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This report summarizes the proceedings of the "Sympos:tum on the Group 
Home Study" held Octoher 21~ 1977 In the 11A.lilada Inn? Fast Brunsivick~ N.J. 
The purpose of the Symposium 'was to bring together representat:i.ves of grmjp 
horo~$, State agency personnel? and other i;:1uividuals d:i:rectly :f.twolved with 
residclltial child cn,:e to discuss a recentlY' cOJl1pl~tec1 study: tiThe Experience: 
of Group Homes for Teenagers in New Jersey~ Admin:tsr:rative and Social 
'Perspectives. n by D1.'~ Al~iert L" Shostack. 

The. Symposium provided an opportuuity to 1uake the study 9 s find1,ngs 
availabll.! to group home dirt~C t(;~S and re] ~vflnt 8overrul1cnt agencies and 
fac:Uitate an exchange of ideae; 011 the iSBLCG .raj::';E~d In additioh9 the 
il,1formation provided l1y pr.1l"tic:ipants concerning their recent exp.arience <'1.nd 
ne-'iv program dcvelopment~ wIll be used to update and complete the flnal 
version of the study in prepaxation for possible publication. 

The Symposium ,,;as sponso!"'?d and arranged by the Citizens CO:;imit:tee for 
Chilt'Lcen of ne~q JerRey and f1.n-"lT.lced by a special e;rant from the Turrell Fund. 
Co-spon:::oring O1:ganizations iilere the He.l" Je-rsey Cm.lUd.l of Grc.v.1pHomes and 
the r!c\V Jersey An~ociation of Children v s Re!::identi,al Facilities. A total of 
31 people participated in the all-dL'Y prof.ra.l:!l~ tvhic:h i·taS cbaired hy Carol 
nrodcen-'Crecca~ secretary of th-c Board of Trustees of Citize.tw Comm:i.ttet.:1 for 
Children or Netv ,jersey. 

'rt'Jenty participants attettdec1 ):'eprGsenting 17 ()ri:vate agencies t-Ihich 
operate 20 group h::lill.cS or re12ted facilities for troubled ch:l.ldrcm. ,!'hef)C 
comprise i.~he ma:iorJ.ty of all Buch fac:i lides i.n the state. The Bm:'eau of 
ResidenHal Services (BnS) of He,:\!, Jc:r8ey~ $ D:hrisio:'l of Yo'uth and Ftlud.ly 
Se:ClTice.s (DYlc'S) vJ8r, represented by the D:tr.ect(!r~ Robert NicholD.S~ and r:h.ra~l 
members of his staff concerned with mouit<I1::ing and .;ts9:f.sting group horoes. 
'rNa cnsr..vmrke':" super'-.r:i.,'wrs who hnd r-eprercated DYFS a.i.strict off:tces in the 
study were PJ~esent? as 'Vlel1 as a Gtaff person .from tbe State L;l'U :SnforCC~f'lClnt 
PlarLUini1 Agency (SLEpt~). 

Dr& Carl Irjclll-rtan 9 Executive Director of the '1\1t'r~11 1!~und also attend<:ld~ 
Ii eomlllete list of part:i .. cipa'nts is attacl1c("l, ~ 

.,<;' 
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-2-

The study discussed at the Symposium 'VJas based on a July 1975 survey 
of eighteen group homes. The purpose of the symposium ,vas to gather 
information on the polici,~s~ procedttres~ and needs of the homes, to identify 
boLh achievements and unresolved prob~ems9 and facilitate the exchange of 
experience and id88.s an10ng group home directors and government agencies. A 
draft re90rt of the study 'ivas distributed to participants a week in advance 
or the Symposium to afford time to read and evaluate the contents. 

Almost all facets of group horne operation ,-Jere explored in the study. 
Uajor sections were devoted to starting group homes, financial aspects of 
group home operations. the referral and placement of children, staffing, 
everyday 1ife 9 education and therapeutic services 9 building a therapeutic 
sociG.l milieu~ behavior management? termination of placements~ and services 
for children after they have left a residential facility< The Symposium 
part.icipants discussed these topics in turn? devoting up to an hout' to 
eech of se'rcn subj ec t areas < Each period commenced with a br:1.e£ presenta­
tion by a "discussantll and ,·ms chaired by one of the participati11B group 
home representatives. A copy of the agenda and a list of the chairper.sons 
and discussants are attached. 

