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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINOTON

April 29, 1996
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE FIRST LADY

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

i‘
Subject; i Child Welfare

I continue to be serivusly 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, I am over the next several months going to be working
with appropriate persons inside and outside government on a potential package 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 convefaizzg a number of small group discussions starting with HHS personnel,
progressing to a group of individuals from other departrents such as Education, Justice,
gtc. which deal with the “fallowt” from the systems’ {nilures. [ hope to then visit with
Foundatior officers where major, innovative projects have been carried out, as well a3
individuals in national organizations focusing on this issue. Finally T will alse visit with
individuals fmm tocal/state programs showing promise as well as representatives from those
programs under siege and/or court order. Al of these sessions will be information
gathering in nature.

If you have individuals or organizations you feel I should contact please do let me knov. i
of course weiccm the opportugity to visit with you at any time on this matter.

Thank you.
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April 30, 1996

Diana Fortuna
HHS Child Welfare Waivers

HHS: Mary Jo 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. (Minncsota 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; 1llinois and Indiana are fairly far along. HHS is attempting to
discourage West Virginia about its application.

The most commeon thing that states have proposcd to do is shift dollars
from foster care to family preservation, on the theory that the
investment will pay off 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 carc (New York and Ohio); -
block grants (Michigan and California); and tying funding to outcomcs
(North Carolina).



ISSUES:

2

HHS is considering approving fewer than 10 of the 13 applications
received, because they are not certain that 10 merit approval. The
altcrnative they are considering is o accept 6~-8 and then solicit
proposals for a second round,

OMB may have a problem with scveral of the states, which did not
propose fo use random assignment for cvaluation purposes.

QUESTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION:

What policies should HHS fest? Are we taking full advantage of this
opportunity?

How will HHS handle the requests for block grants?

What is an appropriate way 10 test managed care? (This has been
controversial 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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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

“" Wiy o

e : | | ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES
| Oftlce of the Assistant Secretary, Suite 800
4 3710 LU'Enfant Promenads, S.W.
§ Washington, D.C. 20447
|

spril 29, 1996
Wrucy —F1
TG: Carol H. Rasco

Assistant to the President ”"t:> )
+ for Domestic Policy { [ OM o

I
FROM: Ascigtant Secrstary |
for Children and PFamilies

SUBJECT: &hild Welfare Waivers -- Briefing

BACKGROUND - CHILD WELFARE WAIVERS

oOn Qctcber 31, 1984, the President signed Public lLaw 103-432
which, awmony other thxngs, authorized the Secretary of HHS to
permit as many as ten States to conduct child welfare
-demonstration projects by making most provisions of Parts B and E
of title IV of the Soclal Security Act subject to waiver. These
are the sections of the Act which govern foster care, adoption
assistance, independent livirng, child welfare services, and
family preservation and support.,

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

The purposes of the waivers include testlng State-designed
approaches to reﬁormlng child welfare services, encouraging
innovation, and gaining experience with alternative methods of
funding and administering child velfare services. The lessons of
these demonstration projects are expected to be beneficial for
other States, other social services programs, and national
policymakers.

Fourteen States submitted waiver proposals in response Lo a
formal announcement which appeared in the Federal Reqigter on
June 1%, 1599%. ©One 5tate has since withdrawn from consideration.
The wajver proposals involve a number of themes, among them:

-  using title IV-E funds for services and for prevention,
; rather than for out-nf-home care;

~- providing subsidies for guardianships for certain
children now in long-ters foster care;



wpe'

! , . .
- encouraging xinship placenments;

- adapting managed care technigues to the provision of
child welfare services;

- devolving child welfare responsibility and decision-
making from the State te a county or local level; and

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

The States under consideration are California, Delaware, the
District of Columbia, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Maryland,
Michigan, New York, Rorth Carclina, Ohic¢, Oregon and West
Virginia. One State, Minnesota, dropped out. Summagies of the
fourteen proposals were published for public comment in the

EFederal Register of September 7, 1995.

We have received over S¢ comments from the public in response to
"our publication in the Federal Register of summaries of the State
proposals. Commeniors ilncluded advocates, foster parents, and
county officials. The Children‘s Bureau conducted a3 series of
initial conference calls with all of the States, for a
preliminary discussion of the proposals and to gather additional
information. Following that, Issue Papers were developed for
each State; which ocutline matters the Department wishes to
discuss in more detail. States are invited to set their own
timeframes for 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 demonstration
project.

In California, the Los Angsles County Department of Children’s
Services has written to the White House expressing stiong
disagreament with the State’s proposal to devolve c¢hild welfare
responsibiiity (beth programmatic and fiscal) to the counties.
California is presently revising its proposal, partly in response
te the Department’s Iggsue Paper, which identified the local
concerns.

I
!
|
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Child welfare walvers will not invoive the level of dollars that
are involved in AFDC and Medicaid walvers, nor will they, in moot
casor, affect nearly ac many children or familiesm.

*ARF _REFORM CONTEXT

The child weltare system is experiencing considerable stress, and
the need' for change is broadly recognized. States need federal
eupport in their cfforts to reform the way in which services are
designed: and delivered. The Department’s goal is %O create a
service delivery approach that is focused on safety, permanency
and the woll being of childran; that is family focused and
prcvidesla continuum of services; and that ig inciusive in the
planning!and delivery of services.

Tn addition te waivers, other key strategies in moving child
welfaze pefors {vrward are:

- tha davelinpment of an outocomes Ffoous for child welfare
systens;
- reactivating the joint planning process with States

C theougl Isplementation of Pamily Freservatlion and
Suppart legislation;

- revising the Dapartment’s approsach o monitorimg, to
¢ ptreez outoomee, eslf-aszesament, fedeyal/sState
{ partnarship and program improvemant.:

- dovelopment of an adoption atratcha plan te increase
the fOruR on PAYRANENCY:

- working with courts to improve the timelinesa and
- guality of decision making; and

- improving the cellection and use ¢f data through
support of ‘advanced technalegy.

®
B
H

PISCUSSION

These waivers provide the Department with the capacity to enter
inte active partnership with gsome States ¢o isplemant and
avaluate promising alternatives, angd Lo test nevw approacnhes to
child walfare practice and administration.
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The child welfare waiver proposals railse a number of substantive
issués, among them:

- . How to assure protection' of children anda quality of
services; oo

~ | How to guarantee that children and families are not
| deprived of services to which they are entitled;

- How to handle the walver proposals where systéms are
especially fragile {DC) or challenged (NY);

- How to handle evaluations of statewide projects; and

- How to assure cost neutrality, especially if it isg
necessary to rely on projections of State entitlements.

The first child waelfare wajivar proposcal which will be ready for
approval is Delaware’'s. Dratt Waiver Terms and Conditions are '
now being reviewed by Delaware officials. Delaware is proposing
two saparate child walfare demonetration projectse: one statewide
componen; to test the use of subpstance abuse counseling and
treatment for parents as a means of reducing or removing the need
to place children in foeter care; and a limitcd component {up to
10 children) that would test assisted guardianship for certain
children’ in fuster care who cannol be placed for adoption.

i
-—
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i ' Mary Je Bane

Attachments:

Tab A - Statutory Authority

Tab B - Waiver Announcement - Federal Register, June 15, 1995

Tak C - Summary of Proposale Received - Federal Register,
September 7, 199%

Tab D - Status of Child welfare Walvers - Table

cCc: Kevin Thurm

1
t
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HRS3252, porvicn Lhersul...
SEC. 204, GEMONLGTREATION IROIBOTS,

Gart A of gitle BRI {47 U.£.€. 1301~ i320&-13} is amandad hy
ingercing after section 12255 the fulluwing:

\ ‘*demonatration projacts

Cigan.) 1128, {%) Im Goneral.--The Secratary may autiarize nof mere
than 10 States to conduct demonstration projasts purguant o thig
gection which the Secretary iipge are likeély Lo pronouve whe objoctives
of part B ox B of vitle IV,

**{h} walver aschority.--The Secretacy way walve uunylinnwa will
any requiremmst, of part R oy B of title IV which (if applied) would
prevent & Stebe from carvying out a demonetratien project under this
gestion or prevent the Srate from effectively achieving the purpose of
such & projned, sxcopt that the Lecretary may not waive-~

CEE] Any provision of section 427 fas in @Itect. parory
april i, 1998}. goetion 422{h}{9) {an in effeer afrer auch
duiel, o ssclion &47%; ar

**{Z3 any provielon of such pari ®. to the extent that the
waiver aould impaic the optitlumont of any gualified obild ox
tanmily t¢ penafits under & State plan approved under such part
£,

T {e) Trostmont es Program Bapenditures.--¥For purposes of paxts B
and E of rivie IV, the Sevretary shall consider he expentitures of any
Frate to sonduct 2 demonstration proisct usdse thip nootion to bhe
QXPONALLNEAN DACRY subpart 1 or 2 of such part B, or under such part E,
as the State nay slest.

