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MEMORANDUM FOR THE FIRST LADY 

FROM: 	 CAROL H. RASCO~ 
Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy 

Subject: 	 Child Welfare 

I continue to be seriously concerned about the state of our child welfare programs across 
the nation. While it would not be wise to announce major initiatives about some pieces of 
the problem during an election year, J am over the next several months going to be working: 
with appropriate persons inSIde and outside government on a potential packase for early 
1997. Certainly) however. proposals concerning foster care and adoption might emerge 
which could be discussed publicly in the coming months. 

, 

1 will be conv~ning a number of small group discussions starting with HHS perscnnel. 
progressing to:a group of individuals from other departments such as Education, Justice, 
etc. which deal with the I'fallout" from the systems' failures. I hope to then visit with 
Foundation officers '\\'nere major, innovative projects have been carried out, as well as 
individuals in national organizations focusing on this issue, Finally I wHl also visit with 
individuals from local/state programs sho\\ing promise as well as representatives from those 
programs und~ siege and/or court order. AU of these sessions will be information 
gathering in nature., 

If you have individuals or organiZJItions you feel I should contact please do Ie! me know. 
of course wer~ome the opportunity to \;i51t with you at any time on this matter. 

Thank you. 

. I , 
I 

I 
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April 30, 1996 ~SO~~
8:30 - 9:30 a.m. 


Carol RascO's office 

~~ , 

Diana Fortuna 

-3(~,
HHS Child Welfare Waivers 

HHS: Mary 10 Bane, Olivia Golden, Carol Williams, John Monahan; 
White House: Ken Apfel and Lester Cash, OMB; Lawton Jordan, 
Intergovernmental; also invited are Jen Klein and Bruce Reed 

To learn about HHS's review of 13 pending child welfare waivers and 
its process for awarding the statutory limit of 10 waivers. Attached are 
HHS's briefing materials. 

HHS will walk us through what they have been doing, and we should 
raise any questions we may have. 

In 1994, Congress created a new special waiver authority for HHS to 
allow up to 10 states to conduct cost-neutral demonstrations. After 
HHS issued guidance to states on this last year, 14 states sent in 
applications last fall. (Minnesota has since dropped out.) They arc 
Oregon, Delaware, DC, North Carolina, Georgia, Ohio, New York, 
Indiana, Illinois, California, Michigan, West Virginia, and Maryland. 
Florida wants to apply even though the deadline has passed. 

HHS expects to award Delaware the first waiver within the next few 
weeks; Illinois and Indiana arc fairly far along. HHS is attempting to 
discourage West Virginia about its application. 

The most common thing that states have proposed to do is shift dollars 
from foster care to family preservation, on the theory that the 
investment will payoff in terms of foster care dollars saved in the long 
run. Other ideas include "subsidized guardianship", a new status in 
between foster care and adoption; managed care (New York and Ohio); 
block grants (Michigan and California); and tying funding to outcomes 
(North Carolina). 
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ISSUES; 	 HHS is considering approving fewer than 10 of. the 13 applications 
received, because they are not certain that 10 merit approval. The 
alternative they are considering is to accept 6-8 and then solicit 
proposals for a second round. 

OMB may have a problem with several of the stales, which did nol 
propose to use random assignment for evaluation purposes, 

QUESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION; 

What policies should HHS test? AA we taking full advantage of this 
opportunily? 

How will HHS handle Ihe requests for block grants? 

What IS an appropriate way to tcst managed care? (This has been 
contr()\'crsial in New York. where the Mayor has been accused to using 
managed care to cut reimbursement. HHS appears interested in Ohio's . 
application, however.) 
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TO: Carol H. Rasco 

Assistant to the Presiaent 

, for Domestic Policy 


FROM: Assistant Secretary , 

for Children and Fa~ilies 


,
SUBJECT: ~ila Welfare Waivers -- Briefing 

BACKGROUND - ~LD WELFARE WAIVERS 

On October' 31, 1994, the President signed Public ¥aw 103-432 

.which, a~on9 other things, authori~ed·the secretary of HHS to 

permit as many as ten states to conduct cfiila welfare 


,demonstration projects by making most provisions of Parts 8 and E 
of title IV of the Social Security Act subject to waiver, These 
iJ:re the sections of the Act which 'l0vern foster carel adoption 
assistance, independent living, child welfare services, and 
family prese.rvation and support'. 

"Child welfare waivers are required by statute to be cost neutral., 
to be consistent with the purposes of the basic child welfare 
legislation f and to have an indepen~efit evaluation. Certain 
protections for children in foster care and their families may 
not be waived, and eligibility for benefits may not be impaired~ 
The waivers are limited to five years, 

The purposes of the ~aivnr& include testing stato-dosigned 

approaches to reforming child welfare services, encouraqinq 

innovation. and gaininq experience with alternative methods of 

funding and administering child welfare services. The lessons of 

these demonstration projects are expected to be beneficial for 

other States', other social servicos proqralt\G. and national 

policymakers. 


Fourteen'States submitted waiver proposals in response to a 

formal Announcement which appeared in the Federal Re_gj,pter on 

June l5~ 1995. One state has Gince withdrawn from consideration. 

The waiver pLoposals inVOlve a number of themes r aMong them; 


using title IV-E funds for services and for prevention I 

rather than for out-of-home earej 

providing subsidies for guardianships for certain 
children no~ in long-term foster care; 
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i , , 
encouraq~ng kinship placements; 

adaptin9 managed care techniques to the provision of 
child welfare servicesj 

devolving child welfare responsibility and decision­
makinq from the State to a county or local level; and, 

developing more oo~unity.based services for children 
and families, and more family-like and community-based 
placement ·capacity tor children. 

The states under consideration are california, Delaware# the 

Distric,t of columbia, Georgia. Illinois, Indiana I Maryland, 

Michigan, New York, North carolina, Ohio, oregon and West 

Virginia. One State, Minnesota l dropped out. Summaries of the 

fourteen proposals were published for public comment in tne 

Fede'ral Register of September 7, 1995. 


We have received over SO comments from the public in response to 
. our publication in the Federal ~9i§ter of summaries of the State 
proposals. commentors included advocates, 'foster parents J and 
oounty officials. The Children's Bureau conducted a series of 
initial conference calls with all of the States, for a 
preliminary discussion of the proposals and to 9ather additional 
information. Following that, Issue Papers were developed tor 
each state; ~hich outline matters the Department wishes to 
discuss in more detail. States are invited to set their own 
timeframes tor responding to the Issue Papers, and for scheduling 
follow-up discussions. The table at Tab A shows the status of 
Issue Papers and state responses. 

It is not yet known whether ten of these thirteen pending 
proposals will be approved. Sixteen other States have indicated 
some degree of interest in a child welfare waiver d~onstration 
project. 

In California# the Los Angeles county Department of Childr.en's 
Services has written to the White House expressing strong 
disagroament with the State's proposal to devolve child welfare 
responsibility (both programmatic and fiscal) to the counties~ 
California is presently revising its proposal, partly in response 
to the Department's Issue paper, which identified the local , 
concerns. 
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Child wsl"fare valvars will not involve the level ot: dollars that 
are involved in AFDC noa Hodicaid waiver&, nor will th¢y, in moat 
casac, affect noarly AC many children or families. 

THE aRQ~Q.~R CHILD WELFARE REFORM CONTE~ 

The child welt'are system is experiencing considerable st.ress# and 
Ule neud i Cor change is broadly recogni.ed. states need federal 
cupport in thoir efforts to reform tho way in which services arc 
desiqncd:and delivered. Tne Departrnentls goal is to create a 
service delivery approach that is foc~sed on safetYt permanency
and tho woll ~in9 of children; that is family focused and 
prQviacSla continuum or services; and that is inclusiv~ in ~he 
planning, cmd delivery ot' services.. , 
Tn additlon to waivers, oth~r kay strateqies in mavin; child 
weli4'·C '·t:l!vL"m .cv,"w.:lL"(.l d,t'e; 

t.htl: rl~v~10fl1nt!J1t. "f an out.come!; focus for child welfare 
systems; 

rAlIH";tivoI'Iting t.hp,! joint planninr,J process. with States 
through I$plementation of FamIly Preservation and 
suppo~t lcqiolAtion; 

x'evia;ing the Oapartment'& approach to monitoring, to 
etrees outcomes, celf-assessment, federal/State 
pArtnership ann proqr~m imprnvemnnt; 

development of an a~QptiQn strato9io plan to increase 
t.hl? focuf::o nn pEl'.rnvtnpncy;: 

workin9 vith C04rtg to improve the t1~eline$8 and 
quality of d@C'.iaion makin9i And 

improving the collection nnd use Qf data through 
support of 'advanced technology_ 

PISCUSSION 

Thcsc vn,lvers provide the Department ;,tit.h the capacity to enter 
into active partnership with some states to implQmant and 
evaluate promisinQ alternatives. anct to test new approaches ~o 
child welfare praotice and admini~trntiQn. 

mailto:d@C'.iaion
http:recogni.ed
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The child welfare waiver proposals raise a number ot substantive 
issues, among them: 

How to assure protection' or cnl1dren anO QUality ot 
services; 

HoW" t.o quarantee that child-ren and fam.ilies are not 
deprived of services to which they are entitled; 

How to han~le the waiver proposals where systems are 
especially fraqile (DC) or challenged (NY); 

HoW to handle evaluations ot statewide projects; and 

How to a~~ure co.t neutrality, eSPQcially if it ia 
necessary to rely on projections ot ~tate entitlements. 