B. D~scussion It~~ 

The Symposium Has characterized by wide'-raneing discussion in whi~h 
all attendee.s participated. It was not feasible to summarize all the 
stimulating e;:chaugcs l-Jithin this brief report. The followi:1g i.terns vlere 
selected for inclusion because th~y reflected recent developments g provided 
new insights on material in the group home study on issues of 8ene1'al con­
cern to the participant. 

1. Turnover 

Turnover of gr.oup homes and staff has been substantial since the 1975 
survey largely due to underutr.ization of the homes and financing problems. 
Five of the 18 homes covered by the study had closed by the date of the 
Symposium. They were 'iNCA-Paterson, ~1.ary Anne Nanor, Group Home Foundation, 
Berkele.y House (one of two homes operated by Agape) and Re.naissance House 
(subsequently .o.cqtd:J:Ccl by the Children ~ s Aid and Adoption Society). In a 
half dozen remaining homes~ the directors who served as survey respondents 
were no longer employed. Burrett House~, a privately operated home uas the 
only home \.,hich opened for business after the survey. 

2. Community R~l~Eions 

Most of the group homes were no longer experiencing the community 
resistance and conflictD with local regulatory agencies that \Vere reported 
so f.requentl~,r in the 1975 survey. 'l'Ho participants hud appointed negatively­
inclined members of the cnmmurtity to their govct'n:i.ng boards as a means of 
gain:tur, their support. One pa:t:ticipant cited the use of unmarked cars by 
police 'tv·hene-ver they visited the 8rouP home as an example of local government 
cooperation. 
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Some problems remain in this a~ea. One person indicated that local .' authori.ties are resisting thG 1974 State legislation which authorized the 
location of 8rOt'? homes in Clreas zoned for single dwellings :1.n cases where 
the group home is affiliated Hith a parent organization. One group home 
had to fight its deSignation as a cOTilni.ercial operation for insurance pur­
poses. Scattered references to overly rigid fire and building codes were 
made. 

3. I:£lit:l.al Funding 

The problem of securing sufficient capital to start group homes 'was a 
matter of the past for most participants. However, one organization 
endeavoring to open a second facility tv-as finding that the problem had not 
eased over the years. The DYFS Youth Facilities Incentive Aid program has 
been helpinn some existing homes that faced repair or renovation bills? but 
U(:\'1 homes still had to raise funds froIll w'hatever outside sources they found 
available. Bob Nicholas announced that DYFS has included a request for 
"start Up" money in its proposed budget for next year. 

4. Operating Costs 

The inadequacy of financial resources to meet current operating e~penseB 
remains a proble.m for a substantial proportion of the group homes, and 
probably contributed to the closing of some of the facilities in the last 
t~oJ'O years. This condition exists despite the increase of the mald.mum 
standard board rate from $500 to,$650 since the survey~ A recent increase 
to $750 ,';rill be helpful as the homes become eligible for the raise at the 
expiration of the:!.!" current contracts. 

Facilities that have vacant beds continued to el1dure financial hardship. 
One participant proposed that DYFS pay for all fixed costs of a erotlp home 
regardless of the number of children in residence. There ,·laS insufficient 
time for the symposium to consider possible solutions to the pressing 
financial problems. . 

Bob Nicholas, director of BRS? asked t'7hether eroup home care has beCOf'le 
so costly that the homes are "pricing themselves out of the market. 1I 

AccordinG to this '\ricVT, current board rc::.tes are not sienificantly 10Her than 
those of residential tr.eatment centers, despite the intention that group 
homes serve less severely distur.bed youngsters and avail themselves of 
ine}~ensive comIllunity support facilities. 

5. The Intake Process 

Deficiencies in the referral and placement process J identified in the 
group home study, have still not been fully corrected. The current system 
still relies on the autonOi11OUS judgments of numerous district office case ... 
~.oJorkers to identify the most appropriate residential facilities for each 
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child. As in the original survey, group home representatives alleged that 
the caGe'l,vorkers lacked up-to-date krwwledgc of the capabilities of each 
resident.ial facility, depended on an informal IIgrapevine" for information 
about facilities~ and sometimes proviqed incomplete in£orr.lution about 
children referred for placement. A DYFS staff me.mber confirmed that the 
average residential unit case~-mrkcr still has a caseload of 50 to 55 
children. 