*r{d) Duracion of Pamonstration.——A damonatvation project under
thig secticon may be cenducted for not more Lhan § yaars,

*r{ey Rpplication. ~~Any State ccoking to oondust s domenctration
Projust under LHhig Serlot ehald eubmit Lo Lhe SSCretiry an
appltestion, {n aich frem aa tha Sanratary may raquirs, which
ineludey~-

"T{1) 2 descriprion Ol the PEOPOSed Prolect, LhAL guograpnic
area in whisch the propoead project would boe conducied, the
children or familleo who would be gserved by tha propoged
p?ﬁj&&t, And the pervices which would be provided by the
propossd project {which ahall provide, whers appropriate, for
random assignment of children and tamilies o groups sarvsd
sndor the project and to contrel groupe};

**{2) # etatement pf the period during which the praposed
projqrt wrnid be eondoetad;

**{3y a discuspion of the benefite that are expected from
tho proposed project {compared to a continuation of activitios
ufdaer the approved plan or plans of the Shate))

frrg4) an escimate of tAR COBLO LT savings of the proposad
protast:

**¢533 a statoment of program ragquirvemento for which woiverws
wuld De neeted Lo permiz the proposed LIOtect €O Lo ¢ondubtsd;

Y18y a descriprinn nf the propomaed syvaluarion deelen: and

Y174 such additional information as ths Jecrstsiy may
reguire.

M {fFy Fvaluations: Report.—-Tach State suthorized o condust &
demenetratiun pruject ander this swevtion shallew

il abtaln an evaluabion by as lndspendsnt posbtrackor.of
whtr cffectivencoo of the projeck, usiag as ovsiwation deaign
spproved Dy UTRE J0Lzétary whlch proviges foare-

*rENY eompariesn of mevhsds nf service dellvery
1 uwnder Lhe prolect, aml auch meLhods undwr a State plan

|
|
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or plang, with respect to offjiciency. weonemy, and any
othexr appropriste mepeuras of program managemont)

‘v i#} compariscsn of outcomes for children and
families {and groups of children and familiea) ondar
the peolect, sad such oubcomgs under & Btats plan or
plang, for purpoges of segsesing the affectivaness of
tho proiced in sshisving progras gesley and

*irlly sny other Lnrérmation thart che Secretary may
rouuire: and

¢33 provide interim snd finsl evalustion reporis to the

Boorgtary. &t Bodh times and in AucCh mMANRGY AR Lhe Sooretary

may paspairas
: ) Ceet noutralily. --The Seirelary wey nol eulhorlew 4 Stale Lo
roandunt a domemabtrabion prodject under thiz eaction unlesn tha Secretary
detepmings vhat s total amount of Fodoral fundo that will ke esxponded
undhie 0¥ by reason of] Lhe projadt Over 1tE approves TECN {0r Such
portion sthersof or sther period as the Socretary may find appropriate)
wili not wsueed whe asount of such funds that would be expended by the
fStarce undar the Stare plans approved under parts B and £ of title IV {f
the projast wsre noet conducted. .

H
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Waivers -~ STATUS As of: Apr. 12, 195%

cussaon

held 2728

held 4712

held 3/2¢

held 4/2

held 3/18

DECIBION PROCERS

Termsg & Approval
fond'ns  Package

in State being
review agsenbled

" in state
review

being
drafted

partial
draft in
ACF review
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rhin is a List of program idean that have been suggeated by LSLALEA or
othorn in vesponse to the Department's coqueats for ouggearions., Thay sara
iligted saly ae a ssans ui outilning, for Stazes interested in propasing a
aniid welfere walver demonstration project, the broad range of possible
demonstrations that the Department weuld cennider. Whothar thass cample ldoas
woull DO COSL-AGUIrEl would dzpehd, of Courss, on how A State Rroposds Lo
implomont tham. Similariy, the eedhed of implementatinng sonld affacr. wheihor
a waiver demetivtoabion project would mest bhe statutory refuiremsnt nhat ix
not ®impsir the entitlement of any gualifiad onilqQ or family to bonwlits uadsor
6 Shate: tivlie I¥-E Plan.

Thir list dhould nol be regarded ae Limiting 3 Stave lo any way in
concaiving demaonotration idsas.

¢ o meat the nsed for specialized foster seve. and to yeducs the
gmount Apent Of Lngtitutlonal care. Craln AFDC racipients 6f QLher
lew inceme persong $o be professiocnal, paid foster pureats for
speciglized foster home placemcots; vnoele appropriate 1icemsiag
and poaslbly provide housing asbsidies or homeswagrabiy asnietanca
to apsure the atability of che epocialized foster home ae & loangw
tarm regource.
¢ . Broaden the ugo of title IV.F to fund services for childeen, their

' parenty, amd fusier Lambllon, and Lo Lwid preveublve sewvices fup
+ familiea at rigk, with the expecration that tobal fime in our-of-
home zare weuld be redused, and in oome casee foeter plavoemante
could De avolded.
* frovide betiar serwices at lower coat by, where appropriate,
zetvraiag whiidzwe, wepeially adeleeceate; fxom ouiwof~State
institutional pilacomonts. Such & desoonetpetion smight include both
fuoter cars youth and youth who osre in the juvenils justioe
gystem. The axpectatios is that placing them in conmunity-based
. ogpocialirad family fosber homes, &r tommunity-based grodep homos,
will reduce the totel tims is oub-of-home gare.

. Provide subgidized guardianship or other arrangements wnish woulg
allow childeen to stay &r bo piscad in & familisi sstting that is
more cogt-effactive than continuing them in foster care.

* Far nldar adnlssrcenta in independaent Living, allow bitle IVeR

funde Lo be ueed for the c¢ost of an apartmant for a pericd of time
before the youth leaves fodter cdre. and a share paries
tharcafter, to achitve mere stable placements for youth.
» Expand che availability ©f in-home rasplte care for {outer
! familtiew, with the axpectstinn rhat adminiarrative cnara,
including the costs of recrulting footer fmailiea, will be
controlied. and more otadie piscemanto will regult in oRortgned
stays in Sut~0fi-Rone 0AYe.
* rrovide Szate-funded parental visitébtlen for perenty whoow
children are in institutienal care, including tha costs of
telephones zalle, Lransporiarvion, asnd other euponses svoociated
with maingaining oy ipproving CORTACL. The SYLBCLATION 14 That
more coatackt Debuswn narents/fanilise and childzen in care can
shorten stays i jastiistiossl placeamsois.
» Entar into agreenante with private providers to test 3 managed
cara concupt, wivh sicarly opecified and meamirable sutoemso ts be
achieved for sach family, at a fizea coft nagotiated in advance,;
with the expectation that figcal fncentives would proaduss a hetter
reaull with no bacresan dv sosc.
* . Enter into agraemsnts with Indian Tribas to persat full access to
all aepmesg of vivle IV-F funding, with the expactation that
eervicey Fur Lribal vhildren eud faniliwe will bmpruve, while
Lvate casta of providing or managing thooe dervices will declina.
where fowrt processes src unduly delaying adoptione, enter into
AGroemanis with Courtd 1o fund adoption-roliafed wWOrk ad 1f it ware
an adminiptrative rost under title IV-E, with the exprouation that
Lhe Couris would then be abie (o opeed adopticns, producing

b et o e e e sk b
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pormanoncy for children arlier, and reducing foster vare and case

mansgement cootd.

