
I! 't. \ " .. , 

,\ ~ ' .. "';~, ... , .. . ". 

",. 
\ 

.. 

I ACQUIS:ITIC i .. --

... , 

FINANCING GROUP HOMES AS LEA! FUNDS ARE WITHDRAWN 

by 

John R~ Warner, Jr. . 

Department or Sociology 

West Virginia Wesleyan College 

Buckhannon, West Virginia 26201 

and 

Rebecca S. Smith 

Department of Criminology 

Florida State University 

. Spring., 1978 

';1 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.



" 

" 

Abstract. In seeking to determine how group homes are meeting the 

demands of a transition from federal LEAA funding to state or private 

funding, the authors studied 60 recent group home evaluation papers 

obtained through the National Criminal Justice Reference Service and 

through the 55 state planning agencies in America.. (50 from the States, 

4 from the Territories, and 1 from the District of Columbia). The 

authors found hints of prGblems in seven states, but also found that 

the transition was being made with ease in several other states. 

Costs of group homes are widely recognized as being somewhat less 

expensive than traditional institutions in providi.ng uper-child-per-day" 

services to juveniles, but exact figures are difficult to obtain. This 

paper presents those figures, as reported in the group home evaluation 

papers and in Rachin's Directotl aT Hal~{ax Houses and Gro~p fiomes fo~ 

Troubled JIQ.:hldren, 1977. Figures are presented for 29 states, and a 

median. cost per state is found to be around ~20 tlper- chilq:-per-day," for 

the 1976-1)77 fiscal year. ThiEl- figure is compared to the most recent 

information on costs of traditional institutions, costs for the 1973-1974 

fiscal year. That figure is approxiwately i30 uper--child-per day." 

Introduction~ Since the Department of Corrections of the State of 

Minnesota opened the first group home for juvenile delinquents in 1965, 

it has been apparellt that group homes were generally less costly than 

traditional institutions. This fact a10ne has been partially resDonsible 

for the unusually rapid growth of group homes in this country. This is 

particularly true where public sentiment supports a "get tough" policy 
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with delinquent~ but where there is, a recognition that t~e costs of 

maintainiBg prisons and reform schoolo makes it prohibitive to build 

all the traditional institutions needed to nget tough. n 

Group homes have become popular in the U.S.A., and the rapid growth 

of sucb homes is nothing less than phenomenal. Since Minnesota pioneered 

in the use of group homes for delinquents, they have "spread lt to at least 

thirty-seven states, fuerto Rico and the District of' Columbia .. ' Today 

there are at least one-thous~nd group homes in America.1 

2 

Today theiSBue of group home financing is critical~ Currently there is a. 

transition being made from federal fund's, vhich were responsible for 

supportip~ many such programs, to other means of support, presumably 

private, state and local funds. Because the group homes In lI'any states 

relied upon federal money, guided by f'ederal policy which supported 

community-based p~ograms, money was easily obtained. Now that "seed money-It 

1s being withdrawn, the homes must turn to other agen~'ies, public and 

private, for funding revenues. It is irr~erative that accurate figures 

be provided, wherever possibls. This paper attempts to present ,such 

figures. 

Federal support.. The federal government has been involved in, the 

financial support of group homes since the National Institute of Mental 

Health jointly sponsored the group home program in Calif'ornia ~ith the 

California youth Authority in 1966. Mu~~ of the pioneering in group home 

administration was conducted by Ted Palmer and the team ~£ researchers 
. 2 

studying the project sponsored by the !a~ru and the CYA. 

A much larger f'ederal support system was developed through the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, a feder~l agency created 



~hrough the O~~ibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. The 

purpose of the LEA! is defined in a recent Department of Justice 

.publica tion. 

In 1968, recognizing that state an.d local governments needed 
financial and technical help witu which to improve their law' 
enforcement, courts and correcti.ons agencies, the Congres~ . 
created the first significant Federal criminal justice 
assistance progra.m to deal with those needs on a comprehen­
sive and nationwide basis.] 