Communication bet~,yeen DYFS? Bureau of Residential Services and the 
dibtrict offices and bet"\veen DYFS and the group home continues to be a 
problem. One participant reported that some case~JOrkcrs still criticize 
group homes for rejecting seriously disturbed children w'ho probably could 
not fit into a con:munity-based program. High vacancy rates '<Jere said to 
reflect bottlenecks in the referral process. On the other hand 9 there 
were some examples of cooperation bet-';'1een rlistrict office caseworkers and 
group homes. Favorable mention was also made of recent DYFS policy to 
reduce the number of children placed in out-oi-state facilities. 

Symposium partic.ipants made some recoU"n<mdations for improving the 
intake process. Several urge{.1 that more :i.nformation about each home be 
made available to thz caseworkers and .that coordination between ERS and 
the district offices be strengthened. A DYFS representative suggested 
that the group homcf:! should strive to deVElop good relations i:7ith their 
local district offices T,r7h:i.c.h mieht then present favorable reports about 
them to other district offices seckine to place. children. One participant 
sueeested the centra] iZ£l.tiol1 of referrals :tn. DYFS hC<.ldquar.ters. Another 
stressed the impo'rtance of continuing to allaH the child a role in the 
placement decision. 

The SYliposium had time to touch on only a fetlT of the issues concerning 
staffing that vTere raised in the group home study. Participar!':s concentrated 
mainly on the role of the chilri care '·lOrker. 

Then: "tvere insightful comments on the relative advantages of enployinS 
shift Harkers vs. houseparents, One attendee pOinted out that the 
J.:esignation of a shift V10rk8r docs not have as shatterins an effect on the 
residents as the departtrre of housepO-rents, since shift workers are less 
IH:e1y to have close emotiorml ties t,'ith the children. Shifts in this 
gyOUP home are staggered so that residents do not perceive a discontinuity 
of care. 

Partic:ipants ugreed that adherence to federal and State minimum 'ft7age/ 
maximum hour laws continues to present difficult problf:ms, particularly 
in those homes t·jhich employ live-in house.parents. One faci1:!.ty had been 
compelled to pay heavy pe .. lalties fot violating the overtime pay provisions 
of the la\-1. Various sugue.stinns for adapting payment practice~ to both 
legal requirements Bnd uroup h{)me conciitlous were discussed. Hml7e.ver, one. 



-5-

partic:I.pant urged~ that the choice between houseparents and shift workers 
should not be made on the basis of salary costs~ but on the busis of their 
relative effectiveness in meeting program needs. 

In support of the study~ s analysis of role strains? a pa.rticipant 
noted that three successive houseparent couples eIllployed in this group 
home (a facility that was not included in the survey) suffered marital 
problems a.nd had remaineu on the job for one year or less. Another group 
home representative felt that child care workers should be regarded as 
professionals and that social 'workers should not be assigned to supervise 
them unless they 't-]ere themselves experienced in child care. Two or three 
group homes for girls reported an interesting new development: employment 
of male child care workers. This experiment Has said to have ShOvffi good 
results so far although it lS too new· to evaluate. 

There still remains a pressing need to-expand pre-service and in­
service trainin.g for child care staff. A participant described one 
innovative trainin3 program which Has comprised of 'I:{eek1y training/therapy 
meetin~s for the staff led by a psychologist. At these sessions s the 
staff is encouraged to ventilate their feelings and to analyze them as they 
relate to the job. Although this program ~-las foun.d to be very useful in 
improving staff effectiveness and morale; it tvas declared ineligible for 
funding by DYFS. 

Chris Vasios~ dir.ector of Barrett House~ reported on a survey of 
staff salaries she conducted recently. Group home directors s including 
some employed part-time, earned from $7.000 to $13 9 000 per year. Child 
care -tolar kers received ¢l. 33 to $lf. 00 per hour." with differences of education 
and experience accounting for some of the disparities. Earnings of support 
personnel llere even more varied. 

7. Everyday Ltfe 

In the group home study ~ the structuring of everyday life was vietved 
as a key component of the (' thera-peutic niJ.iau n 1ilhich all residential 
facilities try to achieve. The study identifie.duide differences in the 
concepts and policies of group homes in this area. The symposium confirmed 
that the disparity continues to exist. 