Sesk & waiver of soms provisionis) of title IV-A {RFDC), possibly

’ in combination with a title IV-E or IV-B waiver, which might help -
schieve child welfare objectivas. For example, & waiveor which
Silowed & 3tate to continue AFDC payments (in whole or in part)
for a period »f time, for & family from which the ¢hildren had
bean removed, but where reunificalion fo the goal and thae logs of
AFDC benefits would 1ikoly reguit in homelessnasse, thus
frustrating reunification efforts,

.
{
i
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Tab D
i
Delaware Child Welfare Waiver Demonstration Project

i
The propesal has twe essential components azimed at ensuring
permanency for children. The first component employs a malti-
disciplinary team composed of treatment social workers and
subgtance abuse counsalors. The second conmponent will support
children who are plsced in supported guardianship is transferved
in situations where adoption is not possikle and an identified
family has made a long-term commitment to the child.

The State has sean a rise in the number of children entering
foster care over the last 3 years, due largely Lo parenta)l
substance abuge. Through the use of multi-disciplinary teams,
treatment will be provided to families expariencing both
gsubstance abuse and ¢hild abuse and neglect, thus providing
services to children who would ctherwise be entering foster care.
Title IV-E funds normally used for foster care will be directed
to pay for the cost of treatment services.

The goal cs!the demanstyration proiect is to prevent or delay
entry of children inte foster care or reduce the fime in out~of-
howme vare in 50% of the families receiving services under the
project, 1
The State premise is that the multi~disciplinary treatment

prodect would improve the gquality of services provided to

families receiving services and improve outcomes for children
under its protection. It has besen extremely difficult for the
State to provide effective services to families with active
addjction. . Social)l workers spend a great deal of ¢ime trying to
connect families with substance abuse agencies, only o have the
rreatment agency discharge clients because of lack of commitment
to treatment. Substance abuse counselors would have the

axpertise toe more accurataly assess the geriousness of the
problem, make referxals te the moet appropriate service and
agency, help the social worker confront the family’s denial of

the problem, assist the socizl worker in court intervention when
necessary and where akle, reduce the impact of parental addiction®
on children. )

Under the supportive guardianship component, the State will
utilize title Iv-E funds te provide financial subsidies in

suppert of children who are placed in guardianship in situations
wheye adoption ls not. possible and an identified family has made

& long-term commitment to the child. Adding guardianship to the
permanency continuum which includes adoption and long~term foster
care broadens the options available to children and families.
Guardianship will enable the fanily to assume the parental role
without ongoing agency oversight but the family will have the
abllity to raturn to the agency for gervices as needed. The

[P
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* ¢hild’s case will be removed from the foster care review system,
saving time and money for the family, the agency, and the court
systen. The State contends this change will better serve the
children and youth invslved. Children and ¢aretaking guardians
will be freed of the burdensome State review system and the
degree of intrusiveness currently existing. They will receive
ongoing financial assigtance and other services will be available
as needed. . Children who are older and/or positively connected to
parents or kin will bes abkle to maintain those birth ties.
Guardianship will not replace adoptien where it is appropriate.
Long~term foster care placement with agreement will rewmain an
option where guardianship is not possible,

o —— e o
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f SUMMARIES OF STATE CHILD WELFARE WAIVER PROPOSALS,
AS PUBLISHED IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER FOR LOMMENT 9-7-55)

Tap B

Sngg' CALIFGRHIA

: TIO California proposes to extend, and broaden to
znalaﬁ& tﬁa use of federal funds, a planned State ?artnershlp
Demongtyration Project that will provide direct funding to
counties for the implepentation ¢©f child welfare services.
participaring countigs would recaive from the State a single
allocation of TuRds for family and children’s services, rather
than a&inq aategorzaal funding streans,

The project would enhance the counties” abilities: to meet

families’ needs more comprehaensively; to increase the focus on
" outeomes; to provide additional in-home services which will

rasult in less need for out of home care; and t¢ contain cests.

The S$tate anticipates that enhanced flexibility in the use of
faderal funds, reduced administrative raquiramants and a new
*outcome~oriented oversight role” will improve outcomes for
children and families, including more effective prevention
sarvices that will reducse the need for out of home care. The
State is partzcularly interested in promoting a vhole family
foster care program and long term options for children in kinship
care., .
The State proposes, potentially, to waive a large number of
statutory {(and regulatory) provisions, which would be based on
negotiations among federal, SBtate and local child welfare
seyvices officials ragar&mng speclf1¢ local waiver proposals.
for sach of many statutory provisions, the state proposes
ﬁandztxonaiiy to Yraguest waliver of this section to the esxtent
necessary to irplement the proposed demonstration project.®
Statutery items include certain title IV-E State plan
requirements, title IV-E income eligibility reguirements,
statutory definitions {including definitions of eligible
facilities), reguirements regarding adoption assistance payments,
required statistical reporty, and Independent Living Progran
eligibility regquirements. Regulatory items 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 rveview and facility licensing standards, and regulations
regarding the withholding of federal funds.
CONTACT PERSON: Marjorie Kelly, Deputy Director

Children and Families Services Divisicen

California Department of Sogial Sarvlcas ;

744 P Blreet ¥.8. 19073

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 8H7-2614, (H916) 6853~1L8495 (FAX)
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STATE: DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

PESCRIPTION: The District of Colunbia prvpases to develop a
community~based therapeutic model of services to serve as an
alternative to placing children in more restrictive institutional
settings, as well as providing a transitional bridge for those
children refturning to the cowmmunity upon discharge from
institutional care.

The flexible use of title IV-E and IV-B funds would allow for the
development and provision of a community-based model of :
therapeutic services to prevent foster home and institutional
placement and would increagse inter/intra agency and multi-~gystem
coordination of seyxvices.

The demcnstratxan project would inc¢lude thse use of a "managed
care” approach through the use of rate setting procedures to
include articulated caps, and a system to provide comprehensive
melti-system social and support services. The community-based
therapeutic, approach would include specialized emergency foster
care homes; shared family care; in-home treatment; use of
pr&ﬁaaslanaz surrogate parents; and subsiance abuse trgatnment
services,

The District of Columbia proposes title IV-E waivers to allow
payment for services, and to permit the support of alternatives
to foster home and institutional placement through use of a rate-
setting pracess to ke established under the demonstration
project.
CONTACT PERSON: Ricarde Lylas
Acting Administrator
“ Family Services administration
|

Bistrict of Columkiz Department of
Human Services

609 H Streel, N.E.

Washingten, D.C. 20002

{202) 724-B756

£2G2) T27-%450 (FAX}
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STATE: GEORGIA
DESCRIPTION: Georgia proposes to use title IV-E funds to fund

preventive and supportive services for children and families at
risk, to elininate the need for placement Or reduce the time a
child spends in out of home care. additionally, Georgia seeks to
place children in neighborhood settings; provide specialized
living arrangements for adolescents, and obtain special adoption
assistance to expedite the placement of children intc adoptive
nemes. .

The benefits for this demonstration project include removing
systems barriers, decreasing or aveiding the ampount of time a
child spends in out of home care, providing more stable
placements, expanding preventive and family suppoert service
systems and increasing adoptive placements by making resourcas
available to adopiive families that otherwise would not gualify.

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

Georgia propeses to expand title IV-E coverage to include
placement prevention and reunification services. The State also
wishes to waive some provisions of title IV~E eligibility
determination when a child comes into custody, provide a special
waiver to provide adoption assistance to pay for the purchase of
gervices to expedite adoptive placement, and provide funds for
adoptive parents for one-time expenses related to the placenent
of a specific child in the home. Georgia also seeks a waiver to
permit title IV~E -funds to support a kKinship care assistance
subsidy, and a walver of some provisions of title IV-A to allow
families whose c¢hildren are in foster care to continue receiving
food stamps, when reunification is expected to occur within 180
days.
CONTACT PERSCON: Doris walker

) Poster Care Unit Chief

Georgia Department of Human Resources
Division of Family and Childrern Services

i Two Peachtree Street, N.W.,, Suite 12-300

} Atlanta, GA 30303-3180

» (404) 657~3458

; (404) 657-3415 ({FaX}
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STATE; ILLINOIS

DESCRIPTION: Illinois is proposing a subsidized private
guardianship as a permanency planning option which would meet the
needs of the long-term kinship care population, in order to
reduce the number of children in long-term foster care and to |
reduce the number of disrupted placements.