Included in the responsibillties of the LEA! are Ithelping state and 

loca governments improve their criminal justice systems, nand ltcoordina-

ting all federal juvenile justice and delinquency prevention programs. It 

The relationship between LEA! and state and local governments is 
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one of a partnership. liThe fedele'al government supplies financial resources, 

technical advice, and leadership," while "states and localities set their 

own crime control priorities and allocate LEA! funds according to their 

own carefully developed comprehensive criminal justice improvement plans. 1I4 

In order to implement the ~~AA state-federal partnership, "state 

planning agencies,1t responsible cilirectly to the governors of the several 

states, were created by administra.tive orders in 1968. The plan was a 

forerunner of federal revenue-sharing programs developed under the Nixon 

Administration. The state planning agencies developed many programs f'or 

their respective sta.tes, and among those pro;raJns were "community-based 

corrections" programs, of which the group homes were particularly important. 

Federal money provided. for state and local correctional programs was 
\ 

not intended to replace st.ate and local funding, and while some money \.fas 

used to construct new prison or jail facilities, much was provided as 

seed mo ne:y; , a temporary stimulus used to initiate innovative programs. 

The term "8eed money" is not refleoted in the various statutes g'overning 
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LEAA's work, and there are no guidelines which deal with the subject 

per se. "The phrase is generally used by LEAA progr'8.m specialists to 

mean mon~ to start a criminal justice improvement project in a parti~ 

aular community. The intention is to' launch ~ successful project that 

the community will subsequently be wllling'to finance itself .for long­

term benefitsD .. 5 Many group homes ow,e their existence to federal. seed 

money, but today the "seeds ll have been planted and federal money is 

being withdrawn. 
-

A second Act of Congress which played a significant role in the 

funding of group homes was the Juvenile ,Justice and Delinguency Prevention 

Act of 1974, which mandated the creation of the Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency PTevention under the Department of Justice's LEA! 

Office. That Office was instructed to IIcoordinate Federal policy on 

delinqu~n~y programs. H6 Of particular importance was the decision to 

provide' "discretionary Special Emphasis funds ll only to those states which 

complied with the "philosophy of the Act" in removing status offenders 

from detenti.on and correctional facilities. 7 States not in compliance 

with that philosophy could not receive those funds until their policies 

were changed. 

West Virginia, the home state of the authors of this paper, was 

one of the states not in compliance with. the philosophy of the Office, 

and it is instructive to see what steps were taken by that state to 

bri~ itself into compliance. Compliance was met when State Supreme Court 

Justice Neely ruled, in 1977, that "under no circumstances can a child 

adjudged delinquent because of a status offense ••• be incan:'cerated in 
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a secure, prison-like facility with children adjudged delinquent because 

of criminal activity," and recommended as analterne:tive such placements 

as foster care or group homes.S The implications of the Neely ruling 

vere codified in the 1977 welfare Law, Senate Bill No. 200, of the West 

Virginia State Legislature.9 

,Crisis in transition. The withdrawal of LEAA Seed Money has created 

a financial crisis for some group homes, particularly where the states 

have not made adequate provisions for the transition or where group homes 

or community-based corrections are not in keeping w',i th the general 
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correctional policy of the state. That crisis is xofiected in the financial 

appeal letter sent to friends of the Sugar Creek Children's Center in 

September, 1977. Sugar Creek was the .first group home .for juvenile 

delinquents in West Virginia, and received .federal .funding from the 

Governor' 8 Comm.i ttee on Crime, Delinquency and Corrections beginning in 

1972. Because that money was "seed money," it has noW' terminated, and 

the group hOIDe must depend entirely on state funding and private donations: 

We quote from the appeal letter because it reflects the state of emergency 

created by the termination of federal money. 

