AT

Fir

47998

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

p—— -

IR

- SR

o——
e -t

o
NG
L Nt

| ACQUISITIC .-

vy

FINANCING GROUP HOMES AS LEAA FUNDS ARE NITHDRAWN
by
John R. Warner, Jr.
Department of Sociology
West Virginia Wesleyan College
Buckhannon, West Virginia 26201
and
Rebecca S. Swith
Department of Criminology

Florida State University

- Spring, 1978



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 étudied 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 prcblems in seven states, but also found that
the transition was being made with eass in several other states.

" Costs of group homes are widely recognized as being somewhat less
expensive than traditional institutions in providing "per-child-per-day"
services to juveniles, bul exact figures are difficult to obtain. This
paper presents those figures, as reported in the groap home evaluation -

papers and in Rachin's Directory of Halfway Houses and Group Homes for

Troubled Children, 1977. Figures are presented for 29 states, and a

median cost per state is found to be around $20 "per-child-per-day," for
the 1976~1977 fiscal year. This figure is compared to the most recent
information on costs of traditional institutions, costs for the 1973~1374

fiscal year. That figure is approximately %30 "per-child-per day."

Introduction. Since the Department of Uorrections of the State of

Minnesota opened the firsﬁ group home for juvenile delinquents in 1965,
it has been apparent that group homss were generally less costly than
traditional institutions. This fact alone has been partially responsible
for the unusually rapid growth of group homes in this country. This is”

particularly true where public sentiment supports a "get tough" policy



with delinquents, but where there is a recognition that the costs of
maintaining prisons and reform schools maices it prohibitive to build
all the traditional institutions needed to get tough.® ' o

Group homes have become popular in the U.S.A., and thé rapid growth |
of such homes iz ﬁothing less than phenomenal. Since Minnesote pioneered
in t!;e use of group homes for del:':‘.nque;xts, they have ;'spread'!'_to at leésﬁ ‘
thirty-seven sﬁétes, Puerto Rico and the District of Colu.mbia:. : Today
there are at least one-thousénd group homes in America.’

Today the issue of group home financing is eritical, Mrently there is a. .
transition being made from federal funds, which were respongible for
supportirs mary such programs, to other means of support, presumably
private, state and local funds. Because the groul.) homes in many states
" relied upon federal money, guided by federal policy which supported
community-based programs, Loney 'wé.'s easily obtainéd. Now that "seed money"
is being withdrawn, - the homes must turn to other ‘agené‘ies s pubiic and
private, for funding revenues., It is imperative that accurate figures
be provided, vwherever possible. This paper attempts to present ;such

 figures.

._F;ederal support. The federal government has béen invelved in the
finsncisl support of group homes since the National In’stituta of Mentél
Health jointly sponsor.ad the group home program in California with the
California Youth Authority in 1966; Macii of the pioneering in group home -
_ adninistration was conducted by Téd Pélmer and the team nf researchers B
studying the project sponsored by the NIMH and the C’IA.‘2

A much larger federal support system wag deve.loped through the' : : o= ' 

Law Enforcement Assistance Aministration, a fedei'a.l' agency created



gseed monsy, a temporary stimulus used to initiate innovative programs.

through the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968. The

purpose of the LEAA is defined in a recent Department of Justice
publication. ' . . |
In 1968, recognizing that state and local governments needed
financial and technical help with which to improve their law -
enforcement, courts and corrections agencies, the Congress:
created the first significant Federal criminal justice
assistance program to deal with those needs on a comprehen-
sive and nationwide basis.
Included in the responsibilities of the LEAA are "helping state and
loca. governments improve their criminal justica systems,™ and "coordina-~
ting all federal juvenile justice and delinquency preventioﬁ'prpgrams."
The relationship between LEAA and state and local governments is
one of a partnership. "The federal government supplies financial resources,
technical advice, and leadership," while "states and localities set their
own crime control priorities and allocate LEAA funds according to their
own carefully developed comprehensive criminal justice improvement plahs."4
In order to implement the LEAA state~federal partnership, "state
planning agencies," responsible directly to the governors of the several
states, were created by administrative orders in 1968. The plan was a
forerunner of feder&1>revenue-sharing programs developed under the Nixon
Administration. The state planning agencies developed many programs for
their réspective states, and among those prozrems were "community-based
corrections" programs, of which the group homes were particularly important.
Federal money provided.for state and 1gcal correctional programs was

