nt er vent thanthey ceceivausppsriive services. Because early, more preventative
interventions are not in place, parents often run the risk of losing parental rights, forcing state child

protective services to intervene and protect the youth, often leading to termination of rights.

Homelessness and its effects create especially difficult and daunting consequences for the
children and youth forced to innocently endure.
chil drends environments g e nmomiadeprivagon,physiceldiiess, of vi o
behavioral problems, depression, and difficulties in school. Research consistently identifies the negative
outcomes impacting children in physical, emotional, social, and psychological ways. Children who
experience bmelessness are at much greater risks for suffering from acute and chronic health problems
including anemia, ear infections, gastrointestinal problems, diarrhea, and lack of or delayed
immunizations (Rafferty and Shinn, 1991; Nunez, 2000). Twenty pertlaonteless children suffer
from asthma a rate three times as high as the national rate (Rafferty & Stfh).1Low birth weight
babies17% and infant mortalityi (a rate more than twice the national yatalso plague homeless
women. Prenatal carginferior, if even available or accessed; postnatal and early infant care are
disadvantaged as well (Rafferty and Shinn, 1991; Nunez, 2000). Hygiene, poor nutrition, hunger, and
l ack of sufficient food only c¢ 0;fpooshiand2003;Menkej r e n & s
2000; Rafferty & Shinn, 1991).

Emotional and psychological stressors include discrimination, embarrassment, decreased self
esteem, depression, anxiety, social avoidance, peer rejection, shame, being ostracized, trying to hide
homelessness and coping with resulting stereotypes, threats, violence, and racism (Anooshian, 2003;
Menke, 2000, Rafferty & Shinn, 1991; Nunez, 2000). Children report additional stress associated with
loss of things related to social acceptance, suclo#smy, fad items, or games. Aggressive behaviors

are commonexacerbating already existing problems with peers, school and the law.

Developmental delays are three times more likely to impact homeless children compared to low
income, norhomeless childme (Nunez, 2000). Language problems, speech development, gross and fine
motor coordination, and social and personal developmental tasks have been reported as delayed (Rafferty
& Shinn, 1991; Nunez, 2000). Educational setbacks include lack of parenteamesit, poor school
attendance, lack of adequate educational services, unstable or unsafe shelter conditions, peer rejection,
dropping out, school violence, teasing or fighting, school transfers and inadequate school preparation
(Nunez, 2000; Finley & Bartg 2003; Anooshian, 2003; Menke, 2000; Rafferty & Shinn, 1991).

Homeless children have higher rates of grade retention (Nunez, 2000; Rafferty & ShinnTh@891).
National Coalition for the Homeless estimates 57% of homeless sapeahildren do not retarly

attend school (Rafferty & Shinn, 1991).
11
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Living environments are often violent, chaotic, and unstable, again exacerbating a problematic
afterschool setting conducive to learning, studying, or obtaining any level of tutoring or parental support.
Children are often exposed to strangers, threatening situations and dangers wherever they are staying
(Menke, 2000; Nunez, 2000). Children must adapt to their personal world as well as mediate the severe
consequences of poor parenting. Parental effectsiasmbwith homelessness and poverty include
maternal isolation, lack of quality daycare, unstable child arrangements, separation or loss of parent,
family conflict, domestic violence, parental mental health and substance abuse issues, and severe neglect
emotional, physical, sexual, and psychological (Anooshian, 2003; MBwkdi, Goering, & Boydell,

2000; Menke, 2000; Nunez, 2000; Herman, Susser, Struening, & Link, 1997).