The first child wolfaro ~aivor proposal Which will be, ready for 
approval, is Delaware's. Dratt waiver Terms and Conditions are' 
now being l.-evieW'ed by Delaware officials. Delaware is proposing 
two Qcparata child walfarG damon&tration projacts: one statewide 
component ~o tes~ the use ot substance abuse counseling and 
tl:eatment fOl- pal.-ents as a means of reducing or loemoving th!;! nt!ed 
to place children in focter care; and a limited oomponent (up to 
10 chi ld'ren) t.hat. would t.est. Zlssi.st.ed quardiRlnship for <:~rtoain 
t..:hlhl'[·~II' in rU::;t~L· (';d.r:~ who l,;annuL vt! plal,;ed for adopt.ion. 

~ 

I. \-, s----<--. 

Attachments: 
Tab A - statutory Authority 
Tab B - waiver Announcement - l_etleral J{egis.t~x , June 15, 1~~!:I 
T.b C - SUl!\1ftcry of I'roposala Received - £:~g~J;:~l Regi:ster, 

Septernb(".r 7, 1995 
Tab D - St.at:us or child welfare wa 1vers - Table 

I. 
, 

cc: KeVLn Thurm 

http:Zlssi.st.ed
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Kft.S"~2. por~i.Qo thortltll.,. 

SEC. ZO!. O&MON~tRA~IOK rROJECTS, 

P~rt A of titlo XI (41 U.S.C. lJ01_l~20b_13) i. ~~d~d by 
lnsertin9 after onction 11268 ~he !ulluwln9' 

"d.....an.. tr.tion praj ..¢t. .. 

·'~.r:.ll"~. (4) I\'\ COf"lQrlll.--'fr.8 Secr8tary may autfiori%e not more 
thon 10 stD~~$ to conduct demona~ration projaeto puro~Ant to thio 
,.etien which tno Socretary linaa are likely to' promote thO Ob}Cctlveo 
of pa~t 8 O~ E of titlo IV . 

• • (b) waiver A~thocity. - .. the l'iet:ret4t"y lU4)' ","lv,", t.:unpU.•w(.;. wiLli 
any r.ql.lirlO""*,,nt. of pAT"t. R or E of title IV vhich (if appE.d) would 
p~~nt 4 state fr~ earcylrtg o~t a demonot~Qt~Qn p~o;cet undor thio 
5-e~t;j.on Qt prevent the State frolll effectively achieving tn. 'PlJ.rpQ" ot 
ouch A p~OjOCtl ex¢¢P~ ~h4~ th¢ &Qoretory ~y not wDive-~ 

"[1'1 Any ptCVUlan Of 6e<::t1on 421 In in ~uect. oetore 
April 1. 1996). oo('U"n 412(t-H<:O) {"q in I!?ffp<':t aft • .,. 1Ult'!h 

d.,;I..e:). tlC
l e8ct.lon 47'1; GIL 

"(2) any prOViSiOn of 8uch part !. tQ tht extent that the 
wAiver.would impair the o~~itlQ~nt af any qualifiod Qhl1d Or 
rAmilY to benat1ts under ~ S~atG plan apprQv*d under aueh part 
'g. ; 

"(~) T.e.~mont as Pro9r~ £I~r.ditu~e~.--For pu~po$ee of parte b 
and E of title IV. the Secretary shall consider the expenditures of any 
St~tc to conduct • demonotratlon project vndor thin ooction to ho 
e.pcndlturao undQr BUOp&rt 1 or 2 ot such part B. or under such part £, 
ao the St6te m6y qlv~t. 

,. (Ii) rh,j~.t.i:otl of ~n.etratlon.--A df$ltl9natc-ati.-Oll i1COjoct undo:: 
thiG oection may b@ eonducted for Aot ~r~ than 5 Y4Ara, 

"(C) nPfl~o~ticn.--A~l St~to cooking to oo~duot A 40M0nct~.tion 
projoct ~nder tnlG eeetLOn snaIl eUbml~ ~o cn~ ~$cre~&ry an 
""!'r)t("<... I..,n_ In Alink fnr'" ''I'' t.h.. !iI...-:,""..t;~ry "''If r<'i'1";,.... ..,hinh 
incll.ldl!l.~~ 

"(1) a deScClptl0n or tne proposea pro)e~. tAO qcograpnlc 
aroa io which tho p~opoQod projoct vo~ld bo eond~ctod, tbo 
ch~ldren or familiep who woul4 be o~rv~d oy the propoacd 
rroject, a~d the 9~~vicea which would be provided by eha 
proposed proj_ot (whi~h .hall pro~ide. whecc appropriate, for 
random a881gnment ot children and iamilien to groups aervad 
undQr tho projoct and to control 9~OUP8)1 

, "i2; a stacement Dr che purlod ~urin9 which ~he propOB8d 
proj<!'r.:t \lrl11)n hp f!nl'lnuf!r.Illr1; 

, • (J I II diacueo;LQR of the ben-etl,t.1S that:; 0.1:0 cltpecte<l h'om 
thO prooo#cd DtO)eet {eomPJred to II ~ontinuAtion ot aetivitteo 
unGer the approved plan or plann of ~hc St~tell 

I "(4) an $$tima~e or ~he ~u~o Qr 8~vln90 of Lho propoeud
pro;l!!i<:t:

"45) a otatement of pro9c~m reqvlr¢mcnte for which w~lvoru 
woula be nccOeO ~o permlt the propo.ec pro,ec~ ~o be eonoue~eQ; 

"(6) k rlp~Griptinn nf thp praro_on ~v.lu.tion doglqn: And 
"t7) al.lch additional information aft tho. Sec¥o.e.ry m&y 

require, 
"(I) rv.luatlonv: Rvport.--raeh Stato authorisod to conduct ~ 

demUfwtJ:'lItJ.ulJ pcuj ..CL undttr Ulllj ..""ct.lul1 II'hllll-­
"(1) obtain an evaluation by an iud_pendent contr&c~or.of 

the effeetiveneoo of the proJect, uQin9 ~ evatu~tlon do~iqn 
appro~ed ny ~he ~ecre~ary wniCh provi4eS tor-­

"fA) ~~p.rieon ef ~th~$ of .~rvlc~ dQllva~y 
...nde.." l.hc YL"~jecL. afl<i 6<.1ch 1r~l.hoclll urulttJ: tt !l't,.. Lt; plan 

Tab A 

http:contr&c~or.of
http:Sec�o.e.ry
http:propo.ec
http:ben-etl,t.1S
http:5-e~t;j.on
http:por~i.Qo
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,or pluu), wit:h tetlf'oet to aHicLoncy.•conomy. and any 
o~hor Appropc~.~o ~e~eu~.G of program m~n.g~ontt 

"(HJ compariaon ot outcomes tor children and 
{Afiilien (and 9roup~ nf ~hildren and familia.) undQr 
Lha project, And ouch Qutcomoe unda~ 4 Stat. plAn O~ 
plane, for ~rpoaca of aeeeeslno the etfectivanQOG 01 
the projeot in ~OhiCvirt9 prC9r~ gO$10, and 

"Ie! .ny ~th@r IntO~t1on ~nat ~he secretary may
require; And 

"(2) pcovid. intorim .nd finAl evaluation r.port. to ~he 
Secretary. at s~¢h timan 404 1n such ~annor aD tho S~cr~arv 
tMlY J;oquico" 

., (9) COat tu)utr.lity. ~-"!Ui 5..cr.l..r~ mel} !luL e<.lt.llo1:1"... ;Sl,... l..ts l.v 
f'lnl'v'luet: a damontlt'.ra.tioTl project IJhder thitJ eaction unleSD t.hlt secretary 
determineo th~t tha tot~i Amount of Fcder41 tunda that ~il1 be expended 
\mdliU' tor::w teA.on of) th& proj&C:'t ovSt' its approveo t,erm {or such 
portion t~.r.ot or other period as the Secretary may find appropriat.} 
¥111 nol ~c~~J ~ho amount of such (undo thAt would be e~ponaed by the 
lit,AtC! under tho Stue plane approved under parts :B and E of title IV if 
the project wo~o not conducted.··. 
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I 
Thin to • It>>t of program id4An tnat have been 8u9geatcO by s~ateft Ot 

othcro 1.,.. r01Jp<)noo t.o th<rt Di!!partltl4nt 'iii ~uquQ!lIto tor DU99(totlt.iOr'lllll, 'thoy IIr. 
lIsted only au II lI'.e4lua u! Ql,ttU,nl.fi<Jj'. tot.' 3t~1;1$" irlt:.ereotec1 in propoDing a 
ehilrl ~.1f.r. ~aivQr d~monstration project, the broad rang8 of p08aible 
dcmonott4tio"o th~t the Oep5rt.mcnt would conoid~r. whqt.h~r t.hoSQ G~plo ido.o 
WOU14 bO CQB~-nQUrr41 ~ulO oepeoo, or couese. on how 4 ~t~t~ fTOPQ4UD to 
im,PIOnlont ':;kom. Simil.:tl"ly. th.. ",..,.Iv\.ti f"If imr'_"t'IIIt:if'll'!. ~n\llri AH;::u::t. \It'ult:. ..... ,. 
it valver de(UQUttt.(;4L.l.on project would rm:et:. the etAtutory t'ftquit'emant. that it 
not kimpair the entitlement of any qualified eniia or family to bnnntlta under 
a. Ot.ate" t.ii::le 1"'-E pl,sth 	 . 