One issue raised concerned the degree to which life in a group home 
should be structured~ rather than left to the individual preferences of 
the residents. Several participants stressed the importance of allowing 
the children to exercise considerable control over their free time. Another 
group home representative, hOHever. thought that the failure to arrange 
group activities sometimes might reflect an unconscious desire by the staff 
to avoid conflic t-PLOVO king si tun tions. According to this view 9 some 
children who spend their time reading, ~vatching TV. and in similar 
unstructured activities may have underlyine; human relations problems 
under the surface t;V'hich should be dealt vlith in group activities by the 
staff. 
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Differe.nce.s continue v1ith regard to polic:te.s for home. -V"isits. Se.veral 
group homes try to send their residc",nts home on weekends \.Jhile others favor 
the use of vle.ekends for supportive programs. In one facilitY9 group singing~ 
sports, and other group activities have been introduced to create an "in home" 
life and sense. of belonging. 

There Has a range. of opinions about controls over relations betvleen the 
sexes. Several parti_cipatltB thoubht that issues r.elating to sexuality have 
not been given adequate consideration to date. One attendee pointed out 
that the group homes must take into account the attitudes of the children's 
parents \o1ho are likely to questioil. liberal policies concerning boy/girl 
relat:i.onships. ' 

Several innovative suggestions \\lere made for Us):ilg community recrcational 
and cultural rcsources to develop the pe~sonal skills and group spirit of the 
children. In one faciJ.itY9 an effort is made. to develop traditions through 
adventurous outings and unusually interesting [ict:tvities. If the youngsters 
are not inclined tOl:Jard group ac.ttvities 9 a fC~'l at a time are invited to 
participate in order to disguise the structured nature of t:le outing. 

In another home~ the director had.successfully mineri c.::>mmunity resources 
to obtain dance studio £lCholarships~ free Hcha:nn courses ~ n and tickets to 
shotV's at discount: prices to enrich the daily l:Lving pattern. The services of 
IIBig Sisters~ II re~oJards under the behnv:tor management system. "mystery trips,!l 
and other creative ideas are being used to encourage the people to participate 
in "optional\! community and cultural affairs. 

8. Education ---
Host of the group homes appear to have developed supportive relati.ona ~oJith 

their local school systems, but some are still not satisfied with the level 
of cooperation and the quality of the educational programs. Some partic:i.vants 
mentioned localities 'which lack vocational education and adequate special 
education classes. It was agreed that; the recent "Thorough and Efficient 
Education" lav( has produced no verifiable ~"mprovement in services to date, 
but some participants hoped for an improvement over time. 

Sevel:al participants said they were turning to private schools to mee.t the 
needs of the:lr residents. One respondent in the original survey now has six 
youngsters attending a parochial school. Another is trying to utilize an 
experimental lIa lternat:1.ve school". There was a sllggestj.on that DYFS should 
provIde special funds to permit the enrollment of exceptional children in 
private schools geared to their needs, 

9. Therapy 

Discussion of ther.ape.ntic services led to allegations that DYFS require­
ments were excessively rigid. Several gt'OtJD home repre.sel.ttat1ves urged that 
the content of Iitrea,tm~nt 1?rograms tt should be left up to the group homes' 
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discretion. In this vie'H~ DYFS should not prescribe unifortn treatment 
standards~ hut should allow group homes to develop l.ndividualized treatment 
plans adapted to the needs of each child. The facilities would be evaluated 
in t.erms of the progress sho~m by their residents rather than in terms of 
their adherence to inflexible DYF'S requ:trements. It ,-1as pointed out that 
this approach might result in greater reliance on Hmilieu therapy," a 
'\vill:i.ngness to experiment with innovative techniques~ and reduced emphasis 
on traditional individual psychotherapy. . 

As 1.n the original surveys sharp differences of opinion still ex:l.st 
concern:l.ng the value of il1div:tdual psychotherapy administered by outside 
practitioners. Some homes are still requiring all or most residents to 
enter individual therapy. Other homes provide individial psychotherapy 
only to exceptionally disturbed children. Due director of a home in an 
inner-city location currently has no residents in therapy and regards 
tndividual treatme.nt as orie.nted to the needs of educated middle class persons. 
At the other extreme~ a dir'.3ctor~ who relies heavily 011 individual thr.rapy by 
outside pract:Ltioners~ feIt that it "vas not feasible. for group home staff 
members to serve as therapists because of their emotional involvement and role 
conflicts. 