Dear Friend of fugar Creek, 
We .find ourselves in a bureaucratic dilemma and need your 

help to survive. • • • Our current problem is to stay open 
until the Dept. of Welfare cuts through the maze o.f red tape 
'that they have created. We have been paying the difference 
between our actual expenses and what the Dept. of ~elfare 
has been allowing,us since July 1, and we are just about 
broke. • •• We are asking some of our special friends and 
contributors to keep us going. If you planned to help us 
during the remainder of the year; we would appreciate it i.f 
you would send the dop~tion at this time$ Our operating 
capital will be used u~ by the end of September, and we are 
in a financial crisis. 0 -

'\ 
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While the transition to state or local support has not c~eated 

a crisis in all states, there are significant problems related to 

.funding in many states. Such problems are evident, in the group home 

evaluation papers written in the past two years. 

In Delaware the Elght-O-One House received federal funding from 1975 

through 1978. One of the recommendations in the evaluation report on 

that group home was to begin planning for the financial transition, 

plans which had not, in 1977, been adequately made. ttSince GCCJ 

5.e. u:.AtJ funding terminates in June 1978, the project should immediately 

begin seeking other £unding."11 

In Georgia. the shift from federal to state funding damaged the 

program. "LEA! funding was adequate but activities have been curtailed 

grea'tly since the state took over funding. There has always been a 

problem receiving reimbursement from the state on schedule ••• "12 

Difficulties in funding al,"e but one of the problems cited in the 

1973 report on group homes in M:l.ine. "There has been a c~mcerted effort 

to de-institutionalize and rehabilitate LPelinquent§! in the community. 

This effort has been hampered by the resistance of public opinion, the 

vested interests of existing institutions, the limited finances of local 

and state govermilents. (undt'rlining ours), the low p~~ority assigned to 

1~he needs of 'deviants,' and the apathy of the general public. tt13 

Those financial difficulties continued through· the next several YeB,rs in 

Maine. Under the threat of withdrawal of federal funds, the 1976 report 

on group homes and halfway houses in Maine speaks to the Criminal JusticE}' 

Planning and Assistance Agency (the state planning agency) in the following 

words~ lilt Beems important to continually support the philosophy-of 

'de-institutionalization' by aiding group homes, not only to get started, 

Put to surviye. n14 (Underlining ours.) 
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In Nebraska the group home program was granted a fourth year of 

LEA! funding, lnto the yes.r 1978. Alternatives to LEAA funding had 

been discussed through 1976 and early 1977, prior to the decision by' 

the State Crime Connnission to give one more, probably the last, year 

of funding. "Once federal funds are no longer avai;Lable,n the report 

states, the alternative llfundl.ng support for group homes ••• has yet 

to be demonstra~ed."15 

In New Jersey seven group homes received grants from the state 

LEU agency, the State Law fuforcement Planning !gancy.. ItThe~e grants 

were intended to help with administrative and operating costs during 

the "start-uplf period, before the home was filled to capacity and 

could become self-sufficient. They were not an on-going source of' 

income." But aid from the State of New Jersey has been inadequate, 

and group home directors have been expected to raise part of their 

operating funds from other sources. Other sources of financial support 

have come from the Turrell Fund, the NINH, from city governments, from 

Model Oities funds, Unit ad Way funds, from fund·-raising activities and 

dona'tions from charit"l.ble individuals and groups. "'Dne home was kept 

aliv,s by contributions from its own director. tt16 

The problem of funding faces group homes·i'1. Wyoming. In the 1976 

repo:t't we read, "'The third installment of the LEAA grant will be given 

in 1976. NeW' funding sources are needed to support the agency in the 

near future ;if the program is to continue. The basic j.ssue. is how to 

secUre adequate funding so that the program can con-tinue to help 
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troubled youth~"17 The following year the problem was more acute, 

as is indicated in the 1977 report. "One of the immediate issues 

lacing the Attention Home ia continued funding. There needs to be a 

reviElll or the funding formula. • • ."18 
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Successful transition~. The survey of states in which the tran.sition 

from federal to state financing created a crisis for group homes is not 

to suggest that this was the case in all states. There are several illua-

trations in which the !taeed money" ",as indeed planted in fertUe ground, 

and ",here state agencies picked up the cost of group homes even, in some 

cases, before federal funding had expired. 