not intended to replace state and local funding, and while some money was

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

The term "seed money" is not reflected in the various statutes governing
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LEAA's work, and there are no guldelines which deal with the subject
per se. "The phrase is generally used by LEAA program speclalists to
mean money to start a criminal justice improvement projeéf in a pa?tif
cular community. . The intentioﬁ is to launch a successful project that
the community will subsequently be willing to finance itself.fér long- -
tern bénefits."5 Many group homes owe their existence to federélbseed
money, but today the "seeds" have been planted and federal money is
being withdrawn. | | - o

A second Act of Congresé which pléyed a'éignificant role in the
funding of group‘hbmes was the Juvenile .Justice and Delinauency Preventiog
Act of 1974, which mandated the creation of the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinguency Prevention ;nder the Department of Justiée's LEAA
Office. That Office was instructed to "coordinate Federal policy on
delinqugnéy programs."6 Of particular importance was the decision fov
provide "discretionary Special Emphasis funds" only to those states which
complied with thé "philosophy of the Act® in removing stﬁ%us.offenderé
frqm'detention and correctional facilities.’ States not in,cémpliance
with that philosophy could not receive those funds until their.policies-
were changed. o | |

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
briﬁg itself into compliance. Compliance was met when State Supreme Court
Justice Neely ruled, in 1977,\thatf"under no circumstances can a child
adjudged delinquent because of a sﬁatus offense'. - o be incaprcerated in
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a secure, prison-like facility with children adjudged delinquent because

of criminal activity,™ and recommended as an alternative such p]acemeﬁts
as foster care or group homes.8 The implications of the Neely ruling
were codiried in the 1977 Welfare Law, Senate Bill No. 200, of the West

Virginia State Legislature.’

Crigis 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 commnity-based corrections are not in keeping vith the general
correctional policy of the state. That crisis is reflected in the financiael
appesl letter sent to friends of the Sugar Creek Children's Center in
September, 1977. Sugsr Creek was the first group home for juvenile
delinquents in West Virginia, and received federal furnding from the
Governor's Committee on Crime, Delinguency and Corrections beginning in
1972. Because that money was "seed money," it has now te;minated, and
the group home must depend entirely on state funding and private donations.
He quote from the appeal letter because it reflects the state of emergency
created by the termination of federal money. : A

Dear Friend of Sugar Creek,

We find ourselves in a bureaucratic dilemma and need your
help to survive. . . . Our current problem is to satay open
until the Dept. of Welfare cuts through the maze of red tape
that they have created. We have been paying the difference
beltieen our actual expenses and what the Dept. of Welfare
kas 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 if
you would send the donstion at this time. Our operating

cepital will be used up by the end of September, and we are
in 8 finencial crisis. 'O -



While the transition to state or local support has not creéted_
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 Eight-0-One House received federal funding frqm 1975
through 1978. One of the recommendations in the evaluation report dn _
that group home was to begin planning for the financial transition,

plans which had not, in 1977, been adequ&tely.made. "Since GCCJ

/T.e. LEAA/ funding terminates in June 1978, the project should immediately

begin seeking other funding."11
In Georgla the shift from federal to state funding damaged the

program. "LEAA funding was adequate but activities have been curtalled
greatly since the state toock over funding. There has always been a
problem receiving reimbursement from the state on schedule . . .12

- Difficulties in funding are but one of the problems cited in the
1973 report on group homes in Maine, "There has been a cgncerted”effort
to de-institutionalize and rehabilitate Zablinquant§7 in the community.