Time did not permit discussion of 'the relative meritG of group therapy 
and other issue8 raised in the study. There was an obvious need for u more 
definit:;.ve evaluation of the effectiveness of var:f.ous therapeut:i.c techniques 
in tlll) 8roup hOine setti118. Due participant commented that the Hedicai.d 
payment for indiVidual therapy is substandard and had to be supplemented from 
other resources of the houle. 

10. Build.1.ng It The~peutic Hilieu 

An important new development that emerged from the discussion on how 
to build a "therapeutic mil:1.eu" was the growing acceptance of coed group 
homes. Unlike the responses in the original surveY1 the opinions of a 
large majority of the Symposium participants were nOvT favorable toward 
this concept. The representative of the Ewing Residential Center reported 
that they have recently opened a coed group home, the first for teenagers 
in th€'. State~ which is oper.ating satisfactorily. '£he move m-1ay from 
segregating the sexes wa.s also evidenced by the fact that several facilit:ies 
replot-ted they had hired child care tvorkers of the opposite sex and that they 
relate '\'11311 to the children and exert a favorable influelice. One partiCipant 
:lnd:tcated that local police authorities had advised against m:1.x:1:og children 
of different sexes. 

S\:lme of the Symposium attendees did not agree with recormnendations in 
the group home study supporting efforts to utilize group processes and 
group awueness as elements of a therapeutj.c milieu. They contended that 
staff members lack sufficient skills to employ Guided Group Interaction 
or other sophisticated groupwork techniques? excessive emphasis on the 
group detrac ts from the child I s orJ.enta tion to his or her fa.mily 9 and 
group homes should not try to change or homogenize the personalities of 
their residettts. One person added that the value of group'VlOrk varies 
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with the age of the children. 

In contrast, a few at.tendees favored the use of e:roup process as 
a therapeutic tool. Since the· surveY9 one home has begun to actively 
encourage its residents to participate in decision-making and self 
governmenL 

The participants confirmed the finding of. the study that the 
assignment and admission of children to particuldT homes v1as often 
influenced by the racial and ethnic charactct":i.stics of the children 
This often occurs because case\vorkers. parentG~ and group home staffs 
\(rant each child to be placed in an anxiety-free setting Rearerl to his 
or her background. A desire to avoid community antagonism also plays 
a part in decisions to admit children. Several persons thought that 
the social class of a child rather than race '.Jas more likely to influence 
relationships with fellow residents and community people. 

The importance of the home's physical pl~nt in shaping the social 
milieu was stressed by tvo participants. They referred to instances 
in which their program was adapted to the existing plant rather than 
the reverse. 

There HGlS virtually no time to discuss behavior manaf!ement systems 
an important aspect of the milieu therapy whi~h ~JaS descr.ibed at length 
in the group home study. 

11. Aftercare 

The absence of formal Iraftercarell and follow-up programs to help 
residents released from the residence make the transition to life in 
the community 1;o]a8 still a serious probleJll. Only t\-JO of the organizations 
represented at the Symposium were operating formal transitional programs 
funded by DYFS. In these programs~ older youths being readied for 
independent living Here helped to find outside houe:ing? en1ployment 1 and 
educational opportunities. During the transition 9 the group homes provide 
counseling and other supportive servj.ces 9 and pa.y part of the cost of 
rent 9 food, cloth:f.ng 9 and other necessities. The homes are reimbursec; 
by DYFS at the rate of $350 per month for each youngster. 

The participants pointed out that the formal programs are. limited 
because they can only serve youngsters up until they are 18. One 
director stated that it is sometimes best to place a resident into 
aftercare at age 17~ so that he or she \Jill have at least a half year 
of transitional experience before becoming ineligible for. DYFS money 
at 18. A DYFS staff person in1icated that the agency does support 
youngsters over 18~ even after. graduation from high school. However~ 
this occurs only in rare emergency circumstances. 
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Because the need for aftercare to these youngsters is great~ several 
facili ties ha.ve provid~d this service to youths over 18 at their own expense. 
Typical1y~ the agency helped the youngsters find jobs and housing, and 
provided social work services to those ~lho were having difficulty making. 
it on their own. 'rtvo facilities recruited foster parents from the nig 
Sister program for their children, hut at least one of them found that 
the relationship betVJeen "Big Sister" and child deteriorated -;;.;rhen the 
former assumed a foster mother role. 