In Idaho the Law Enforcement Planning Commission (LEAA state planning 

agency) awarded funds for the statewide Group Home project beginning in 

1971~ Since that time twelve group homes have been created in the state, 

and the state intends to add eight more homes. By the end of 1975, 

approximately 30% of the youths under the control of the youth Rehabili­

tation A.ct' (i.e. juvenile delinquents) in residential facilities were in 

group homes. By t~e end of 1975 the state or Idaho paid for all but 13% of 

the costs of group home care. The evaluator of the group home program in 

Idaho recommended that LEA! funds now be withdrawn from present programs, 

since those funds !tappear to be a contribution to the operating funds of 

an on-g?ing and normal operation," while the purpos~ of such funds is to 

Itadvance'the state--of-the-art, not merely to maintain the status quo .. rt19 

In Rhode Island the Ocean Tides Reside.rttial Education Program was 

initially funded by LEA! money on June 30, 1975. The group residence is 

located in the city of Narragansett. It serves delinquent bO~~Q€)tween 
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the ages of 13 and 16. It is a "large group home,u with 20 "slot-sn 

continually full. The program is sponsored by the Christian Brothers 

Association, and is modeled after Lincoln Hall in New York. After two 

years of funding from, LEU, the "Ocean Tides program is not seeking its 

third and final year of LEA! funding since they have generated state 

support from Department of Corrections • • • and Ch,ild Welfare Services 

on a contractual, fee-far-service basis. u2Q 

In Montana the first group home was established in 1970 under a 

grant from the Board of Crime Control, the LEA! state plann~ng agency in 

that state. In 1971 the Montana State Legislature Itauthorized the 

Department of Institutions to implement a statewide group home program. n 

Funds from LEA! and the state legislature provided 75% of the group home 

costs, while 25% of the costs were generated through the lo(:al boards 

which administered the homes. nThe Board of Crime Control supported 

this program for three years at approximately :t300,OOO, after which the 
-. 

Montana State Legislature assumed the cost for the program. Currently 

the program consists of eleven group homes D 2, 
In Washington state group homes originated plrior to LEliA funds, 

and have utilized LEA! funds only as a supplement to a larger state\ofida 

group home program. "Pl:'ior to 1969 only nine group homes, excluding the 

five. state operated homes, existed in Washingt.on State." In 1969 the 

State Legislature passed a bill which providedl funding and licensing 

requirements for group homes in that state, and today Washington ranks 

among the top ten states in terms of the numb€lr of group homes operating 

wi.thin its borders. By 1971 there yere 47' group homes, 68 in 1973, and 
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in 1976 there vlere 77 homes. The Group Home Study of 1977 reported 

that ten of the 77 homes received LEAA funds during the previous year. 

Clearly, group homes in the State of Washington exist independently of 

LEAA funds, and existed prior to the receipt of those funds. Here it 

would be inappropriate to use the term "seed moneyu in describing LEU 

support for group homes. 22 

Of course the group home program 'which is most extensive and famous 

is that of Hassachusetts, where today there are nearly 250 group homes~ 

That state has taken great steps to reduce the institutiDnalization of 

juveniles. By 1974 only 13~ of the juveniles in custody of the state 

were held in traditional institutions, while 87% were in community-based 

programs.23 That program of deinstitutionalization was made possible, in 

part, thr~ugh money provided through LEAA.24 

. Costs of group homes in the.IT. StAt In order to assist those who 

are preparing budgets to present to state legislators, or others who 

might benefit by knowing how much it costs to operate a group home on a 

per-child-per-day basis, Table 1 below lists the most recent (;rigurE3s 

published in 1977) information on costs of operating group homes in 34 

states, and compares those costs with the most recent figures for 

operating traditional institLltions .in all 50 states. In each case the 

1-0- - --

cost is presented on a per-child-per-day basis. 25 ""~"'';-.'-' 

Discussion. As indicated in Table 1; the median state costs for 

group homes is considerably less than that of traditional. institu.tions. 