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

vested interests of existing institutions, the 1imited Pinances of local
and state govermients (underlining ours), the low priority assigned to
‘the needs of 'deviants,' and the apathy of the genefal public."13

Those financial difficulties continued through-the hext seveial years in
Maine, Under the threat of withdrawsl of federal funds, the 1976 report

on group homes and halfway houses in Maine speaks to the Crlmlnal Justlcs

Planning and Assistance Agency (the state plannlng agenqy) in the following

words, "It seems important to continually support the philosophy of

'deninstitutionallzatlon' by aiding group homes, not only to get started

but to survive."14 (Underliplng ours.) -




In Nebraska the group home program was granted a fourth year of
LEAA funding, into the year 1978. Alternatives o LEAA funding had
been discussed through 1976 and early 1977, prior to the decision by
the State Crime Commission to give one moré, probably the last, year
of funding. "Once federal funds are no longer available,” ths report
states, the alternative "funding support for group homes . . . hag yet
to be demonstrated."15 . ’ )

In New Jersey seven group homes received grants from the gtate
LEAA agency, the State Law Enforcement Flamning Agencya. "These grants
were intended to heip with administrati#e and operating costs during
the "start-up" period, before the home was‘filléd to capacity and
could become self-sufficient. They were not an on-going sourcs 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. Oiher sources of financial support
have come from tbé Turrell Fund, the NIMH, from city g;ver;ﬁents, rom
Model Cities funds, Unit ed Way funds; from'fuhdwraiSing activities and
donations from charitable individuals and groups. "#@ne home was kept
alive»by contributions from its own director."16

The problem of funding faces group homes in Hyominé. In the 1976
report 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

‘gecure adequate funding so that the program can continue to help
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troubled youthc”17 The followling year the problem was more écute,
as 1s indicated in the 1977 report. "One of the lmmediate issues
facing the Attention Home is continued funding. Thers needs to be a

review of the funding formula . . ."18

Syccegsful transitions. The survey of states in which the transition

 from federal to state financing created a crisis for group homes is nof

to suggest that this was the case in all states. There are several illns- ,7
trations In which the "seed money" was ipdeed planted in fertile ground,

and where state agencies picked up the cost of group homes e&en,'in sone

cases, before federal funding had expired.

In Idaho the Law Enforcement Planning Commission (LEAA state planniné
agency) awarded funds for the Statewide Group Home project beginning in‘ “f
1971. Since that time twelve group homes havevbean created in the state,
and the state intends to aéd eight more homes. By the end of 1975,
approximately 30% of the youths under the control of the Youth Réhabili—
tation Act (i.e. juvenile delinquents) in residential faciliﬁies were in i
group homes. By the end of 1975 the state of Idaho paid for all but 13% of -
the costé of group home‘pare. The evaluator of the group home program in
Idaho recommended that LEAA funds now be withdrawn from present.progfams,
éince thogse funds "appear}to bebakcontribution to the operating funds of
~an on-going and normal operation,® ﬁhile the purposa of such funds is to
Madvance the state-of-the-art, not merel} to maintain the status_quo.ﬁ19

In Rhode Island the Ocean Tides Resi&enﬁial Education.PTogram vas
initially funded by LEAA money on June 30, 1975. The grsﬁp residence is

-~

located in the city of Narrggansétt. It serves delinquent boys betﬁeen



the ages of 13 and 16. It is a ﬁlarge group homse," with 20 "slots!"
continually full. The program is sponsored by the Christian Brothéfs.
Association, and is modeled after Lincolﬁ Hall in New York. After two
years of funding from LEAA, the "Ocean Tides program.is not seeking its
third and final year of LEAA fundingrsince they have generated state.
support from Department of Corrections . . . and C-ild Welfare Services
on a conbractual, fes-for-gervice basis."20

In Montana the first group home was established in 1970 under a
grant from the Board of Crime Contreol, the LEAA state planning agency in
tﬁat state. In 1971 the Montana State Legislature "authorized the
Department of Institutions to implement a statewide group homé program.”
Funds from LEAA and the state legislature provided 75% of the group home
costs, while 25% of the costs were generated through the local boards
which administered the homes. "The Board of Crime Control supporf;ed
this program for three years at approximately $300,000, after which the
Montana State Legislature assumad the.cost for the pfograﬁ. Currently
the program consisis of eleven group homes. =i
| In Washington state gioup'homes originated pkior to LEAA funds,
and have utilized LEAA funds only as a supplement to a 1§rger statewide
group home program. "Prior to 1969 only nine group homes, excluding the
five state operated homes, existed in Washington State.® In 1969 the
State Legislature passed a bill which provided funding and licensing
requiréments for group homes in that state, and today Washington ranks
among the £0p ten states in terms of the number of group homes operating

within its borders., By 1971 there were A7 group homes, 68 in 1973, and
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in 1976 there were 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 money" in describing LEAA
support for group homes, 22 |