A number of group home representat:tves described their policies for 
readying children for independent liv:Lng at: return to their familie£<. 
In one home~ the child and director enter into a cont~act in adva~cei 
speclfyiug the standards to be met before the child ca~ be terminated. 
This home stresses preparatory work ,vith the family and a follm-J-up visit 
after termination. In a second home, there is stress on vocational cQunsel­
ing, includi.ng visits to vocational sites and special projects. A tld,rd 
advances children along six levels)c the last of which provides substantial 
independence subject to contractual limits. In still another facility~ 
the emphasis is on teaching children to cope vJith the realities they ~lill 
face after termination, since the group home can do little to change the 
families and community to 1.Jhich the children must return • . 

One attendee wentioned that several youths had enlisted in the armed 
forces upon leaving the residential facility. l'!ost of the Syposium 
participants did not regard this as a. positive long-term solution for 
yoang people still encountering significant adjustment problems. 

Complaints continue to be voiced that DYFS does not act rapidly to 
remove disruptive children from the group homes. The directors of the 
facilities claimed that the only way to achieve prompt removal 'lias by 
filing a formal complaint with the judicial authorities and transferring 
unmanageable cases to JUTS shelters. They contended that: a more stl,'eam­
·lined DYFS removal procedure {.voulc1 make it unnecessary to subject the 
youngsters to detention and court action. 

c. gonclusion and AuthorVs Comments~ 

The Symposium proved to be a useful and stimulating meeting. Group 
home representatives expressed appreciation for the opportunity to 
exchange experience and ideas and take a fresh look at their activities 
in a neutral setting removed from everyday cares. Government representa­
tives had the opportunity of learning about the progress and problems of 
group homes from the directors' point of view. All participants shared 
in providing valuable information for updating and strengthening the group 
home study pr:i.or to publication. 
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A revj.ow of the Symposium proceedings strongly suggests t.he need for 
continued efforts to improve the group home program. There is a need to 
consider whether there are better t.Jays of fund:l.ng new facilities and pro­
viding finaicial support to existing ~acilities. The system for classify­
ing. referring, and placing children requires strengthening. r-lore sophisti­
cated staff development programs could help to improve staff skills in 
groupwork. milieu therapy. family counseling 1 and other specialized areas. 
Clearly, the agencies need to do more preparatory loJork with families and 
provide expanded aftercare programs to youngsters released from the Croup 
home. Final1y~ a need for further research HClS indicated along such 
dimensions as comparing the effectiveness of different group home policies~ 
testing nei<7 approaches~. follmrlng-up children released from the facilities 
and eliciting the viewpoints of non-supervisory staff members and the 
children 7 themselves. 

A number of participants felt that the time allotted for the Symposium 
~vas too short. Hoving from topic to topic in accordance with the pre-set 
agenda. they thought there Nas inadequate time for intensive analysis and 
the development of proposals for remedial action. The meeting had to skim 
over such key items as behavior ma'fl3.gement, peer group rela tion8 9 and 
staffing patterns. There \-1ere also suggestions that the draft report of 
the group hone study should have been mailed to participants a week or 
more earJ.ier~ to permit tlwm to study it mo' ~ thoroughly before the 
Symposium. 

The observations of the participants suggest that it might be useful 
to conver.e a longer confer.ence in the future or, better st:il1, a series 
of Symposia devoted to particular facets of group home operation. 

COIll.rnents on this report and the group home study ~vill be welcomed by 
Dr. Shostack and Citizens Committee for Children of Ne\-l Jersey. 

Respect.fully submitted 9 

Dr. Albert L. Shostack 
227-A Ewing Street 
Princeton~ New Jersey 08540 

Telo~ (609) 921-1291 
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GROUP HONE S"'lHPOSIUH PARTICIPANTS 

1. Chanania} lIarge 
Chi1dren vs Aid and Adoption 

Society of New Jersey 
360 Larch Avenue 
Bogota, N.J. 07603 
(201) 487-2022 

2. Co1l, 1u..ry 
Harian House 
309 5 th Avenue 
Be1Ui~r, N.J. 07719 
(201) 681-4700 

3. Draeger, Linda 
Volunteers of America 
278 Pacific Avenue 
Jersey City, N.J. 07304 
(201) 332-2386 

4~ 

5. 

6. 