Thi. liA~ 4houla not ~~ foqarded a» 11mlClnq a S~a~e in any way in 
concoLying deman~tr.~i~n iri_a., 

• 	 To meat the need for opoeiali&od foote= eo~e. and to rodueo tha 
amount apent on lnQtitutlonal Care. ~rain ~ruc reci?i.n~A Of ¢th.~ 
lo~ inco~ pqrwQno to bo profeaaional, paid fOQtq~ p~~qnt8 for 
9pao1811zed t'cater hOl'l'lu plGcemcntO'; t.muUCtl a.pp,n"l-'riot.c lil,;tJI:IHoLnq 
I'Inrt {lrlllBibly provide hDUlli.Og sub.idies or homeownat"ahip 40DiatltltcQ 
to ADGUre ~he Dt.~ility of tho Bpoc~~li~ud fDDt~~ homn ~Q 4 1un9­
tt~rm resource. 

• 	 Broaden tho u~o of title IV-~ to fund .~rViCQM for childron. thoir 
paren~~, .and (,-,,,,Ler '.unili•• , 4UI.1 Lv !uuu .... "'v.ml.ivu tnHvl.,;wlo Cv; 
hmiU",,, M. do.x. witt! t.he expectll.t:i01'l that total time: in oot-of­
home ecre we~ld be rOQU4eO, and Lh G~~~ ~oooe fOQtor pi.comento 
could ~ avoLdeQ, 

• 	 PLovLdo botter ••rvic•• at l0W8r coat by. wher~ appropri.t~. 
o;eturulll'j !.;!d.lt11.*"fI-, ••yw>.::.i.!lll;r .oa<:tol~eceilt."1 fl::om Q!,It-QC~Sta.t.e 
institutional pheomcnttL Sl1ch. demonett&tion lI'.iqht lncludv both 
footer C3rc youth and yo~th who ore in tho juvcnile ;~utiaft 
oystem. Th~ ftxpBct.ation 18 that placing th~ in communlty-baued 
Gp9c1al!7ftrt f~mi;y fn~t~r h~ft, ~r t6Mmunity-baoed group hom(la, 
101111· t'cducf!: th.. tot..1 tiM in out-of-home ¢orc. 

• 	 Provide subsidiLed quardiAn.hip or otner arranqemente wniCh would 
allow child~.n ~o .t.y ¢r bo placod in a f.mlllal ••ttin9 that io 
more cOB~-er!ectivB ~nan continuing them in to&cer care, 

• 	 F"r nlrlar ar!l'liA~r:Mnt,i\. in il'uip.flp.ndp.nt llvinl), altow tltlr. tv..¥. 
l~w;lo I,.Q be ufted fcu.: th~ <::OllOt of IHI ..p ..rtm...nt fOl' ,. pca:i.od Qf time 
before the youth leaveD roster care. and a ahOrt PGrloa 
~ho~e3ftort to aohiQve more ut~blo placc~ent8 tor yo~th. 

• 	 ~xpand che 4vai14biltty ot ~n-home rBBp1t~ care tor touter 
familic:tll!. ",ith th~ ""'p"et.t i ...", ~.hat arlmj niAf'_rlll:-iva r:"Af'.a, 
in~lud~ng the coat. of ree~itin9 foster families, vill be 
controlled. and more Qtable pi.e~nto wlll result tn OMOttCnea 
staye in ~t-cf-hcroQ a_ro, 

• 	 Provide S1;ac~-tunded parun1;.i vl..lt~tifJn for p .. &itntu whvlI~ 
~hildren Ar~ in institutional care, including the coute of 
tclephoAc eaile, traAoportation. ond other exponeeu Dooociated 
with maintainLmr or improv1Aq cont:act:. l'htt tUI'~(':tatlon is tha1: 
moro eont&ce b4t~.n p.r.~ta/f~ili•• And child••n in c.~. e.n 
ahoo;t-~n ut.YIl ill im11.1lut,iol..:ll Vldclul>O:H,l., 

• 	 Enter into a9rEements wLth private providers to tevt a managed 
ea~~ coneept, ui~h clcQrly opccllied ~nd mo~v~.ablo o~tc~Q tQ bo 

. aChieved tor each family, at a fixe~ coat negotiate~ in advance; 
with tht!" q,.poetat ien that figcal i1',c~nt: iv~e w(>Uld prOdtlCil' 4 better 
,,'ell~lL with nQ .I.ne~·QIUlQ in eost. 

• 	 enter into agraament& with rAdian Tribes to permLt f~ll hCCae8 to 
all aop$QtQ ¢{ titlo :V-I fuftdift9. uith tho Q~poet&tion that 
eec-vic","", rur l"o;ilJ.d ..:h.i.lllr.l, .uJ ! ..ull.Ii.......ttl l,uyrlolv ... whii. 
State costu of providlnQ or mana~ing thooe oorvicoo will decline. 

• 	 where co~rt proeeooeo ~=e undyly del~ying ~dopt~Qno, enter Lnto 
aqreementG with courts ~o tuna &doption~rQlatao work .Q if it wQre 
an adminiDtrativft cc>ut ur;l1er tttlf!' IV-t, 10Iith the (!'ltr~et:Jl.ti(H1 that 
t.he Coul'La wo".i(1 then be Able to upccd 4Ch;>pt.i-ona., P(QdIJ<:i09 
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pcrmanoncy fQr children oaclier, and reducinV !Qat9r care and ca.e 
man&gemertt couts. 

• 	 Seek a waiver of some provision(s) ot title IV-A (AlOe), possibly 
in col1\binat..lon with a titl& IV-E or xv-a vai'Y(lr. which might. help 
achieve child IJClfaCQ objecti'ves:. For example. A waiver 'Which 
allowed a State to CQntinue Afoe faymcnto iin vhola or in part) 
for a period of ti~Q, tor a family from which tho childron had 
been removod. but where ~~nification 10 tho 9061 and the 1000 of 
AFDC benefits would likoly reoult in homelsBBn888, thuG 
fruetrating r@uniiication efforts, 
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Tab II 
, 

Delaware Child Welfare waiver Demonstration Project 
, 

Tho propo~al has two essential components aimed at ensurin9 
permanency :for children. The first component employs a multi­
disciplinary team composed of treatment social workers and 
substance abuse counselors~ The second component will support 
children who are placed in supported ~ar~ianship is transferred 
in situations where adoption is not possible and an identified 
family has made a lonq-term commitment to the child. 

The State has seen a rise in the number of children entering 
foster care over the last 3 years, due largely to parental 
substance abuse. Throu9h the USe of multi-disciplinary teams. 
treatment will be provided to families experiencing both 
substance abuse and child abuse and neglect, thus providing 
services to' children who vould otharwise be entering foster care. 
Title IV-E fUhds normally used for foster care will be directed 
to pay for the cost of t~eatment services . . 
The goal of1the demonstration project is_to prevent or, delay 
~ntry of children into foster care or reduce the time in out-of­
home care in 50% of the families receiving services under the 
project. 

the State premise is that the multi-disciplinary treatment . 
project would improve the quality of services provided to 
families receivinq services and improve outcomes for children 
under its protection~ It has been extremely difficult for the 
state to provide effective services to families with active 
addiction. Social workers spend a great deal of time trying to 
connect families with substance abuse agencies, only to have the 
treatment aqeney discharqe clients because of lack ot commitment 
to treatment. Substance abuse counselors would have the 
expertise to mora accurately assess tho seriousness of the 
problem r make referrals to the most appropriate service and 
agency, help the social worker confront the family's denial of 
the problem, assist the social worker in court intervention when 
necessary and where able, reduce the impact of parental addiction' 
on children. 

Under the suppor"tive guardianship component, the state will 
u~ilize title IV-E funds to provide tinancial subsidies in 
support of children who are placed in guardiahship in situations 
vher~ adoption is not.poasible and an identified family has made 
a long-term commit~ent to the child. Adding 9uardian$hip"to the 
p~rmanency continuum which includes -adoption and long-term foster 
care broadens the options available to children and families. 
Guardianship ~ill enable the family to assume the parental role 
without ongoing agency oversight but the family will have the 
ability to return to the agency for services as needed. The 
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child'S case will be removed from the foster care review system I 

saving time and money for the familYI the agency, and the court 
system. The state contends this change will better serve the 
children an'd youth involved. Children and caretaking quardians 
will be freed of the burdensome state review system and the 
degree of i'ntrusiveness currently existing. They will receive 
ongoing' financial assistance and other services will be available 
as needed. : Children who are older and/or positively connected to 
parents or kin will be able to maintain those birth ties~ 
Guardianship will not replace adoption vhere it 1s appropriate, 
Long-term foster care placement with agreement will remain an 
option wher~ guardianship is not possible. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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TAB B 


(SUMMARIES OF STATE CHILD WELFARE WAIVER PROPOSALS, 

AS PUBLISHED IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER FOR COMMENT 9-7-95) 


ST~TE: CALIFORNIA 
D-~SCRIPTION: California proposes to extend, and broaden to 
include the use of federal funds, a planned state Partnership 
Demonstration Project that will provide direct funding to 
counties for the implementation of child welfare services. 
Partioipatinq countie~would receive from the State a sing~a 
allooation or-runds tor family and children's serVices, rather 
than using categorical funding streams. 

The project would enhance the counties' abilities: to meet 
families' needs mora comprehensively; to increase the focus on 
outcomes; to provide additional in-horne services Yhich will 
result in less need for out of home care; and to contain costs. 

The State anticipates that enhanced flexibility in the use of 
federal funds~ reduced administrative requirements and a new 
"outcome-oriented oversight role" will improve outcomes for 
children and families including more effective preventionl 

services that will reduce the need for out of ho~e care. The 
state is particularly interested in proIDoting a whole family 
foster care' pro9r~ and long term options for children in kinship 
care. 