Figures presented in Table 1 indicate that the median cost for group 

homes is approximately two-thirds that of traditional inst.itutions. 
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Table 1 

state bY' Stelte Comparisons of Cost per Child per Day 

For Traditional Juvenile Institutions 8.l'ld Group Homes 

State Traditional Large Group Homes Small Group Homes 
Institutions FY 1975 FY 1975 

" FY l27~ 

<'" Alabama i18.04 NA $16.00 

Alaska 153.44 NA NA. 

Arizona. 19.69 $21.10 NA 

Arkansas 15.40 NA NA 

California .39.26 9.91 9.94 

Colorado 50.94 NA NA 

Connecticut 40.03 24.17 17.62 

Delaware 35.03 30.49 34.00 

Florida 41.72- NA 21i-.30 

Georgia 23.99 NA 20.82 

Hawaii 38.31 NA - NA 

Idaho 17.60 NA 13.30 

Illinois 41.93 NA NA 

Indiana 16.72 NA NA 

Iowa 27.01 NA 20.00 

Kansas 34,,56 NA 16.50 

Kentucky 35.72 NA 11.51 

Louisiana. 17.67 NA NA 

Maine 38.17 NA 22.96 

.. Maryland 80.60 NA 15.68 

Massachusetts 342.41 18.52 NA 

Michigan 94.44 18.08 1.3.70 r 
:,~ 

Minnesota 3.36 NA 4.93" (25.00) a 

Mississippi 9.43 NA NA 

Missouri 23.48 NA "l9.61 
a. There are conflicting data. 
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State Trad. lnst •. Large Group Homes Small GroupH()mes II 
II 

Montana 24.92 H1. 32.26 

Nebraska 25.94 Ii! 68-.16 

Nevada 30 .. 80 NJ\ HA 

New Hampshire 29.45 HA 21.80 

New Jersey 34.43 NA 27.40 

Ne\{ Mexico .19.80 NA NA 

New York 142.57 NA 22.00 

North Carolina 30.37 NA 16.85 

North Dakota 5.3.63 NA NA 

Ohio 28.49 .17.00 11.50 

Oklahoma. 20.7.3 NA 8'.22 

Oregon 41.70 Z7.1IJ NA 

Pennsylvania- 51.14 40.92 19.80 

Rhode Island 36.47 N~ 25.00 

South Carolina 24.06 21.00 ~·16.oo 

South Dakota 21.99 NA NA 

Tennessee 15.99 15 .. 60 NA 

Texas .36.69 NA NA 

Utah 28.96 30.00 NA 

Vermont 75.56 NA NA· 

ViI'g~nia 20.91 16.44 NA 

Washington 50.66 NA NA 
" 

West Virgil1ia 1.3.07 NA 24.00 
';! 

Wisconsin 38.46 NA NA 

Wyoming 32.15 NA 15.69 
-;.... 

u.s. Mean 28.1;2 . 
Median State Cost 31.47 21 .. 00 .I 19.61 " 

::1 
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In fact, group home costs may be more nearly one-half those of 

traditional institutionG, for group home costfl presented here are more' 

recent (costs for traditional institutions would be higher if presented for 

the fiscal year 1976-1977), and group home costs include, in many cases, 

starting-up expenses which will not be a part of the regular budget once 

the homes are established. 26 

The National Assessment of Juvenile Corrections estimated in 1975 

that community-based programs cost less than half the average of 

institutionalization on a per-offender basiB. 27 Figures presented in· 

our paper do not contradict that estimate, given the qualifications 

mentioned above. 

There is little evidence in the 60 group home eValuation papers 

to suggest. that group home programs are more effective in reducing 

recidivism than traditional institutions, and this is the conclusion 

of other researchers. 28 But there is no doubt that community-based 

programs are more humane and less costly than incarceration, and that 

there is less danger of psychological damage in group homes than in 

closed institutions. For these reasons community-based programs will 

continue to provide a reasonable and positive alterna.t:i.ve to traditional 

juvenile institutions such as reform schools. 

However, as federal financing is terminated, there will be resistance 

in some communities and states which may bring an end to some of the most 

creat:i.ve programs in the field of corrections. It is hoped that this paper 

might be one resource for those who hope to continue group homes. in their 

own communities. 
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