Illinois seeks to improve permanency outcoemes for children in
nealthy kinship care arrangements in cases where reunification
and adoption are not possible. The demonstration proiect would
reduce government intrusion in famzzy life while creating support
and clinxcal managenent systems which minimize risk through
annual reviews of subsidized private guardianship and continucus
promotion of adoption eoptions.

Illinois would provide a subsidized ?rivata guardianship program
(which parallels the adoption subsidy pragram) fer a random group
of eligible caregivers.

The State proposes a waiver of title IV-E to permit withholding
subgidized guardianship from & randomly sslected control group; 2
waiver of certain provisions of the Adoption Assistance Program
to authorize subsidized cuardisnship for children who meet 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 eligihilisy
reguirements to limit assistance to special- needs children; a
.waiver that would permit federal financial participation in
ameunts expended as guardianship support payments pursuant to
guardianghip assistance agreements' and a waiver to authorize
federal financial participation in amounts expended on training
and administration for the subsidized guardianship program and a
waliver of the provision defining "adoption agreement” to allow
that term tn include “guardianship assistance agreement.®

CONTACT PERSGN: Joe Loftus
‘ Exacutive Deputy Director
Iliinois Department of Children and
and Family Services

i 100 West Randolph, éth Floor
Chicago, IL. 60601

{313} 8148741

{312} B814~6859 (FAX)

(]
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CBTATE: INDIANA -
DESCRIPTION: Indiana proposes to divert per diem funds from
restrictive (primar;ly institutional) placements o more
community~ ~based services in ordsr to create more home-based in~
state placements for ¢hildren, placements which would be more
suppertive of family unity. :

The affort would result in fever high cost, out of state child
placements; fewver removals from home, and earlier reunification;
improved fanily functioning; expeditiocus adeptions; timely
transitions to independent living; and improved outcomes for
children.

Indiana would modify existing interagency agreements between the
Division of Pamily and Children Services and juvenile court
Judges to include community partners such as mental hsalth,
education and the Step Ahead Council. The local office of Family
and Children Services, the county probation office, cosmmunity
mental health center or the school corporation seeking placement
of a child would gonvene a nmeeting of partners to develop
alternatives to regtrictive placement.
Indizna proposes to walve title IV-E to pernmit payment of
proposed services: even when a child has not been judicially
removed from the home; in crder to prevent the placement of a
child in out of howme care; and for the child in substitute care
whe is not categorically eligible for titie IV~E foster care.
CONTACT PERSCHN: James Hmurovich
- Director
Division of Family and Children
Family and Services Administration
Roon W38, Government Center south
402 West Randolph Street
Indianapolis, IN 46204
5 (317) 232-4705
i (317} 232-4490 (FAX}
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STATE: MARYLAND

DESCRIPTION: Maryland propeses to add federal guardianship
assistance as a permanency planning optien which would more
closely meet the needs of the kinship care pepulation.

This effort would result in reduced average length of stay in out
¢f home placement for children; inereased stability for children,
and empowerment/support for the caretaking family.

Under this bamanstzation project in order to be sligible’a child
would have to be committed to the leocal department of socjial
seyvices as & thild in need of assistance and to have been in a
successiul out of home placement with the, prospective guardian
for a minimum of gix months. Reunification and adoption would
have to be appropriately ruled out as perpanency planning
aptione. Resources for the child (881, Sccial Security
survivor’s Benefits, ete.}) would be transferred to the guardian
and deducted from the subsldy. Prospective guardians would bo
required to sign a guardilanship agreement which would require
annual renewal.
QNEIA PERSCON: Fern Blake
4 * Maryland Departwment ‘of Human Resources
31] West Saratoga Street
' Baltimore, MDD 21201-3521

{410} 787-7268

{¢10) 333-0099 (FAX)
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STATE: MICHIGAN

DESCRIPTION: Hichigan proposes to lncrease its emphasis on
family preservation and family suppert services and decrease the
need for and reliance on out of home care by using title IV-E
funds to provide services.

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

¥ichigan is proposing to treat title IV-E maintenance paymonis
(other than those for adoption subsidy] as a capped entitlement.
The State is proposing to use the funds for service provision, in
some casaes augmenting funds now being expended under title TV-B
Subpart 1 (Child wWelfare Services) and Subpart 2 {Family
Presarvation and Support)., 7The funds would be used to expand
grants to local communities and to implement family preservation
and support, services more guickly.

Michigan is proposing Lo waive thase provisions of title IV-E
which restrict States from expending these funds for the
provision of servicaes. Michigan excludes title IV-E adeption
assistance from its waiver proposal.
CONTACT PERSON: David Berns

Director

Office of Children’s Services

Michigan Department of So¢ial Services

23% South Grand Avenue

P. . Box 30637

, Lansing, MI 48509

(517} 335~6159
(S17) 241-7047 (¥FaX)
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] Hew York proposes to use a managed care appreoach to '
nhil& welfare seyvices to recaptura revenue for reinvestment in
preventive and aftercare services in local conmunities.

The beneflts of this effort would ‘be an accelerated decline in
the foster'care pogulatzan, an incraase in the level of services:
and a reduction in the length of stay in foster care.

New York propeses to apply the principles of managed care to its
foster care and adoption assistance prograns by identifying
praset payments for & range of services for a specified
population over a predetermined period of time (capitated
payments) and adjusting treatment regimens in light of outcomes
s0 that the client receives the necessary ssrvices to continue to
make progress toward the stated goals of intervention {care
managementj. The State also proposes to increase the
availability of child welfare services so that pre~placement
preventive and aftercare services can be intensified.

New York proposes to walve: title IV-E reguirements regarding the
eligibility of children and of foster care facilities; the
definition of "special needsY for which title IV-E funds may be
used; the circumstances under which these funds may be c¢laimed;
and certain requirements concerning title IV-E administration and
training.

CONTACT PERSON: Fred Wulezyn

Office of Family and Children Services

Division ¢f Services and Community BDevelopment
New York State Department of Social Services

40 North Psarl Stresgt

Albany, NY 12243-000)

{518} 486-3431

{B818) 474-5004 (FAX)
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STATE: NORTH CAROLINA

DESCRIPTION: North Carclina proposas outcome-based management of
fostey care, in which foster care funding is tied te specific
outcones related to diverting children from foster care whanaver
possible and moving guickly to achieve permanence for children,

The benefits from this demonstration effort would: link funding
and outcomes and moeasure the effect on servics dellvery systen
performance; demonstrate and svaluate the effectiveness of a
comprehensive outeome~based approach; decrease the amount of time
children spend in foster care, reduce the number of new entries
into foster care, and promote ¢ollaborative planning and
cosrdination of services with several other initiatives currently
underway in the State.

The proposed demonstration sffort has €wo parts. Part I is
designed to encourage the development of effective community-
vased reunification, adoption and aftercare seyvices. Part IT is
designed ta achieve a paradigm shift that allows local programs
te move resources from treatment te prevention.
The waiver reguests the use of title IV-E foster care funds on
behalf of children not presently eligible: t¢ allow local social
service agencies to use a capitated rate structure with
incentives for achleving specified outcomes; to aliow local
sovial service agencies to contract with public, private non~
profit andfprlvat& for profit entities as nzeded to develop an
effectzve cawmuﬁzty network of services; and to allow
participating agencies to reinvest savings realized from
parformance excellence in child welfare serv;ces.
CONTACT PER REON; Chuck Harris

North Carolina Department of Human Resources

i Division of Social Services

328 Salisbury Styaet

Raleigh, NC 27803

{919} 733-3%467

{(915) 715-0024 (FAX)

.
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Chio prapoaas to reduce child remevals and/or time
of ahziﬁren in placement and associated costs through the uge of
~managed_carg. technolagy to provide a broader array of services to

' ¢hildren and their families.

The benefits of this effort would include decreasing placement
costs, increasing the level and guality of services;
strangthening local partnerships; and expaditing the permanency
planning process.

¥

The proposed demonstration effort represents a partnership

}ﬁ between public children’s service agencies (PCSAs), The Chie

Department of Human Services (ODHS), and managed care entities
{MCE}. Decision making and risk will be shared among the PCSas,
QDHS and the MCE. ODHS8’s role is that of coordinater,
facilivator and provider of training and technical assigtance.
The PCSAs’ role is primarily as purchasers of services, and they
may or may not provide all the direct service functions
themselves.. The MCE will be responsible for administrative and
management functions, medical/clinical reviews, utilization
management and service authorization, developing and opsrating a
management information system, develeoping contracts with
providers and pavers, and consumey satisfaction-related duties.