The State proposes, potentially, to waive a lar9G number of 
statutory (and regUlatory) prOVisions, which would be based on 
negotiations amonq federal l state and local child welfare 
servicos officials regarding specific local waiver proposals. 
For each of: many statutory provisions~ thQ state proposes 
conditionally to "request waiver of this section to the extent 
necessary to iltlplement the proposed demonstrat:ion project." 
Statutory items include certain title IV-E state plan 
requirQrnants. title IV-E income eligibility requirements~ 
statutory definitions (including definitions of eligible 
facilities), requirements regarding adoption assistance payments, 
required st?tistical reports. and Independent Living Program 
eli9ibility requirements. Regulatory ite~s proposed for waiver 
include limitation on the sources of state match, cost allocation 
plan requirements. general grant administration requirements, 
fiscal regulations. the state allotment determination formula, 
payment. review and facility licensin9 standards, and regulations 
regarding the Withholding of tederal funds. 
CONTACT PERSQN: Marjorie Relly, Deputy Director 

Children and Families services Division 
California Department of Social Services I 

744 P Street M.S. 19073 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 657-,614, (916) 653-1695 (FAX) 
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STATE, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
PESCRIPTION: The District of Columbia proposes to develop a 
community-hased therapeutic model of services to serve as an 
alternative to placinq children in more restrictive institutional 
settin~s, as well as providing a transitional bridge for those 
children returning to the community upon discharge from 
institutional care. 

The flexible use ot titla: IV-E and IV-B funds would allow for the 
da~elopment and provision of a commuhity-based model of 
therapeutic sQrvices to prevent foster home and institutional 
placement and would increase inter/intra agency and multi-system
coordination of services ~ . 

The demonstration project would include the use of a "managed 
care" ~pproach through the use of rate setting procedures to 
include articulated caps, and a system to provide comprehensive 
multi-sY5te~ social and support services. The community-based 
therapeutlc!approaeh would include specialized emerqency foster 
care hornes;·shared family care; in-home treatment; use of 
professional surrogate parentsi and substance abuse trGatment 
services. 

The District of Columbia proposes title !V-E waivers to allow 
payment for services. and to pe~it the support of alternatives 
to foster homQ and institutional placement throu9h use of a raee­
setting process to be established under the demonstration 
project. 
CQNTIICT PERSON; R.icardo Lyles 

Acting Administrator 
Family Services Administration 
District of Columbia Department of 

Human SQrvices 
609 H Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20002 
(202) 724-8756 
(202) 727-9460 (FAX) 

) 
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STATE: GEORGIA 
DESCRIPTION; Georgia proposes to use title rV-E funds to tuna 
preventive and supportive services for children and families at 
risk, to eli.minate the need for placement or reduce. the time a 
child spends in out of hQ~e care. Additionally, Georgia seeks to 
place children in neighborhood settinqs; provide specialized 
living arranqements for adolescents, and obtain special adoption 
assistance ,to expedite the placement of children into adoptive
homes. 

The benefits for this demonstration project include removing 
systems barriers, decreasing or avoiding the amQUnt of time a 
child spends in out ot home care, providing more stable 
placements" Qxpanding preventive and family support service 
systems and increasing adoptive placements by ~aking resourCeS 
available to adoptive families that otherwise WQuld not qualify. 

The service1a to be provided under the demonstration project 
include family support and prevention services I expansion of 
kinship care, and community placement services. 

Georgia proposes to expand titla IV-E coverage to include 
placement prevention and reunification services. The State also 
wishes to w'aive some provisions of title IV-E eligibility 
determination when a child comes into custody 1 'provide a special 
waiver to provide adoption assistance to pay for the purchase of 
services to' Qxpsdite adoptive placement, and provide funds for 
adoptive parents for one-time expenses related to the placement 
of a specific child in the horne# Georgia also seeks a waiver to 
permit title IV-E'funds to support a kinship care assistance 
subsidy, and a waiver of some provisions of title IV-A to allow 
families whose children are in foster eare to continue receiving 
food stamps·1 when reunification is expected to occur within 180 
days# 
CONTACT PERSON: Doris Walker 

Foster Care Unit Chief 
Georgia Department of Human Resources 
Division of family and Children Services 
Two Peachtree Street l N.W.r suite 12-300 
Atlanta, GA 30303-3~BO 
(404) 657-345S 
(404) 657-3415 (FAX) 

4 
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STATE; ILLINOIS 
~ESCBIPTION' Illinois is proposing a subsidized private 
guardianship as a permanency planning option which would meet the 
needs of the lonq-term kinship care population; in order to 
reduce the :number of children in lonq-term foster eare and to 
reduce the ,number of disrupted placements. 

Illinois seeks to improve permanency outcomes for children in 
healthy kin'ship care arrangements in cases where reunification 
and adoption are not possible. The demonstration project would 
reduce government intrusion in fa~ily life while creating support 
and clinical management systems which minimize risk throuqh 
annual reviows of sUbsidized private guardianship and continuous 
promotion of adoption options~ 

,
Illinois would provide a subsidized private guardianship program 
(which parallels the adoption subsidy program)· for a randott', 9roup 
of eligible caregivers. 

The state proposes a waiver of title IV-E to permit withholding 
subsid12ed guardianship from a randomly selected control group; a 
waiver of certain provisions of the Adoption Assistance Pro9raro 
to authorize subsidized guardianship tor children who waet the 
eligibility requirements of Section 673 and additional 
requirements set by the 'state, in order to authorize payment of 
nonrecurring guardianship expenses, and for guardianship 
assistance payments for children; a waiver of eli9ihility 
requirements to li~it assistance to spee1al'neeas children; a 

,waiver that would permit federal financial participation in 
amounts expended as guardianship support payments pursuant to 
guardianship assistance agreements; and a waiver to authorize 
federal financial participation in amounts expended on training 
and administration tor the subsidized guardianship program and a 
waiver of the provision defining "adoption agreement" to alloW' 
that term to' include '~9'Uardianship assistance agreement. fI 

COtlTIICT l'ERSON:, :toe Loftus 
Exacutive Deputy Director 
Illinois Department of children and 

and Family Services 
100 West Randolph, 6th Floor 
chicago, IL. 6060l 
(312) 8l4-8741 
(312) 814-6859 (FAX) 
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.rATE: INDIANA 
QESCRIPTION: Indiana proposes to divert per diem funds from 
restrictive (primarily institutIonal) placements to more 
community-based services in order to crea.te more home-based in­
state p~acements for children. placements which would be more 
supportive of family unity. 

The effort LOUld result in fewer high cost, out of state child 
placements; fewer removals "from home, and ea41ier reunification; 
improved family functioning; expeditious adoptions; timely 
transitions to independent living; and improved outcomes for 
children. 

Indiana would modify existing interaqency agreements bQtwaan the 
Division of Family and Children Services and juvenilQ court 
judges to include community partners such as mental health, 
education and tho Step Ahead council~ ~. local office of Family
and Children services, the county probation office, community 
mental health center or the school corporation seeking placement
of a child would convene a meeting of partners to develop 
altarnative~ to restrictive placement • 

• 
Indiana proposes to waive title IV-E to permit payment of 
proposed services: even when a child has not ceen judicially 
removed from the homej in order to prevent the placement of a 
child in,out of home care; and for the child in substitute care 
who is not cateqorically eli9ible for title IV-E tostar ears. 
CONTACT PERSON; ".:TamQS Hmurovich 

Director 
Division of Family and Children 
Family and Services Administration 
Room W39~, Government Center south 
402 West Randolph street 
Indianapolis, IN' 46204 
(317) 232-4705 
(317) 232-4490 (FAX) 

I 6 
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STATI>: MlU<'lLAND 
DESCRIPTlONI Maryland proposes to ada federal guardianship 
assistance ,as a permanency planning option which would more 
closely meet the needs of the kinship care population~ 

This effort would result in reduced averaqa length ot stay in out 
of homo pla'cement for children; increased stability for children, 
and empowerment/support for the caretaking fa~ily. 

Under this ~demonstration project in order to be eligible' a child 
would haVe to be committed to the local department of social 
services as: a child in need of assistance and to have been in a 
successful out of home placement with the,prospective guardian
for a minimum of six months. Reunification and adoption would 
have to be appropriately ruled out as permanency planning 
options. ResourCQS for the child (SSI; Social Security 
Survivor's Benefits, etc.) would be transferred to the guardian 
and deducted from the subsidy. 'Prospective guardians would be 
required to, sign a guardianship agreement which would require 
annual renewal. 
CONTACT PERSON, Fern Blake 

Maryland Department\of Human 
311 West saratoga street 

Resources 

Baltimore, MD 21201-3521 
(410) 767-7269 
(410) 333-0099 (FAX) 

7 
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STAT!i: MICHIGAN" 
n~SCRIPTION: Michigan proposes to increase its emphasis on 
family preservation and family support services and decrease the 
need for and reliance on out of home care by using title IV-E 
funds to provide services. 

The effort I~ould result ,in controlled growth of title IV-E 
maintenance expenditures; greater collaboration among tederally­
funded programs; increased ability to provide services for 
families; and decreased reliance on out of home care. 

Michigan is proposin9 to treat title IV-E maintenance payments 
(other than those for adoption SUbsidy) ,as a ca~~e~ entitlemen~, 
The State is proposing to use the funds for serV1ce provision, in 
some caseS augmenting' funds now being' expended under title 1V-B 
Subpart 1 CChild Welfare Services) and Subpart 2 (P'amily 
Preservation and Support). The fundS would be used to expand 
grants to local communities and to implement family preservation 
and support! services more quickly. 