Fenton, Gvlendo1yu 
Bureau of Residential Services 
Division of Youth & Family Services 
1 South Montgomery Street 
Trenton, N.J. 08625 
(609) 292-0730 

Fjel1man, Dr. Carl 
Turrell Fund 
15 So. Munn Avenue 
East Orange, N.J. 07018 
(201) 678~8580 

Garzill:t, Vincen t 
Bureau of Residential Services 
Division of Youth & Family Services 
1 South HontgOluery Stre0.t 
Trenton, H.J. 08625 
(609) 292·"883l~ 

7. Gehr:Lng 9 Joan. 
Robin's Nest Group Home 
Box 371 
Hoodbury, N.J. 08096 
(609) 848-4010 

8. Hall, Lillian 
Union Industr:tal HomE! for Children 
2 Hhittlesey Road 
Trenton, N.J. 08618 
(609) 695-1492 

9. 'Hamilton~ Dennis 
Ewing Residential Center 
1610 Stuyvesant Avenue 
Trenton~ N.J. 08628 
(609) 890-9287 

10. Hamlette-Bethell s June 
St. Timothy's House 
9~ Congress Street 
Uewark1 N.J. 07105 
(201) 5f}9-49:~{ 

11. Lackey, Marti 
State Law Enforcement Planning Agency 
3535 Quaker Bridge Road 
Trenton 9 N.J. 08625 
(609) 292-8832 

12. Laden? Gladys 
Teaneck Group Home ,~ .. 
26 Parker Lane 
Teaneck 9 N.J. 07666 
(2.01) -833-0720 

13. Harich, Jackie 
YWCA-Hammond House 
256 Seaman Street 
~ew Brunsxvick, N.J. 08901 
(201) 247-0566 
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14. HcCafferty, Anita 22. Tay10r j AI 
Robinfs Nest Group Home 
Box 371 
Hoodbury, N.J. 08906 
(609) 8lf8-4010 

Janet Hemorial 
700 Salem Avenue 
Elizabeth, N.J. 07208 
(201) 354-9393 

15. Hoorehead ~ David 23. Tenenbaum~ Peter 
Collier Group Home· 
47 Reckless Place 
Red Bank, N.J. 07701 
(201) 842-8337 

The Children's Home 
243 Pine. Street 
Ht. Rolly~ N.J. 08060 
(609) 267-1550 

16. Nicholas 9 Robert 24. Vasios, Kristine 
Barrett House Bureau of Re.sidential Service.s 

Division of Youth & Family SeL~ices 
1 South Nontgomery Street 
Trenton~ N.J. 08625 
(609) 292-0730 

17. p(lley~ Pat 
Archway School 
Jackson Road 
Atco~ N.J. 08004 
(609) 767-5757 

18. 

19, 

20. 

Riley, Dr. Haurice 
Agape Group Home 
125 !1ain Street 
Orange~ N.J. 07050 
(201) 673-l~562 

Rosenb1um~ Paula 
Teaneck Group nome 
26 Parker Lane 
Teaneck~ N.J. 07666 
(201) 833-0720 

Sisto, Grace 
Children's Aid and Adoption 

Society of Ne~iT Jersey 
360 Larch Avenue. 
Bogota, N.J. 07603 
(201) 487:"2022 

'.~ r ..... ·,·, 

21. Tassy, Catherine 
Associated Catholic Charities 
17 Hu1berry Street 
Newark, N.J. 07102 
(201) 624-2405 

19 Oak Ridge Avenue 
Summit, N.J. 07901 
(20n 277-2065 

25. Vitillo~ Rev. Robert 
Catholic Family and Community Services 
10 Jackson Street 
Paterson~ N.J. 07501 
(201) 274-7300 

26. Vogel, Naureen 
YHCA - H.ammond House 
256 Seaman Street 
New Bruns~l7ick, N.J. 08901 
(201) 247-0566 

27. Volwinke1, Sheila 
Bureau of Residential Services 
Division of Youth & Family Services 
I So. Hontgomery Street 
Trenton~ N.J. 08625 
(609) 292-8834 

28. Heiner~ Steve 
Buteau of Residential Services 
Division of Youth Ii, Family Services 
1 SOo Hontgomery Street 
Trenton, N.J. 08625 
(609) 292-8334 

29. Hri,ght, Kathy 
Children's Aid & Adoption Society 

of New.Jersey 
360 Larch Avenue 
Bogota, N.J. 07603 

. (201) 487-2022 

30. Zuk~ John 
Division of Youth & Family Services 
80 Broad Street 
Elizabeth, N.J. 07201 
(201) 289-3333 