The current:system of services will continue but with managed
care options being considered at decision making points. A
policy acnsmrt;nm will be created to develop and inplement policy
and practicés that support permanency planning and provide
guidance t¢ tha local PCSAs. The terms and conditions developed
by the Congoertium will bind the previder agencies teo uniformly
inplement the agreced upon practice oriteria and to ensure
consistency for evaluation purposes across the vaiver sites.

Chio proposes to waive a number of title IV-E provisions that
relate to restrictions on child eligibility, and prohibitions on
the use of ﬁit}e IV« funds for the provision of services.

CONTACT PERSON: Isaac Palnmer
| Deputy Directaor

Office of Child Care and Family Services
: Ohie Department of Human Services
, 30 East Broad Stresgt
Celumbus, OB 43266-0423
{614) 466-1213
{614} 466~9247 {FAX)

PRI ————
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ETATE: OREGON - )

DESCRLPT;GN. Oregon pProposes to use title IV-E funds for
services including but not limited to prevention and support
services, prctectlve services, crisis intervention and
reanzfzcat;on services. The State also proposes to develop a
xinship foster care rate that would be individually determined
based on the needs eof the c¢hild,

The demonstration project would provide flexible funding for
abused and neglected children and their families andjor
caregivers to receive individual services, regardless of where
the chid is placed. Specific outcomes expected would include
decraeasing tha langth of foster care placement, increasing the
number of children rempaining safely in thelr hemes;, increasing
the use of relative caretakers for children who must be placed
cut of the honme, having move appropriaste foster care resources
and better ﬁtzlxaatzan of community rasources.

The proposed demonstration prodject would provide support to
biclogical, foster and kinship carstakers through a myriad of
services. The State proposes toe shift toward a statewide system
of in-home care ssrvices delivery, insure a match between the
child‘s needs and the skill of the caretakers, establish
mechanisms that will refocus the out of home care systenms and
move closer to implementation of a “first placement/only
placement™ Ob)&CﬁlV& for children who ars unable €0 remain with
their parent{s}.

Oregon proposes to waive thoge provisions of title IV~E: that
require a State to make. foster care maintenance payments; that
require that foster care maintenance paymentz be nade only on
behalf of a child who resides in a foster family home or a child
care institution; and that concern the conditions for federal
reimbursement for voluntary placements.

CONTACT PERSON: “Richard Schoonover
. [ State Office of Services for

‘ Children and Families
Oregon Department of Human Resources
500 Surmwer Street, NE
Salem, OR 98310~1017
(501) B45~6RE2
g {503} 328~-3800 (FAX)

JR——)
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STATE: WEST VIRGINIA :

DESCRIPTION: West Virginiz will create a conprehensive,
decentralized, specialized system to determine a child’s

potential alzqibilzty for all funding resources for child welfare
nrograns.,

The proposed system would nmaximize the State’s child welfare
funds by identifying and accessing additional financial resources
available to ¢hildren in ¢are. The ney system would emphasize
parental obligation and encourage parental participation.

A resource development unit will be created to identify, pursue
and producs acourate claims for all scurcaes of funds teo which a
child in care may be entitled, e.g., child support, SSI, Black
pung, Railread Retivement, third party medical, $8A, Veterans’s
Benafits and titleas IV-A, IV-B and IV-E,

Wegt Virginia is reguesting a waiver of the titlie IV-E limit of
fitty percent for Federal Financial pParticipation in a State’s
‘&dminiﬁtrativa coats.
: RS Mary Jarrett

West Virginia Department of Health and

Human Resources
Office of Social Services
Bldg. &, Room B850
t State Capitol Complex
' Charleston, WV 23345
! {304) 5%8-7980
{304) S55B-B800 {FAX)

i4
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Opinion.

The Children of Crack:
A Status Report

Have the children of drug-addicted parents been forgotten?
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Douglas |. Beshar{}v

Dﬂﬁg%zzs {. Besharov js a ?zﬁStdfﬂi scholar at tre American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, Washington, D.C.;
a visiting prafesser at th School of Public Affairs, University of Maryiand, Colie ‘ge Park: and the editor of When Drug

Addicts Have Children: Reorienting Child Welfare's Response {American E
League of America, 1994). He was the first divector of the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect,

mterprise Institute and Child Welfare

1 Hee Fall 1989 issue of i’z;su:

WeLrare, Doug Besharov authored
an article entstied “Fhe Children of
Crack,” in which he charged that “as s

society, we seem tragically unable to do

what is necessary 1o profect jthe]
vitlnerable chifdren” of paren?&
addicted to crack cocaine. “Each day
Hiat we fail to take decisive pmfecfwe
action,” ke concluded thes, ["means
sujffeng even death, for theusands of
children.” j

More than six years later, Besharor
believes that, although the attention of
child pratection ngmf:zﬁ and public
welfare p{}fzz:agmﬁxcrc wis shified to
other prewzzg child welfare issues,
H tragedy of crack- end other
drug-addicted parents con *m ues for
thousands of children Zﬁmz;g!rmt the
Linited States. E

Remembu all the news stories
about crack babies a few years
back--asbout children being born
with a host of serious physizal
problems and being brutally abused
and horribly neglected by their
drog-addicted parents? We do not
hear much about such {?i”%iidren
anymaore, - :

But, as anyone familiar with
child protective caseloads knows,
the tragic problem of drug-addicted
parents contifues to threaten the
nealth and safety of large numbers
of children. In 1594, between 30,000
and 65,000 children were expos&d
to cocaine in utero.’ That's about
the same number as in 19877 The
number of children in foster care,
maoreover, continues to rise—from
about 276,000 children in 1985 to an
estimated 462,000 in 1994, the Jast
year for which there are szahstu’:a
{Bee Figure 1 on page 54.3 Ami of
course, hundreds of thousands of
ather children remain in the care of
3 1895 Doruplas J. Besharoy E

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
woubling inadequacy.

Hence, even if parental drug
abuse is no longer news, child
protective and child weifare
programs across the nation
continue to struggle with the
protiem. No ore thinks that these
programs are doing as well as they
should. Too many children, for
example, are left in the uncertain
imbuo of shifting foster care
placements due o our inability—
and, sometimes, urnwillingness—to
move them ntp permanent
placements ur to free them for
adoption,

What Needs to Be Done

oncerned about improving

services to this vuinerable
population, 46 researchers.
clinicians, program adiministrators,
and government officials met at a
four-day conference in
Williamsburg, Virginia, in 1991,
hosted by the American Enterprise
Institute for Public Policy Research
ard cosponsorad by the American
Bar Association, the American
Public Welfare Association, the U5
Departments of Health and Human
Services and fustice, and the U8
Office of National Drug Control
Policy, Twenty-gight papers
presented at that conference were
updated and published in 1994 in
When Drug Addicts Have Childrer:
Reorientimg Child Welfare's Response?

Although sumiynarizing the views
of such a large arxd multifaceted
body of scholars and professionals
is risky, one theme ran through the
Withamsburg conference and is
repeated in the book: If the children
of drug addicts are to have a fair
charce in life, we will have to be
much maore realistic about the
problermn and its likely solution,

Seven key principles emerged
from the papers presented in
Williarmsburg:

Recognize that widespread
parental drug addiction will
contoue to endanger children, After
rising steadily during the 1980s, the
number of frequent cocalng users
has now stopped rising and appears
to be beginning a period of stow
decline. According to a recent
RAND Cerporation anatysis, in
1993 about 1.7 million Americans
were frequent users of cocsing, up
fror about 1.3 millon in 1985,
adding in heroin addicts raises the
figure to over 2 million users. The
RAND researchers estisnate that by

Foproe WELFARE/ Wevrer 1994 33
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Figure 1. Children in Foster Care
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20042 decade from now-—there
still will be at least 113 million
addicts.® (See Figure'2.)

Thus, notw;thstandmg the
apparent small decline in drug
addiction, hundreds of thousands
of parents continue 20 be addicted
to drugs. On their own, most true
addicts simply cannot take
adexquate care of their children,
Without sooetal intervention, thuir
children are condemned to Hyves of

34 PusLic WeLFARE/ WINTER 1964

severe deprivation and, often,
violent assault.