Michi9an is proposing to waive those provisions of title IV-E 
which restrict StatQS from expending thasa funds for the 
provision of services. Michigan exeludes title IV-E adoption 
assistance from its waiver proposal~ 
CONTACT PERSON: David Barns 

Director 
Office of Children/s Services 
Michigan Department of Sooial Services 
235 South Grand Avenue 
P. O. Bo)( 30037 
Lansin9. M! 48909 
(517) 335-6159 
(517) 241-7047 (FAX) 

B 
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STATE: NEW YORK 
DESCRIPTION: New York proposes to use a managed care approach to 
child welfare services to recapture revenue for reinvestment in 
preventive;and aftercare services in local communities. 

The benefits of this effort would 'be an accelerated decline in 
the fostericare population; an increase in the level of services; 
and a reduction in the length of stay in" foster care. 

New York: proposes t.o apply the principles of managed care to its .,,' 
foster care and adoption assistancQ programs by identifying '." 
preset payments for a range of services for a specified 
population OVQr a predetermined period of time (capitated 
payments) and adjust!n9 treatment reqimens in light of outcomes 
so that the client receives the neeassary services to continue to 
make progress toward the stated goals Qf intervention (care 
mana~ement). The State also proposes to ~ncrease the 
avai'la.bility, of child welfare services so that pre-placement 
preventive and aftercare services can be inten~ified. 

New York proposes to waive: title IV-E requirements ragardinq the 
eliqlbility of children and of foster care facilities; the 
definition 'of "spacial needs" for which title IV-:E: funds may be 
used; the circumstances unOQr which these funds may be claimed; 
and certain requirements concerning title IV-E administration and 
training. 
CONTACT PERSON: Fred Wulczyn 

office ot Family and Children Services 
Division Qf services and Community Development
New York state Department of Social Services 
40 North Pearl Street 
Albany, NY 12243-0001 
(516) 486-3431 
(518) . 474-9004 (FAX) 

10 
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STATE: NORTH CAROLINA 
PESCRIPTION: North Carolina proposes outcome-based management of 
foster carel in which foster care funding is tied to specific 
outcomes related to diverting children fr-oln foster care whenever 
possible and moving quickly to achieve permanence for children. ,, 
The benefits from this demonstration effort would: link funding 
and outcomes and measure the effect on service delivery system 
performance; demonstrate and evaluate the effectiveness of a 
comprehensive outcome-based approach; decrease the amQ~nt of time 
children spend in foster care, reduce the numher of new entries 
into foster eare, and promote collaborative planning and 
coordination of services with several other initiatives currently 
underway in the State. 

The proposed damonstration effort has, two parts. Part I is 
designed to ancouraqe the development of effective community­
based reunification, adoption and aftercare services. Part II is 
desi9ned to achieve a paradigm shift that allows local programs 
to mova resources from treatment to· prevention., 
The waiver requests the use of title IV-E foster care funds on 
behalf of children not presently aligible~ to a~low local social 
service agencies to uSe a capitated rate structure with 
incentives tor achieving specified outcomes; to allow local 
social servicQ agencies to contract with public, private non­
profit and' private for profit entities as needed to develop an 
effective community networK of services; and to allow 
participat'ing agencies to reinvest savings reali2ed from 
pert'omanc'e excellence in child welfare services. 
CONTACT PERSON; Chuck Harris 

. North carolina Department of Human Resources 
Division of social Services 
325 SAlisbury Street 
Raleigh, NC 27603 
(919) 733-9467 
(919) 715-0024 (FAX) 
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STATE: OHIO " 

DESCRIPTION; Ohio proposes to reduce child removals and/or time 

of children in place~ent and associated costs through the use of 


-manage~ca~Ltechnoloqy to provide a broader array of services to 

, children and their families. 


The benafits of this effort would include decreasing placement 

costs, increasin9 the level and quality of services; 

strengthening local partnerships; and expediting the permanency 

planning prOCQSs& 


The proposed demonstration effort represents a partnership 

between public children's service agencies (PCSAs). the Ohio 

Department ,of Human Services (ODRS), and. managed care entities 


I
/' (MCE). Dec,ision makinq and risk will be shared among the PCSAs, 

I 
, 

\ 
ODHS and the MCE. ODHS#s role is that of coordinator, 
facilitator and provider of training and technical assistance. , '. 

The PCSAs l role is primarily as purchasers of services, and they 
mayor may not provide all the direct service functions 
themselves~, The KCE will be responsible tor administrative and 
management functions, medical/clinical reviews, utilization 
management and service authorization, developin9 and operating aJ management information system. developing contracts with\ providers and payers, and consumer satisfaction-related duties;

) The current'system of services will continue but with managed 
caLe options being considered at decision making points. A 


I policy consortium will be created to develop and implement policy 

, and practices that support permanency planning and provide 

1\9Uidance to the local PCSAs. The terms and conditions developed 


by the consortium will bind the provider agencies to uniformly 

implement the agreed upon practice criteria and to ensure 

consistency for evaluation purposes across the waiver sites. 


Ohio proposes to waive a number of title IV-E proVls~ons that 

relate to restrictions on child eliqibility. and prohibitions on 

the usa of t'itle IV-E funds for the provision of services. 


, 

CQNTACT PtBS\lN; Isaac ?altner 


! 	 Deputy Director 
office of Child Care and Family ServicGs 
ohio Department of Human Services 
30 East Broad street 
Columbus, OM 43269-0423 
16H) 466-1213 
(614) 466-9247 (FAX) 

12 
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STATE: OREGON 
DESCRIPTION: Oregon proposes to use title IV-E funds for 
services including but not limited to prevention and support 
services, protective services, crisis intervention and 
reunification services. The State also proposes to develop a 
kinship foster care rate that would be individually determined 
based on the needs of tne'child. . 

The demonstration project would provide flexible funding for 
abused and neglected children and their families and/or 
caregivers to receive individual services, regardless o£ where 
the chid is placed~ Specific outcomes expected would include 
decreasing ~he length of toster eare placement, incraasinq the 
number of children re.aining safely in their homes, increasing 
the use of relativQ caretakers for children who must be placed 
out of tho home, having more appropriate foster care resources 
and better utilization of community, resources. 

The proposed demonstration project would provide support to 
biolo9ica1., foster and kinship caretakers through a myriad of 
services_ Th~ State proposes to shif~ toward a statewide system 
of in-home 9are service$ delivery, in$ure a match DQtWQG~ the 
child's needs and the skill of the caretakers, establish 
mechanisms that will refocus the out of home care systems and 
move closer: to implementation of a "first placement/only 
placement" objective for children who are unable to remain with 
their paren~(s). 

Oregon proposes to waive those provisions of title IV-E: that 
require a State to make· foster care maintenance payments; that 
require that foster care maintenancQ 'payments be made only on 
behalf of a child Who resides in a foster family home or a child 
care institution; and that concern the oonditions for federal 
reimbursement for voluntary placements~ 

CONTACI ezRSPN: 'Riehard,Schoonover 

State Office of Services for 


Children and Families 
Oragon Department of Human ReSources 
500 Summer Street, NE 
Salem. OR 98310-1017 
(503) 945-6882 
(503) 328-3800 (FAX) 

" : 
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STATE: WEST VIRGINIA 
DESCRIPTION: Wast Virginia will create a comprehensive, 
decentralized j specialized system to determine a Child's 
potential eligibility for all funding resources for .child welfare 
programs. 

The proposed system would maximize the State's child welfare 
funds by identifying and accessing additional financial resources 
available to children in care. The new system vould emphasize 
parental obligation and encourage parental participation. 

A resourco development unit will be created to identity, pursue 

and produce accurate claims for all sources of funds to which a 

child in care may be entitled, e.g., child support, SSII BlacK 

Lung, Railroad Retirement. third party medical, SSA. Veterans's 

Benefits and titles IV-A, IV-B and IV-E. 


, 
West Virqinia is requesting a waiver of the title IV-E limit of 
fifty percent for Federal Financial participation in a State's 

·administrative costs. 
~QNIACT PERSON; Mary Jarrett 

West Virginia Department of Health and 
Human Resouroes 

Office of Social Services 
Bldq~ 6, Room B-Ssa 
State capitol Complex 
Charleston, WV 25305 
(:>04) 559-7980 
(304) 558-8800 (FAX) 
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I ; Opinion 
. I 

Th~ Children of Crack: 

A Status Report 


Have the children of drug-addicted parents been forgotten? 

l' .'­

, 
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Douglas J. Brsharov I I . 
OtJllglas f, Bt'sharov is.a 11!$idcnl selwin!' Pt the American Enterprise itlsi i!tlft' for Public Policy Rcsearch, Washington, 0,('; 
a visiting professor at fill! S~haol of Public Affair:3, University of Maryland, Colkg!' Park {lIId the edilor of When Drug 
Addicts Have Children; Reorienting Child Welfare's Response (Americall Enterprise irlstitllte allti Child Weljare 
Lcagutof America, 1994). He was fhe first director o[flrc National Center 011 Child Abuse ,lIld Neg/ect . 