Most would agree on the importance of distinguishing betwédemeless youtand arunaway
youth However research andersonaharrativesoverwhelmingly demonstratésk factors are the same.
Events leading up to displacement hawstly,devastating, longerm consequences to yo(gh& legal
guardian(s)on a macro level, consequences impact social syspeoggamacaessibility, and funding
streams Societyds means to address t hesUnforiusaly,es t en
facts & figuresonly highlight the difficulties irovercoming poverty. IrHomeless in America: a
children®™Naunsetzor(2000) writes children fibecome poi s
homel essness thafiPbvapsythei al maséent shehdanapabl ed (
2004). Bothliterature and lore perpetuate this beliBillions of dollars arenvested to battle
homelessness & povertyjth limited successGovernment haattemptedo create, fund, and
disseminate a multitude of prograntslimination may not be the answentlacceptance and greater

resources to deal with the problem.

AExpl ori ng Emer ge doesynotfbous anipravgntidd pftoris ofn s 0
homeless/runaway youthet recognizes earlier intervention is paramount in developing a safety net for
the youth atisk. Rat her, the research presented demonstrate
important areas: 1) recognizing the need for action, 2) determining stakéh&lumvledge,
commitment, & solutioffocused capacity, and 3) determining feasihilipnding and suatnability of a
shelter and/oincreased services for-ask youth in the Missoula communityhe reality is a gap exists
in Missoula, Montana, in our ability to provide emergency services for youth. Runaway & homelessness
issues are rigoing to disappeat.his report is not about prevention, but about actiospdtifically
focuses on atisk youth, ages 121in Missoulaand addressd®w local providers and professionals
envision responding to the problem. The good news is Mias®al strong, committed and innovative
city, with amazing professionals dedicated to providing the best services possible to our youth. We can

do better and this research demonstrates professionals are invested and interested.

12
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IV. Program Background

At-Risk Youth in Missoula: A Community Needs Assessment

Despit e Mengtlspgaps stilbexist.slpsng of 2007, Mountain Home Montana
funded a team of researchdrom Walla Walla University School of Social Wolligsoula Campysto
conduct aity-wide needs assessnméBzaldaPetree, A. et al, 2007 ompleting a needs assessment
was one condition of the Communities Empowering Youth Grant, ayleaaerenewable grant, funded
by the Administration for Families and Children. Mountain Home w@e of three Montana

organizations to bawarded this prestigious grant.

To better understand the needs efisik youth in Missoula, over twbundred individuals who
servear i sk youth were interviewed and egperieqcérangesld sur v
considerably; participants met the needs of youth through academic support, counseling and personal
growth, staff development and training, health education, adolescent pregnancy prevention, suicide
prevention, child abuse preventionyguating and parent education, college entrance, juvenile justice,

employment training, and community education.

At-risk youthwere defined as youth who afdeg-21 years old, cowinvolved, truant or oubf-
school, involved in violence or substance abbsejeless, pregnant or parenting, receiving services from
provider agencies such as group homes, chemical dependency, mental health services, or child protection
and family support services, or members of families involved in any of the above activitiegadA

definitional net was cast purposely to encourage the largest number of key informants to participate.

As a result of the assessment, the top fwiarity needs and gaps in service foirigk youth were
reported ashe following. Number seven wagcludedas it is relevant to the content of this current research.

1. Funding

2. Transitional Services

3. Increased Chemical Dependency Treatment Options

4. Crisis/lEmergency Shelter, R#xway Shelter, and Domestic Violence Shelter for Teenagers

7. More Group Homes and Got-Home Placements
Finding number four and sevenompted the research projfcE mer gency Ho uAt-Riskgroubpt i ons
i n Mi s Ehe primary goal was to investigate the feasibility, sustainability, and commntatgst for an

expansion or creation of emergency services foisktyouth in the Missoula community.

13
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V. Secondary Data

The following pagepresensecondary data to provide a brief profile of common risk factors for
runaway / homeless youth. Local and state statistics were collected from agencies and extant reports.
Compared to other Montana communities, Missoula does boast an array of healimandsarvices,

regulary attracting transient populations.

Girls &
Boys
(6)

Gilbert
(6)
Boys

Salvation
Army

(Motel
vouchers for
families only)
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