Assusme that parental addiction
to crack and other drugs will not be
cured. According to Peter Reuter of
RAND and the University of
Maryland School of Public Affairs,
“Drug treatment programs are not
the primary source of the decline in
drug addicts; in act, they seem to
have little impact on the size of the
problem. [aswead, there has beena

sharp decling in new users; not
many people are taking up crack for
the first time, "

What seems t be happening is
that younges puople in the
neighborhonds have seen for
themselves the way that erack
wrecks peopie’s Hives and. as 3
result, are staying away from the
drug. A similar process of social
learning is what stopped the spread
of heroin use in the tate 1960s. 5ome
specialists in the field regard the
way that drug-taking spreads as a
form of social contagion and
describe this social lvarmning as a
form of social inoculation,

What about current addicts?
Since freatmeryt has ondy modest
sffects, most surrent addicts are
expected to continue in their habits
until they die or get too old for a life
on drugs. That i5 what happened
with heroin addicts. For example, a
recent 24-year follow-up study of
California narcotic addicts found
that of 381 admitled to the
California Civil Addict Program
between 1952 and 1964, only about
2% pervent had stopped using drugs
and were not in jaii’ Of the
remaining addicts, about 28 percent
had died, about 19 percent testad
positive for drugs, and about 3
percent refused to give urine
specimens.? With the exception of
the mortality rate, which shet up
dramatically between the first and
second follow-up interviews, the
sampie demonstrated relatively
stable patterns of drug use,
incarceration, and participation in
methadone treatment programs,

For the foreseeable future,
therefore, even the best drug
treatrnent programs should not be
expected to do more than break
patterns of crack use temporariiy
becauss of the addictive gualities of
the drug and the social factors that
encourage addiction. That is why
drug treatment professionals
consider ¢rack addiction to be
chronic, relapsing syndrome, So
shonld child welfare professionals,

Provide intensive—and
prolonged-—child protective
supervision. Many children of
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addicts remain at home in their
parents’ custody. At present, child
protective agencies provide only
short-term services to these
farsilies, assuming that referrals 0
drug treatment programs will cure
the parents” addiction, Since drug
addiction, even if treated, s likely
to be a long-term affliction, this
shori-term orientation s 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—pethaps from a newly
created corps of case aides-—and
other services that include a
cantinuing cooperative relationship
with the drug treatment program.
Formalize kinshiy cave
programs. Members of the extended
family can be an invaluable
resource in efforts to treat the
parents and as providers of
substitute care. But, too often,
children are placed with relatives

|

without due regard to their need for
a stable ond nurturing home
envirenment. Although applying ali
the formalities of nonfamilial foster
care to placements with relatives
would be a mistake, child welfare
policymakers should deveiop
mintmum standards for licensing,
monitoring, and supporting such
placements. In addition, the
disparities in many states between
kinship foster care payments and
grants through Aid to Families with
Dependent Children should be
reduced to Jessen the incentive to
leave children in these temporary
situations. This shouid be easier to
accomplish under the new welfare
block grant legistation. Child
welfare agencies should also
employ innevative legal
mechanisms, such as permanent
guardianship.

Increase adoptions, especially of
abandoned infants. Child welfare
agencies do a poot job of

identifying children whis should be
freed for adeption, because of
aegative attitudes toward the
termination of parental rights,
breakdowns in administration and
decisionmaking, and current
statutory provisions. The test
should be the parents’
demonstrable iability to care for
their children, coupled with thely
unwillingness 1o accept or respond
t0 a reasenable offer of drug
treatment. Since termination should
oniy be pursucd when thergisa
ressonabie hikelihood of adoptiva,
the focus should be on vounger
children, especiaily sbandoned
infants.

Create new, long-tevar substitute
living arrangements that are stable
and nurturing. Many children who
are not appropriate candidates for
adoption because they are oider or
have behaviorat problems, and who
cannot be placed with relatives
because they have norne or because

Figure 2. Prevalence ‘of Heavy Cocaine Use: Past, Present, and Future®
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their relatives do not want to take
them or have pz‘obiems of their
own, are likely o spend many
vears, if not their entire childhaods,
in substitute care. Thase children
are in desperate noed of the Kind of
constancy and wpport that only
secure home enyvironments can
provide, Amaong the possibilitivs
ace exphicitly designated long-term
family foster care homes, group
homes, sod larger mgzdefsizzzi care
facilities, Varipus nnovative legal
arrangements, such as permanent
guardianship, also should be used
to abviate the inappropriate
apphication of periodic foster care
revigw requirements.

Make family planning a chitd
woetfare service. Mést drug-sddicied
women would do much better it
they had better control over theic

own fertility. How many times have

we seen a drug-addicted mother’s
children taken fram her, either all a
anee or ong by one i)§> they are
born? Although some of these
mothers want ta hiave more
children, many others do not-hut
their lifestyles, and the mes in their
lives, Jimit their ability to use
contraceptives effectively. Family
planning shouid be ofﬁmd v
clients automatically,just os
parenting education is now. The
aim should not be to coerce
abstention or contracéption, but
rather to help motivate clients to
gain control over their own lives,

Advances in contraceptive
techroiogy may also help, Both
Norplant and Depo-Provera
provide protection against
pregnancy without the need to use
a confraceptive every time one has
sex and without the woman
needing to remember to take a pill
every day, Unfortunately, however,
undike barrier forms of
contraception, neither protects
apainst soxually transmitted
diseases.

The main obstacles to these and
other reforms, however, are
budgetary and mnceptmf
fronucally, it is the second that
pr{)ﬁab y puses the btgger
challenge.

H
i

3% Pumic WiLrase/WinTer 1996

e A e b

In a horribly distorted
sense, we already
have long-term
services. We open a
case on a family and
we close it, and we
open another one on
the same family and
we close it again, year
after year, generation
after generation.

Fiscal Limitations
Because of the tight financial
gituation of most state and local
governments, this is a difficult ime
for child weifare agencies. [n recent
years, over 30 states have had such
substantial budget deficits that 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
waorsened. Aggravating the
problems of drug and alcohot abuse
are 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
seTvices must be planned and
provided. They shape our
understanding of what
contemporary child welfare services

can~—-and cannot-accomplish.

It would be wrong, to kid
ourselves about fong-ferm services
being somehow cheaper than shorts
term services. Yet they are not as
expensive or out of reach as is
sometimes feared. The key lies in
the structure and orientation of the
SErvices.

Cases involving parental drug
addiction are characterized by
patterns of repeated reports on the
same family~—made aver the course
of many vears and often across
generations, The best estimate is
that, over time, the families in at
least one-third of all substantiated
cases are reported again.® The cases
in the other half, significantly, are
not re-reported, suggesting that
child protective intervention has an
immediately beneficial impact on
many families. In any event, ina
horribly distorted sense, we already
have long-term services. We open a
case on a family and we close i,
and we open another one on the
same family and we close it again,
year after year, generation after
generation.

Hence, child welfare agencies
often end up providing services to
drug-involved families for many
years. But there is a cost: More time
is spent investigating the repeated
reporis than i1s spent trving to help
the family with its problems. And,
of course, there is neither the
continuity of service nor the
continued momentum of sustained
therapeutic involvement s¢ needed
to achieve personal change.

{ do not mean ko suggest that
keeping such coses open would
resulf in vast savings. If seems clear,
however, that we could achieve real
efficiencies—as well as more
effective services to clients—if we
recognized that many drug-using
parents will be reported again and
again and again. Thus, a long-term
approach to services would save
investigative and adnsinistrative
resources that could be better used
for treatment services,

Other efficiencies also are
possible, We could achieve
congiderable savings by reducing
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the number of inappropriate reports
of suspected child abuse and
neglect. Better professional and
public education about what should
and should not be reported, and
improved screening at intake hot
lines, are necded here.

Thus, even in the 'current fiscal
atmosphere, calling for an increase
in the amount of long-term services
avaiable to the clients of child
welfare agencies is not as quixetic
as it might seem. Nevertheless,
long-term services can be
prohibitively expensive if agencies
deg pot know how o eurn off the
service at some point. Clearly, some
¢consiraint on the amount of services
provided would have to be
imposed. Agencies would have to
decide which services could be
provided rﬁa%nabiy over the long
term.