• 
n tile Fall 1989 issl/e 0/ PURl,;,I WELfARE, Doug Besharot! authored 

an artdf! cntilled '''[fu: Children of 
Crack," ill which he cimrged thai '~as .'1 

society, we seem tragically ur.ilble to do 
what is necc55:lry to protect Ithel 
vlilrtcrable cfliidwr" of patents 
tlddicted to Clack cocainr:. "Each day 
fh,?t we foil to lake deci$ive 'protectiue 
acfiml," he concluded tffen,I"means 
suffering, ctlen death, jor Ihousands of 
children." 

More than six yeul'S later; Besharo.' 
believes that, although tite athmtion of 
chUd protection agencics an'd public 
wc!f.<nf' polic!jmakers !tas slimed to 
olher pre:-sbig chiJ'd weljnrel-issu('S, 
the tragedy ofcmck- a/ld other 
dTIIg-addlctcd pt.rcllt:; CNltit!U!!s for 
tlIol<stmas of children throughout the 
Ulllted States. 

, 

R emember all the new~ stories 
about crack babIes a few years 

back-about children being born 
with a host of serious physical 
problems and being brutally .1bused 
nnd horribly neglected by their 
drug-addicted parents? We do not 
hear muC'h about such children 
anymore. 

But. as anyone familiar with 
chIld prolective caseload~ knows, 
the tragic problem of drugwaddicted 
parents continues to threaten the 
health and safety of lilTge:numbc:rs 
of children, In 1994, between 30,000 
.and 65,000 children were exposed 
to cocaine in utero.1 That's about 
the same number as in 1987,: The 
number of children in foster care, 
moreover, continues to rise-from 
about 276,000 children in 1985 to an 
t"stim3ted 462,000 in 1994; the la~:;t 
year tor which there Me statistics.J 

(See Figure 1 on page 34.)IAnd. of 
cour;;e, hundreds of thousands of 
other children remain in the care of 

I1) 1<N5 Dm."I.)s J. Beshan.w 

I 

The tragic problem of 
drug-addicted parents 
continues to threaten 
the health and safety 
of large numbers of 

children. 

drug-addicted parents, where they 
are being raised under conditions of 
troubling inadequacy. 

Hence, even if parental drug 
abU* IS no longer news, child 
orotecttve and child welfare 
programs across the nation 
continue to struggle with the 
probiem. No one thinks that the${' 
programs are doing as well as they 
"hould. Too many children, for 
example, are left -in the uncertain 
limbo of shifting foster care 
placements due to our inability­
and, sometimes, unwillingnt'$s-,t~l 
moye them into permanent 
placements til' to free th~m for 
adt'ption. 

What Needs to Be Done 

Con<:C"rned r.bout improving 
services to this vulnerable 

population_ 66 re.searcher5, 
clinid,ms, program administrators, 
and govemmC"nt offidaJs mC"t at a 
four-day conierence in 
Williamsburg, Virginia, in 1991, 
hosted by the American Enterprise 
Institute for Public Policy ReSt!ar;.:h 
and cosponsored by the Amoncan 
Bar Association, the American 
Public Welfare AssOciation, the V.s. 
DC"partments of Health and Human 
Services and Justice, and the U$. 
Office of National Drug Control 
Pobey, Twenty-eight papers 
presentC"d at that conference were 
updated and published in 1994 in 
Wilen Drug Addicts Have CMdrcn." 
Rcol'icntmg Child Weljarr'r;; Response.; 

Although summarizing the views 
of such a large and multifaceted 
body of scholars and proft'5Sionals 
is risky, one theme ran through the 
Williamsburg conference and is 
repeated in the book If the children 
of drug addicts are to' have a fait 
chance in life, we will have to be 
much more realistic about the 
problem and its likely solutjon, 

St>ven key principles emerged 
(rom the paper;; presented in 
Williamsburg: 

Recognhe that widespread 
pawJtal drug addiction will 
continue to mdanger children, After 
rising steadily during the 1980s, the 
number of frequent cocaine users 
has now stopped rising and appears 
to be beginning a period of slow 
decline" According to a recent 
RAND Corporation analysts, in 
1993 ",bout 1.7 million Americans 
weI'\.' fn:qucnt US(,I'S of cocaine. up 
frot!) about L3 million in 1985; 
adding :n heroin addicts ruises the 
ftgure to over 2 million users. The 
RAND tt:searchers estimate that by 
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2004-a decade from now-there 
stnl will be ilt least 1(3 million 
addicts.~ (Sce Figure'2.) 

Thus, notwithsta~ding the 
npp::uent small decii,ne in drug 
addiction, hundreds of thousnnds 
of parents continue to be addicted 
to drugs. On: their own, most true 
i\ddtct~ ;>imply cannot take 
,1d<''qu:1!c c;\rc of their children, 
Withoul snCleh1[ intervention, theif 
children arc condemned to livcs of 
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severe deprivation and, often, 
violent assault. 

Assume that parental addktion 
to crack and other drugs willl1t.1t be 
cured. According to Peler Reuter of 
RAND and the Universitv of 
~larvland School of Public Affairs, 
"Drug treatmen1 program~ arc not 
the primary sour<:e of th{! decline in 
drug .1.ddicts; in fact, they seem to 
have Uttle impact on the site of the 
problem. Instead. there has bt."en a 

sharp decline in ncw u~crs; not 
man~' ?t.'(lplc nrc Inking up crack for 
the fir~t time,"~ 

What seems tu be bnppcni:lg is 
that youn~('f people in tht: 
neighborhood~ have ;';;",\:0 for 
themselvcs the WilY thJi crack 
~"'recks pCQplc'slivt'S and, as a 
resu!l, are stnying away from the 
drug. A similar process of social 
learning is what stopped the spread 
of heroin usc in the fate 19605, Some 
specialists in the field regard 1he 
way that drug-taking spreads as "­
form of socia! <:ontagion ,lnd 
describe this social h.:aming as a 
form of social irmculatiun. 

What about current addkt~? 
Since tfeatmenl has on!\' modest 
effects, most curr~nl addicts are 
expected ttl continue in their habits 
until th(>y die or get too old for a life 
on drugs. That is what happened 
with heroin addicts. For example, a 
recent 24~year (ollow-up study of 
California nafcotic addicts found 
that of 581 admitted to the 
California Civil Addict Program 
between 1962 and 1964, onlv about 
25 pt:'rrent had stopped uSiog dfugs 
and were not in jaiiJ Of the 
remaining addicts, about 28 percent 
hild died, about 19 percent tL'Sted 
positive for drugs, and about 5 
percent refused to give urine 
specimen£.~ With the exception of 
the mortality rate, which shot up 
dramaticaUy betwC€n the first and 
second follow-up interviews, the 
sample demonstrated. relatively 
stable patterns of drug use, 
incarceration, and participation in 
methndone treatment programs, 

For the foreseeable future, 
therefore, even the best drug 
treatment programs should not be 
expected to do more than break 
patterns of crack use temporarily­
because of the addictive qualities of 
the drug and the SOCial fa(iQTS that 
encourage addiction. ThaI is why 
drug treatment professionals 
consider crack addiction to b~ a 
chronic, relapsing syndrome. So 
should child welfare professionals, 

Provide intensillc-afld 
proionged-du'ld protective 
supervisiQn, Many children of 
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addicts remain at home in their 
parents' custody_ At present, child 
protective agencies provide only 
shorHenn services to these 
families, assumi.ng trutt referrals to 
drug treatment programs will cure 
Ine parents' addkllon. Since drug 
flddiction, even if treated, is likel), 
to be a long-term affli<;tion, this 
short-term orientation is a grave 
mistake. Case planning should be 
based on the assumption that, for 
an extended period of time, the 
family will require regular home 
visits-perhaps from a newly 
created corps of case aides-and 
other services Ihat include a 
continuing cooperative relationship 
with the drug treatment program. 

FOrfHp.lize kinsl1il' mre 
progrums. Members of,the extended 
family can be an inval~able 
resource in efforts to treat the 
parents and as providers of 
substitute ca1~. But, too often, 
children are placed with relatives 

without due n:gard to their nt·(,'d for 
a stable and nurturing home 
environment Although applying <'Ill 
the formalities of nonfamillal foster 
care to placem{.·nts with relative:­
would b€ a mistnke, child welfun: 
policymakcrs should develOp 
minimum standards for licensing, 
monitoring, and supporting sudl 
placements. In addition, the 
disparjtH':5 in many stutes between 
kinship roster care payments ilJ\d 
grants through Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children should be 
reduced to lessen the incentive to 
leave children in these temporary 
situationK This should be easier tn 
accomplish under the- new welfare 
block grant h:gislation. Child 
welfare agencies should also 
employ innovative legal 
mechanisms, such as permanent 
guardian5hip. 

Increase adoptions, especiaIty of 
abandoned infanls. Child welfare 
agencies do a poor job {'If 

identifying children who ,hould be 
fr\ted fOf adoption, because of 
oegative attitudes toward thc 
termination (~f pan:mal right"', 
breakdowns in administration and 
d{.'Cisioo-making, ,lnci current 
statutory provisions. The tC5t 
should be tht.' parents' 
demonstrable inilbility t\J care for 
their childrt:o, coupled with their 
unwillmgne~$ to accept or rcspond 
to a reasonable nffer of drug 
tr(.'atment. Since termination should 
only be pursued when there is a 
reasonable likelihood of adoption. 
the focus should be on younger 
children, espt"Cially abandoned 
infants. 

Create ncw, long-term substitute 
living ammgc.mc.nts tllat arc stable 
and tlurtllrins. Many childr.l'o who 
nrc not approprinte candidates for 
adoption becauSC' they ilre older or 
have oehavlornl problems. and who 
cannot be placed with reJittiVl'~ 
1x"C;!U5C they hi'lve none or be(uu:;t! 