Of course the group home program which is most extensive and famous
is that of lMassachusetts, where teday there are nearly 250 group homes;
That state has taken great steps to reduce the institutionalization of.
juveniles. By 1974 only 13% of the juveniles in custody of the state
were held in traditional institutions, while 8%% were in ¢ommuniﬁy~based
programs.23 That program of deinstitutionalization was made possible,}in

part, thrbugh money provided through LEAL, 24

Costs of group homes in the U.S.A, 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 (figurgs
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 institutions in all 50 states. In each case the -

cost is presented on a per-child-per-day basis.? | ‘ R

Discussion. A4s indicated in Table 1, the median state costs for

group homes is considerably less than that of traditional ingtitutions.

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

= ¥

 homes is approximately two-thirds that of traditional institutions.




Table 1

State by State Comparisons of Cost per Child pér Day

For Traditional Juvenile Institutions end Group Homes

a. There are conflicting data.

19.61

State Traditional Large Group Homes Small Group Homes
‘ Institutions FY 1975 FY 1975
FY 1974 .
Alabama #18.04 NA #16.00
Alaska 153.44, NA NA
Arizona 19.69 $21.10 NA
Arkansas 15.40 NA NA
| California 39.26 9.9 9.94
Colorado 50,94 NA NA
Cornecticut 40.03 24.17 17.62
Delaware 35.03 30.49 34.00
Florida 41.72- NA 24,30
Georgia 23.99 NA 20.82
Hawaii 38. 31 NA - NA
Ideho 17.60 NA 13.30
Illinois 41.93 NA N;‘;
Indiana 16,72 NA NA
Iowa 27.01 NA 20,00
Kansas 34,56 NA 16.50
Kentuckf 35.7.2 NA 11.51 -
Louisiana 17.67 NA - RA
Maine 38.17 NA 22,96
Maryland 80.60 NA 15.68
Massachusetts 342,01 18,52 NA
Michigan %4 18.0 13,70
Minnesota. 3.36 NA 4.93 (25.00) *
 Mississippi 9.43 NA NA
Missouri 23.48 NA
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Table 1 (cont.)

State Trad. Inst. " Large AGroup‘ Homes  Small Group Homes | )\Jf
Montana 24492 NA 32.26
Nebraska 25.94 NA 68.16
Nevaida 30.80 A A
New Hampshire 29.45 HA 21.80
New Jersey 34.43 NA 27.40
New Mexico 119.80 NA NA |
New York 142.57 NA 22,00
North Carolins 30,37 NA 16.85 .
North Dakota 53.63 NA NA.
Ohio 28.49 17,00 11.50
Oklahoma 26.73 NA 8.22
Oregon 41.70 27.40 EA
Pennsylvania - 51.14 40.92 19;8(5
Rhode Island 36,47 NA 25.00
South Carolina 24,.06 121.00 - ~16.00
South Dakota 21.99 NA A -
Tenneasee '15-,99 15,60 NA
Texas 36,69 NA Na
Utah 28.96 30.00 NA
Vermont 75.56 NA NA
. ‘Vix’gin}a - 20,91 16.44 NA
Washington 50.66 NA NA
West Virginia 13.07 NA 2400
Wisconsin ‘ 38.46 - NA NA M !
Wyoming 32.15 NA ’ 15.69
.S, néan | 2842 | )
. Median State Cost  31.47 21,00 U 19.61

e



" In fact, group home costs may be more nearly one-half those of
traditional institutiona, for group home costa presented here are more
recent (costs for traditional institutions would be higher if presented for
the fiscal year 1976-1977), and group home costs inclqde, in many casges,
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 or a per-offender basis.?? Figures presentedrin.
our paper do not contradict that estimaﬁé, given the gualifications
mentioned above.

There is 1ittle 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 iIs the conclusion
of other researchers.g8 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-besed progrems will
continne to provide a reasénable and positive alternative o traditional
juvénile institutions such as reform schools.

However, as federal finanecing is terminated, there will be resistance
in some communities and states which may bring an-end to some of the most
creative programs in the field of corrections. It is hoped thdt this paper

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

own communities.
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