My own preference for the core
of a long-term serv ice strategy
wanld be a modified version of a
home-visitor service, an idea that C.
Henry Kempe, a pionecr in efforis
e combat child abuse, personally
nyrtured for many years, This
concept was endorsed by the
Federal Advisory Board on Child
Abuse and Neglect zmd is being
actively promoted by the National
Committee to Prevent Child
Abuse’! | say “modified” berause |
think that home visitors should be
an adjunct to the standard package
of child welfare-child protective
services. In addition, agencies
shauld attempt to recruit entry-
Jevel staff who have more in
commen with the families they are
seeking to help—that is, staff who
share social and economic
backgrounds with their clients.

Thinking Long-Term
Al'lrgcr barrier to developing
long-term services, though, is

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

Building suppaort for a strategy
that does not promise iimmedia%ely

i
H

.
H

Building support
for a strategy
that does not

promise immediately
dramatic results
is difficult,
Long-term
strategies just
are not sexy.

dramatic results is difficult, Long-
term stratepies Just are not soxy, In
fact, they require agencies to lower
their programmalic sights from
cure to stabilization. That simply is
niot an inspiring goal; itis hard to
generate excitement for & program
that, instead of promising to cure
drug-related child abuse, sceks
merely to mianage 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 ¢an be
unpleasant and even outnght
hostile to caseworkers and other
helping professionals. Even when
family members do want help, they
can be frustratingly unable to keep
appointments, let aione to follow
through with treatment plans,
Behavioral change, in other worde,
often comes slowly, if at all

Finaily, a long-term perspective
s client needs raises many
controversial and discomforting,
issues. Family planning and
contraception come immediately to
mind. Ooe need not agree with me
about contraception fo recognize
how the issue is much more likely
to arise during a long-term service
relationship than in a brief one.
That is the point, Making a real
comitment to these families
means rying to address their real
and muitiple needs, whether for
eduration, job training,
employment, ar contraception,

Can these recomumendations be
adopted? Making it easier to
terminate parental rights, for
example, is sure to be controversial
and may come about only with the
active support of the disadvantaged
communnities most atfected,
Shrularly, the restructaring of foster
carg into a jong-term supportive
prvironment will require g level of
administeative commitment and
capability that has too often been
abisent in foster care agencies.

The ohstacles to adopting these
recopynendations are great, and
there can be legitimate debate about
their specifics. But if we are to meet
the needs of the children of drag-
addicted parents, we cannot avoid
these issues, The continuing
tragedy of drug-addicted parents
and their suffering chikdren
imposes a moral duty to respond.
To ignore their needs diminishes
us all. PW

Ser puge 38 for notes and veferences.
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BESHAROV
Children of Crack

. Statemantof Alan L Lashner, dizector of
the National Institote on DBrug Abuxe INHDAL
Nationa Institutes of Hoalth, af a WIDA press
brivhiag, Dept. 12, 193, The bricfing roleased
the fidipgy from NIDAY Notional Prege
saney and Hoshh Survey, which estimansd
beth e pumbwy of women wha used licit and
HcH draps during prognancy ang the oum-
b of babies that were unpured to sech drugs
A% o result o their mothers’ wwe

2 Diaugdas 1 Hesharoy, "The Childaen of
Crach,” Public Wellare 47 {Fall J953): 611, ¢3-
fimating a "potional fotal of 1 or 2 porcent of
alt Bue births, ar 0000 to SG000 crack ba-
biew™; Marvin Dicker and Eldin A, Laeighton,
“Trerds in Dagrowd Drug Problems Among
Newberns: United States, 197919877 Driy
sid Aleokad Depondence 28 (19910, no. 2 163,
v:\;ima[ing oo 3800 newborns, with a
vargge of I to A5000 at the 95 porcent con-
tidence interval.

3. American ublic Welfare Association,
VOIS Resenrch Notes (1993), no. 11 33,

4. Douglas ). Beshacay, ed., Wi Drig Ad-
dicts Have Chikiren: Beaefenting Child Welfare's
Reponse (Washington, [oC: American Enter-
prive Jostitute and Child Welfare League of
Arnerica, 1994,

5. Susan ¥ Everingham andd Peter Rydeldl.
Modefing  the Deprand fm Caspene  {Ranta
Moniea, alit.: RAND Corparation, 1934,

6, Personal communication with the anr
thor, Octaber 22, 1994,

70 Yibelig, Hsar ot &l “A 24-Year Follow-
ap of Colifornie Narcotios Addists,” Archites
of Ceneral Doyelifarry 56 fhuly 19l 577583,
8. The causes of death wern homicide, suis
cide, wraccidunt 289 percontizdrug overdoe
LIS percorty and aldohol, smoking related,
wr other causes {391 peotentd

4 Author's estimate based on unpoblished
data from New York State, provided by fobn
Eckenrode, National Dats Archive on Child
Abuse arad Negloot, Family Life Duvelopment
Corster, Cornell Unlversity, ithaca, NY.

tL Douglas L Besharov, Hecopnizing Olald
Abuse: A Guide for thy Danverned Now Yorks
Froe Fross, (9901

1LOUS Advisory Board on Child Abuse
and MNegleet, Cerating Caring Commuenities:
Biueprin for an Lffective Federal Pelicy on Child
Abuse g Neoleo! (Washington, B0, 19911
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HANY STATES FALL
10 MEET MANDATES
ON CHILD WELFARE

A 'DICKENSIAN PICTURE

Supervision by Courts is Now
" Extersive as Abuse Cases
Dverwhelm Officials

———
3

fm et

By ROBERT PEAR

WASHINGTON, March 16 — At
lesst 21 $1ates gre uncer conrisupes
vigion becayse they {nlied 5 1ake
proper care-of children who had
bren abused or neginouxd, and many
gt them have Douted thelr oblige-
Liehs even afier promising in regal
setilemens 1 wrorest the consiily-
tienal righls of foster chilaven, cprt
fecerds show |

Judges scross the fountey have
found whar Judge Thomas . Hogan
of Feders! District Court here de
BOrites 85 *'tustrageous dehiciencies”
In chilg protecilon services.

Tt recerds paim what another
jdge, 1t Hhnais, describes &3 &
hleak and DicKessian plrture,” Chald
welpre officials In many stalss.
swamped with work, are slew o
investigdie reports of chnld sbuse
and nepleci, They ofien place il
drenin snsafe or gvergrowded foster
homes angd provide them ispde.
quate ranticai care. They alforg faw
of the X0l services needed 30 Keep
familics Together oy reunify them,
A they are delinguens in finding
adoptive parenty for children jan-
guighing in fagter care.

Surveys by the Faderal Depart-
ment of Heaith and Hugnas Services
show thal the amnuel sumber of
shused or negtected children has
more than daabled in the last dec-
ade, 5 20 millien from L4 mlllson
The ansval munber ssticssly I
fured by shuge, the depariment Says,
kas guadrupied,  §92000 from

143,800, ,
s

A “Chitdren sve being hun more

Clina E. Shaisie, cthe Secrataty of

Health and Humap Services,

A Fwderal mdvisory coramitiee
-} said recently that abuse and negiec
wery: the jending ceuse of desth
arncivg <idren under 4 and BZ20URL
o4 for 2,008 Taiafities 4 yesr EImONg
vhlidren of aif nges.

Davif 3. Lisderman, executive

divecior of the Child Weifare League
-of America, & privaie group respec:-
¢ by children's gdvocates and state
L afficiads adike, sald social workers
were ofien handiing 30 (0 76 casus
apiece. The lesgue, whote standards
. ale viewed 8 & Denchmerk, recom.

mends o0 more thad 1§ cases &

worker. -
i The Federal Government pro
vides $4 Lillics o year to the states
for chitd protection $ervices. The

Comtinuet on Poge 30, Column }

e 1 i T e

Sentty urged

stale take Itz share a5 x o summ, OF
biock grant, with mare freedom @2
Sevide how the mooey+is spent. Bul
e Olpsion Admimstration s:g:r ;‘j

%, & iaw profes-
sor &t S University v Californte at
Los Angeles, cfted several Tenvns
tor the iocreass in child abyse and
geglect, Among them are i erack
spidemic am gn incraase & LowHm-
s hardsiup rewdting from the fallere
of wellare Deoedits and the minimem
wage 0 keep pace with imfiation.
Incbeet, Ny StEtss Ars Dow Colting
ks saxistance, :

vt az A resall, she said, some fathe

i qhies cempet sford necessities fike

shelter, Tue! and warm clkthing tor
their chlidrets, 50 tha! pecnsations of
child seplect will probably tncrease.