Figure 2. Prevalence 'of Heavy Cocaine Use: Past, Present, and Future'" 
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their relalh"cs do not ,want to takc 
them or havc problems of their 
o~'n, are likdy to :,pend m.:ln}' 
vears, if not their entire chHdhflOcls, 
in substitute care. These children 
are in despt:ratt: nped, of the kind ot 
constancy and SUpport that only 
secure home environments ca.n 
provide. Among the posslbilitics 
nrc explkit!y designated !on£-h.>rm 
bmHy foster care homt>s, group 
homes, and larger residential cafC 
facilities, Various innov.,Uvc legal 
arrangemt,:nls, such as permanent 
gUilrdiaoship. illso should be uSl'd 
to ob\'iatt' the inappropriatt,: 
appliciltlon of periodIc foster care 
rcvil;'w f(>quirt,:menis, 

Make [.imUy plfmn£ng!l child 
Hid/arc sendC('. M6st drug-addicted 
women would do much beHc( it 
!he\' had better control over thelt 
OV\'", fertilitv. How maov timt~s have 
we seen a ,.frog-addicted mother's 
children taken from ncr, either all at 
once or om: bv one as' they arc 
born? Although some of tht.'Sc 
mothers WJnt to have more 
children, many otherS. do not-but 
their lifestyles, and t~c men tn their 
lives, limit their abilitv to usc 
contraceptives effectively, family 
planning should bl~ offered to 
clients automaticaUy:just os 
parenting education is now. The 
aim should not be to ~rcc 
abstention or contrac~ption, but 
rather to help motivate dients to 
gain control over their own liws. 

Advances in contraceptive 
technology may also help. Both 
Norplant and Depo-Provera 
provide prott.'<:tion against 
pregnancy without the need 10 use 
a contraceptive every time one has 
sex and without the woman 
needing to remember.to take <1 pill 
every day. Unfortunately. however. 
unlike barrier forms of . 
mntraception, neither protects 
against sexually transmltkd 
<iie>ens('s" f 

The main obstacles to these ;md 
olher rdorms, however. arc 
budgetary nod conceptual. 
Ironicnllv, it is tht: serond that 
probably poses the bigger 
challenge, 
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In a horribly distorted 
sense, we already 

have long-tenn 
services. We open a 
case on a family and 
we close it, and we 

open another one on 
the same family and 

we dose it again, year 
after year, generation 

after generation. 

B
fiscal Limitations 

ecause of the tighl financial 
situation of most state and local 

governments, this is a difficult time 
for child welfare ngencies. In recent 
years, over 30 states have had such 
substantial budget deficits thM they 
have cut or frozen child welfare 
spending. Cuts in services of 20 and 
30 percent are all too common. At 
the same time, the problems that 
child welfare clients face have 
worsened. Aggravating the 
problems of drug and alcohol abuSt! 
arc riSing poverty rateS. More 
clients live in violent, hurtful 
neighborhoods where powerful 
environmental forces add an extra 
obstacle to their doing better. These 
are the realities within which 
services must be planned and 
provided. They shape our 
understanding of what 
wnkrnporary child welfare services 

Gln~anci c£lnnot-acco~pli5h. 
It would be wrong to kid 

ourselves about long-term services 
being somehmv cheaper than short· 
term services, Y ..·t thev are not aSo 
expensive or out of reach as is 
sometimes feated. The key lies in 
the structure and orientation or thc 
services. 

CaseS involving parental drug 
addiction arc chnracterized bv 
patterns of repeated reports on the 
&1me familv-made over the Cilur:-;c 
of m,ln\' yearS and oiten across 
generations. The best estimate is 
that. o\'er time, the families in at 
least one-third of all substantiated 
ca~s ore reported ogain.9The Cilses 
in the other hi1~f. Soignifkant!v, ,ne 
not n.>-reportcd, suggesting that 
child protective intervention has.1n 
immediately ~nefidal impact on 
many families. In any event, in a 
horribly distoriE'd sense, WE.' already 
have long-tcrm services. We open it 
case on a family and we dose it. 
and we open another one on the 
same family and We dose it -again, 
year after year, generation aiter 
generation. 

Hence, child welfare agendt..'s 
often end up pr(1\'iding servke5 to 
drug-involved families for many 
vears. But there is a cost: More time 
is spent investigating the repeated 
reports than is spent trying to help 
the family with its problems. And, 
01 course, there is neither the 
continuity of service nor the 
continued momentum of sustained 
therapeutic involvement SO oa.'(k-d 
to achieve personal change" 

I dQ not mean to suggest that 
keeping such Cilses open would 
result in vast savings. It seems dear, 
however, that we could achieve roa! 
efficiencies-as well as mOn? 

cHecti"'e services to cllents-if we 
recognized that many drug-using 
parents will be reported again .md 
again and again, Thus, a long~term 
approach to serVlces would saVe 
investigative -and administrative 
resources that could be better used 
for treatment services. 

Other efficiencies also are 
possible. We could achieve 
considerable savings by reducing 
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the number of inappropriate reports 
of suspech.>d child abuse and 
ncglect. 1o Better professional and 
public education about what should 
and should not be reported, and 
improved screening at intake hot 
lines, are needed here. 

Thus, even in the:current fiscal 
atmosphere, calling for an increase 
in the amount of lon'g-term services 
ilvailable to the clients of child 
welfare agencies is not as quixotic 
as it might seem. Nevertheless, 
long-term services can be 
pwhibitively expensive if agencies 
do not know ho\\' to mrn off the 
s.:fvice at some poin\. Clearly, somE' 
constrajnt on the amount of scrvic(.'S 
provided would have to be 
imposed. Agencies would have to 
dedde which services could be 
proVided reasonably over the long 
term. ' 

My own preferenq: for the core 
of a long-te-rm service strategy 
would be a modHied 'version of a 
home-visitor service, an idea that C 
Henry Kempe, a pioneer in efforts 
to combat child abuse. ~rsonany 
nurtured for many vears. This 
concept was endorSed by the 
Federal Advisory Board on Child 
Abuse and Neglect <Hid is being 
actively promoted by'the National 
Committee to Pre\'ent Child 
Abuse, II I say "modified" because 1 
think that home visitors should be 
an adjunct to the stand,ud package 
of child welfare-chUd protective 
services, In addition, agencies 
shuuld attempt to r ..-cruI! entry· 
level staff who have more in 
common with the families they are 
seeking to help-that is, staff who 
5lum~ socialnnd economic 
backgrounds with their clients. , 

Thinking Long-Term 

A huger burrier to developing 
long-term services, though, is 

conceptual and perhaps ideological 
in nature. Long~term services began 
to dtsappeJr lung before the last 
recession. As a field and as a 
society, we do not like to think 
long~term. 

Bujldin~ support for a strategy 
that dOi.~s not promise immedintely

! . 

Building support 

for a strategy 

that does not 


promise immediately 

dramatic results 


is difficult. 

Long-term 


strategies just 

are not sexy. 


dramatic resu:ts is di((kult lon!-t" 
term strategies ,ust are not s~xy, In 
facl. they require agendes to lower 
their programmatic sights from 
cure to stabilization. That simply is 
not an inspiring goal; It is hard to 
~cnerate excitement for a program 
that, instead of promising to Cun' 
drug-related child aouse, seeks 
merely to .manage it. 

Working with drug-addicted 
parents and their children is not for 
the faint-hearted. Often, parents­
and sometimes children-do not 
welcome intervention, however 
well-meaning. Instead, they can be 
unpleasant and even outright 
hosti!c- to caseworkers and ather 
helping professionals. Even when 
family members do want help. they 
can be frustratingly urt.ible to keep 
<:lppointmenls, lei aione to rollow 
through with tr~iltment plans. 
Ikha\'joral cr.ange, in other word",._ 
often cumes slowly, if at aU. 

Fin1.llly, a long-term persp,"ctl\'C 
on client needs raises many 
contw\,crslill and discomforting 
issut;'s. Fnmily plunnin!; nnd 
contraception coml' immediately to 
mind. One need not agree with me 
about contruception to recognize 
how the issue is much more likely 
to arl':w during a long-term sNvice 
relationship than in a brief on('. 
ThM is the point, Making a real 
comrnitm~nt to these families 
means trying to address their real 
and multiple ne~ds. whether for 
education, job training, 
employment, or contraception. 

Can these recommendations be 
adopled? Making it easier to 

termmate parental rights, for 
example, is sure to be controversial 
,:md may come about only with the 
nCliv{' support of the disadvantaged 
communities most affected, 
Sjmtlarly, the restructuring of foster 
core into a long~term supportive 
cfwironment will require a lcvel of 
administrativ(' commitment and 
caJh1bility that has too often been 
absent In foster care agencies. 

The obstacles to adopting these 
recommendations are great. and 
there ("an be legitimate debate nbout 
their specifics. But if we \lre ;0 meet 
the :rtt..'t"ds of the children of drug~ 
addicted parents, we cannot ilvoid 
th\.'Se issues. The continuing 
tragedy of drug~addicted parents 
and their suffering children 
imposes II moral duty to respond. 
To ignore their needs diminishes 
us all. . PW 
Set P<l.l!t JB fur nutt) <lmi rt!trenas. 
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MANY STATES FAIL 

TO MEET MANDATES 

ON CHILO WELFARE 


A 'DICKENSIAN P~CTU~E' 
Supervi,sion 'by Courts Is Now 
. Exl'mi,. as Abusa Cases 

Overwhelm Officials 

By ROBERT PEAR 

WASHINGTON, March t6 - At 
leas! 21 $Iale$ lin! undtr ccu!1supet· 
Vi$lCl'l beeav:re they failed to late 
proper care 'ot children wno had 
been a~ 'Of neglecloo, and many 
at them have I1¢ut«/ their obli8a" 
l!(Ins ~n aftt'r promising In regal 
5eniernlltlts til pWlt>CI the coostlll.l> 
IlMIll rights ollOSler children, wurt 
recnrds ~/;()W,i 

I 
Judges ac~~ the country IlAV1l 

found what Judge Thomir; y, Hoglln 
of Federal District Court here de· 

1 

Krlbet as "fil.ltrage(lusde!lc!encJct\" 

In child protec!loJl services, 


(',om"! reccnjS pai!'ll what another 

JUdge, In tItlilois, 4eurloo$ as ". 