Advocates Ior poor peeple say Ut
stringent work requiremens for wek
fxre Feciplents miay &iS0 inCresse
chilé neglevt If pRrorts CaRIKK find 4F
aftord child care.

Even states file Utah, whick might
seesn fay removed {ropy the drug
ehuse znd visience of big cities Hie
New York and Chicago. have been
targets  ©f class-nciion  fawsults
charging that they faileg t care for
shildren bester or sexually sbused

thefr parents, .
byw Cimwson, the Sobiciur Gen-
. eral of Utsh, seid that :1;3: were
clegrly problems” whes state
was sued n 1894 by the Rutionnl
Carger for Youth Law, % sonprolic
taw frm. Gov. Michsel O, Leavitt
sgreed 1 bestle s case shi months
after it was fiied o Federal Districe
fgurt. Under the seitiement, he

every wspect of chilg wellsre sarv
oeg. Put an independen: pant! essd-
Hahed under the agreemest sakl Iagt
suotith that the state was fouting 53
of 15 97 comitients, and lawyers
for the plaintitis said they would
poon return 1o court'ip demand e
torcement of the consent decre?.
Br, Laaviy, who has been in the
forefrent of W%wmﬁ
grging Longrestio en 1
with fnore respossibiiity, scknowh
wdged that {tah had not fully com-
pliad with the decree, The litigatian
has becorse & hindrance 1o oy shil-
ty to fix The sytem, a diversion,” he

promised improversents i virusily,




Jerame G, Miler, & courtappointad receiver given suthority aver the
child weumsmmmwmgtm mmmm&mmmewy
turn by “bureawcratic nmwmgmce of my empioyres,

LTS

I

W ] -
SRR P NI

sald in an interview, "Ity the single
part of my jeh that 1 find most AHT-
cilt. We are dealing with sovisl
frends we don' condrl™
. Angela L. Adams, » Ipwysr & the
New Mexice Department sf Chl-
dren, Youth mnd Fomilies, sald:
e use of jitigation a3 & form of
chiid weifare advatacy hay become
Blimast roptne. Lawsuits have-been
filed or threatened in almost every
sipte ™ :

The cases are ususlly complex.
The State of Hlinois has retained che
firm  of Skadden. Arps, Slate,
Meagher & Flom to defend state
efficials in a doren child wellare
cxses, Meartha € Allen, & spokes
woman for the Dinois Deptrionent of
Children and Family Services, said
the agency had Mﬁ?m&iﬁm 1
Skadéen, Arpy sincy 1883

State respoases 16 Ow sulls vary
widtly, Some officials are coopera-
{ive and 2onstructive, seeing the
suits as an opportunity to make ime
provements And press siate legisia.
tors for more mooey. Oiher stites
are siow Lo change and relctant
even o disciose the dats needed to
235658 thelr performants. 1
in AMabams, condidons fyr ahused

Ny

o ma o Mmsier ¢ase hex declined
2] percent, 1o 3858 from 4523, Eince
hen, In the LISt counties CEITYIDG
cut the decrde, the gverage time
gpent iy toster care has declingd 10
00 days, from ors than 300

Pl Vincent, dirsrior of the Als
bamn DIASEE of Family snd Chik
dren's Services, safd 1the ssie oow

One neglected child
‘climbed into a trash
can and asked to be
thrown away.’

effort m make the conment decres
work " Afer being cited for con-
tempt, sia2 otlicials agreed t0 A new
consent decres in 1904, vt B lxwyer
For the children, Foed Rich of Laga

m s&a‘ﬁ !a zﬁé prom divpie that
assessment. "ty tificult o change
the cukiure of an agmwy” be said
“This Iswsuti has been = prod ©
mtaie officials, ot # has contributed
to defiance ns well &3 tomplisnce,
Any legislathe body resenis being
forced to 4o this by e Federal

Ard Jerome G, MiBer, & court-
appointed feceiver plven authority
over the child welfare system here in
Washingon, saxi he had been frus.
‘traved st every turn by the “hureas-
Lratic intrensigence” of ity employ-
oses The tation's capitel & in the
midst of 2 budgel crwis, It Judge
HoRan, overseeing o vast ikt wel
fare case bwpe, sald tha was ne
excuse because the city had tatied 1o
make the “minimal offort” neaded to
abtainy barge samounts of Federal
ey for ebused and neglected chil-
dren,

in Rew York City and State, chiit
welfare agencies are operating un-
ger at feast five coort orders and
consent decrees. Ins Decomber, afjer

provided extensive training 1o fozier | gy

-parenis and caseworkers, who in the

past received “little or no formal
training' [ra A, Byrnim of the Baze-
lon Center tor Menta) Heaith Law,
who represents the Alshama ohil-
dren, agreed, “The kids are saler,”
be said. “Protective servios workers
are doing better oty

In Misscuri, by contrast, Judge
Dear Whipple ¢f Pegeral District
Court found sume officials in OB
tempt of court Tor failing to carry out
8 courtapproved cousent decres
protecting fostar chibidyen b the Kae-
sas City ares. The fsilure, be said,
resulted from the officials’ “lack of

commitment 1 Mmake a good-faith

wven though the victories do oot pi-

wAYY produne linmediste Improve

roents i the guality of care,
‘Thiddren removed from the homes

of their biclogical parests mw
Qoensed (o be I staie custxly, wheth
er they Hve io state ihetitations or
with foster paeents. Frderal eonirts
have rapeatediy ruied that such chil-
dren are profecind by the hith

113

BTN TV |
s

e A

hsve oonsttutional ' rights to
shelter and medical care,

mmmmmm:mm
o her. When the docior sxked wivs
kovet ber, she vepled, “No ome.”
Wbeabe&edwhohamm m
£ai¢ ber fster eother,

Another ¢hild, Kevin £, has deen
in the ttfll‘ltm.stric:afm
lumbis tor 1) years, with no pian for
aoption or peychiatric care. “He
ikt the hosplisl stalf that he baied
himself,” Judge Hogan Tound, “and
be climbed tnzo & trash opn and
saked 10 be thrown awsy.”
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Hnited Sms Semate

WASHINGTON, OC 30510

Marel 26, 1996

Degay célleague,

We wanted to shars & copy of Robert Peur’s c-a.cllin
feacure fyom uhe Bunday, Mavch 17, 1996, New Yo ; ue
the difficulties atatep are having in meeting the nea&a of
abused and neglected children.

As, you will note from the article, at leagt 21 =tatep are
under court suparvision becauge rhey failed to meer basic
federal protections foz abused and neglected children. Over
the last decade ths number of abused and neglected children
has doublaa X zecent GAC report on chlld wolfare notes that:

..‘nemanda ¢or child welfare aarvicaa grew not only
because the nunber of fopter chiléren incraased but also
decause the families and children were mers troubled and
had more cowplex neads than in tha past.*®

While called “child welfare.* wa believe it is vital to
atress the fundamental diffcrences between yeneral Aid to
Familias with Dependent Children (AFDC} and the needs of our
most vulnersble children who are at risk of abuss and neglect
in thaix own homes. Such childran have gpecial needs, and we
baliove they deserve federal suppert and federsl protection,

wgghaya that every Member will take the time to read this
seirring pieco and xoep these facts in mind Quring the broader
debateag ut welfare vefoyre, Bafore taking any actlon in the
area of c¢hlld welfare, we should carefully consider potential
effects on children and states.

Bincerely,

!
i
H
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A ‘DICKENSIAN PICTURE

Supervision by Courts Is Now
Extensive as Abuse Cases
(verwhelm Officlals

By RUBERY PEAR
WASHINGTON, March 18 — At

saeen of Uapits and Hursun Sareicet
show Lhat the sanunt lovenber of
sbused or tegiected chitéren has
mare (Aan dochied in Wit Jast dec
ade, ©© 18 raliion from 14 mibkn
The ArkGal number serivssly v

jured by abuse, the depsrtment Says,
. s quairopisd, te $T2400 from

$4L,000.
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