, 	 bleak am:! D;eJ(ellSillJ'l pl((UI'(!," Child 
wt'ifare ¢llklals in many state>., 
swamp('d With work, are slow to 
investlgale reportS or child abuse 
and ft!!'gIC<:1 Tho:y otten place chil, 
drt'n In unsale or overcrowded fosler 
homes and provide them UlIlIJe.. 
QUale m!ld:cal C!lte. They attord tt"· 
of the social servict!$ Il~ to k~ 
families loget1Wt G1 fe1.lnjfy them. 
Am! they are dellllQlltru m ftmi11l8 
adoptivt PI'~"IS lot chlldrlJf! 1M' 
iUi~hl1ij; III EOSler (are, 

SUrveys by the FtdenJ 0ep1lt1­
men! of HtlllUl and Human Servlcu 
show that !be annual number c! 
abused Qr ~ children has 
rnme titan tklubll"d in tile last dtc­
aOt!, 10 l.t mllJion from to! milllOfi 
The annual numbllr 8(:riousfy in· 
Jured by abuse, the <klpanmt!1lt says. 
ttas quadrupled. '1'1 s:n.OOO from 
143.000, 

"ClIUdJt!l'l ... IItUf hun mort­
oftm and ~Mdouaty," t.Ud Don· 
a E. SltaW...Ule SecrHlll'}' Of 
H\!IIlt!lIln6 H\l1U1ill ~, 

A Federal advisory cmnmtHf!e 
said reecmly that aIlu$e and nealec! 
"WmI the ~ cause r:if death 
&n:lOII& ~ under. tnd aceouru· 
elf lor 1,000 fataittlel a year amona 
cbtIdten of all ages . 

.D.tvtd S. Uederman, eucutlve 
jflft'(:tor of tNt ChIld We1fIlTtllM&lre 

.of AmeriCA, It prlvatt" ltOIJP resp«:1· 
td by children"s MVOCBtes and state 
offICIals alike. Jald social: workers 

'/ wert- ofien handbn& 5G to 'ro t.a:St:$. 

~fl.~ luaue, 'fi'hIJU standards 


, liN' Viewed 1$ a benchmark, 11!!COm· 


r . , 

~ 
l"", Imends no more than 15 cue~ a 

'/WIr);tr, . 
, The Federal Govt:mmtnt pr0­

Vides k b!llhm a yu:r to the: SUlles 
for r.hild protecIlQll strvtte!. TIle 

, 




'" 
., 

Jerome G, Miller, a (Qu.rt..appoint.ed receiver givm authority 0W'1' the 
child welfan aysum u. Wuhingum, uyt M has t«n frust.:nmd at ~ 
tum by "buuaucr:atic ~n(:t" of dty Mlploymt 

sald in all intervlew. "It'$ the .ingle 
pan ut my 1Gb that I find most dIffI­
cUlt. We aTe dealin,g with KiC\al 
trends Wi! don'. ootltral" 

Angela L. Adams, a lawyer ,on 1I'Ie 
New Mexlco Depart:/MfIt of au.. 
oren, Youth !t1Ul Flimiltcs, eald: 
"TIle use 01 IItlgalion as a form of 
child welfare Il¢YfI('acy has became 
altni"l$l rouune. Lawsu!ts IuIvl!'·becn 
rued or threa1tood 1l'l I'I.lmosl e~1)' 
iilate," 

The cases are usually \'xnnplex.. 
The SUIte of illinois has ret/dMd the 
firm of Skadden, Arps, SllIte, 
Meagher A Flom to defend state 
ofUcla.ls In a OO:.en d'lild welfare 
cases, Martba C. Allen, a spotes­
wtlman for the IllInOis Department Gf 
OUktren and FamUy s.rvict:s, IWd 
the. agency had paid J1.9 million ill 
Skaddfll, ~ $mtf! JlI69. ' 

SWe suits Vary 
I. ~a-

i:~~~~;~~;'~:'~M<mOmake 1m-"­mte 1t!Jlslii. 
Other 1iUItt$ 

and relllCl81lt 
data ntIt'ded to 

-parents , 
past I't(lelved "little or no formal 
train.lnl." Ira"" Burnlm of 11M! Due­
100 center for Mtntal Hellfth Law. 
who reprtlS¢1tt$ the Al!i.tlama dill­
~, qN!ed. "The W$ e.rt! saiu," 
be said, "Prottttl1/t lef'\ltCe worters 
~ootnibetter Jobl," 

In MlsIIourl. by contrut. Ju4ge 
Dean Wblppk of Fooerai bUtrict 
cwn: 100M SUlIt ottlcials In COIJ. 
temp! of C(lun fortlliUng to auT)' out 
a (:OIln.approvtd I'D'I5Imt ~ 
prottcting foster clIUdl1!tl in the Kan­
las City area.'Tbe fllllure, be Uld, 
resulted from the offICials' "'lact of 
commitment t.o make I cood·falth . 

to .' 

One IWIIlected child 
'climbed into a trruh 
con and_kedto be 
thrown.away. ' 

~ 

i;' 

, 
enO" to I.l1U;III tbt I)II'I'UIIIlDt deem! 
-aB." Aftet bdna dted tor WDo­

tempt.1W4 oftIdo1s tICf"Md to a ne.­
eonsem decree In Ult.., bUt • Ia~r 
lot *' ('.b.IIdren, Fred iUd:i uI LepI 
Aid U)'t !bere... .. 

.""" .. 
.,.."....., 

Any retefltII betll& 
forced tbeFlIderaJ 
couru," 

..~~';:~~~~~-
I!.nd lerome G, Niller. I (:OIln· 
~ted f'flCtMir g:tve:I autbortty 
~r the c.blJd Welfare ~ here III 
W~ u.ld M iuW been trus­
'lrat«l.t enlty tllrn by the '"bureau­
cratic inf~" of city employ. 
ee$- The tIftioo's upttaI Is to tbt 
mtdsl at ,. budget cnsts. but J~ 
Ha8an. CVIllrseeUt& I vast dltId ftl­
fan! cas¢ here, Wd ,that was flO 

ezmse beca.1,t$I!: the ell}' had laiJed to 
make the "ml.nlmal otrort" tlIeEdecI to 
obta1a IArJe' amounts of Federal 
lDClley for 4buaed and ~ chil­-,

lrI Nno' York City and stAte. dilld 
welfare are operatin& un­
der at court ot6en and 

http:ofUcla.ls
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TO REED P. 02/04,..,R-27-1996 11'26 FROM, 

.. . .­• 

\\nttt4~taWSmatt 
WASHlII(JTOII, DC 10110 

Dear Colleague, 

We .......te4 1:0 share a copy of Robert Peu's compell!!'!!
feat.ure from ",b<o S=day, Ma:c:'"h 1'7, 1''', II"" Xcu:&1ime. &!>out 
the d~fficul~1ee .tates are DaviDs 1n meeting the nee4& of 
&buaed .ond negleoted children. 

Aa,yo~ will note tram the ~iele, at least 21 states art 
unde. COy~t .uperv~Bi~ because tney f.~••d eo =C~t baa!c 
federal protect.1ons fot abused and neglected cbildren. ~~ 
tbe la&t decade tbe numhe~ of abused and neglected children 
hee dollbl"d. A. l<ee."~ GAO report on chUa weuue notes that: 

".:.Demands fo~ child welfare services grew not only
Peeauae the numbe. of rOB".r children ~ncr.ased but also 
becau.. the talOili... IIlIci children ....rs l\IO.... trollbled and 
had more complex needs than in the paat.­

While called "child welfare." we believe it is vital to 
atreso the fund&men~al 4iffcr6neoa between veneral Aid co 
F.~ilies with Depenaeat Childre~ (AFDC) and the n.e~8 of our 
moat vuinerable ehildren who are ae risk of abuse end neglect
in thair own homee. Such ch11dran have special needs. and .a 
beliovs 'C.hey deserve federal supporL and federal prol:ect1on, 

I 
We :hcpa that every Member will take tAl!! time to read this 

.e1.ning pisco And keep these £o.cots io mind d.urJ..R.sr tbe QZ'oadGZ' 
debates &bout welfare ,..<If"...,. B.f...... t:al<1ng any ..ct.!o" in 'C.ha 
area of,cb11d welfaoe, we should carefully consider potenti.. l 
aff.ctalon chtldren aA4 atatea. 
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MANY STATES FAIL 

10 MEET MANDATES 


ON CHILD WELFARE 

A 'DICKENSIAN PI.CTURE' 

, 
Supervision br Courts II Now 

EltensiYl! as Abuse Cases 
OleIwheIm Clficlals 

-



TOI'flR-Z1-19SQ 1t : 28 FROM 

.Many States Fail to FulfillM~ates on Child Welfare . 




