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s “be eligible.to receive AFDC' payments .Under &

'"";parttt:tpatton in. on-going . cash assistance to persons ‘who adopt llV-E ‘eligible children with spectal k
' néeds”, such as children with spectal medical needs, older chtldren. and rmnonty children, who rmgh
" " not be adopted wrthout the avatlabthty of thts support -

- iProgram the Abandoned Infants Assxstance Program. the Cnsts Nursenes Program, the McKinney

S Ehrmnatmg the IV-E Foster Care and Adoptron Assrstance entttlements and replacmg them wrth a | -
" capped block grant will i iricrease risk to children and hmder reform of state child protection and child -

f;"'vi;'_"“$4 713 billion that’ would ‘have been available if current programs were continued. The block grant
" .f‘"_.‘would provrde $4 681 btllton in FY 1997, $4 993 btllton in FY 1998, $5.253 billion in FY 1999, an ‘

"f’have less’ money, more cbtldren g unprotected ‘State programs will be put in extra jeopardy by the ‘
i repeal of the IV-E entttlement programs. It'is very ‘difficult for. states to control foster care costs
R fwtthout nskmg severe harm to children. State laws approprrately requtre courts to place children mto" '

: : thetr own homes is tnﬂuenced by a number of un, k

ERCTENEN @

" ANALYSIS OF THE PRA (H.R. 1214) - continued . ~1 H,o,( s, )
Il: CHILD PROTECTION LOC IR
: b

S | AR\ «.&5 Co s
_ Repealing Trtle IV-E Foster Care and Adoptlon Assistance and Block ting Child Protection
* Programs - : , o r : :

-Prbposal ' o o o ,
. The btll repeals the current entttlement program for the Foster Care Program and the A

.‘_';Assmtance Program authorr;ed, under Titie IV-E ot‘;the SSA Tttle IV-E provides for federal
_participation in the costs related to Placmg and m i chtldren in foster care, if the child would

. placmg and mzuntammg each ehgtble chrld The A doptton Ass.tstance "Program provides federal

- Tbe bill also repeals t}te Tttle IV-E Independent Ltvmg Program which supports foster chtldren in

ent law, a state may claim a share of the cost of |

: ..thetr transmon to tndependent ltvrng. the Title IV, Cluld Welfare Servrces Program, which provides -

funds that states can use for a wtde vartety of K ld proteotton acttvmes the recently enacted Farmly

cluld protectton and welfare mcludmg the Farm y Umﬁcauon Program the Adoption Opportunities

E Act Farmly Support Centers grants for the Investtgatron and Prosecutton of Child Abuse, Children’s

| ) Advocacy Centers, and’ programs funded through the Chxld Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act. A

| ‘new child protectton block grant would be established i in place ‘of these programs

Drscusswrt o

' welfare systems The amount of the block grant is set at 34 416 btllron in FY 1996 compared with’

. '$5.557 billion in FY 2000. Over five years, about $2.7 billion of federal fundtng to state child
“ :»protectton and chtld welfare systems will be lost ‘ |

:
r‘

- The capped block grant Jeopardrzes hundreds of thousands of chtldren When cluld welfare systems L

foster care when they will not be safe at home.- Thefnumbet of children who cannot be left safely in

rollable and unpredtctable factors, such as
_,growth in the child populanon, the amount of drug use by parents levels of farmly violence, the

. number of abused and neglected children actually betng 1denttﬁed and i increases in the number of
' fa.rmlxes in poverty : . S

. l
|

o :'i‘Because the Personal Responslbtltty Act reduces funds in AFD(C SSI and other programs that provrde
o -_ebastc support to poor cluldren and t‘amthes, it is ltkely that the need for foster care and other -
o protecttve services will i mcrease even more than nught otherwrse have been the case. In addition,

e chtldren in foster care now recetvrng SSI payments tnstead of IV-E foster care payments may

"
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. become meltgtble for SSI under Title IV’ of the Personal Responsrbtltty Act. Thrs will result i add
©oudls 0 the statec that must be met through the chtld protectton block grant :

- The programs being cut serve the most vulnerable cluldren in sioctety, those who have been abused o

y "jneglected In 1993, nearly 3 million children were reported as|abused or neglected; this is 4 percent|

""" of all the children in the United States. Over 1,000 children die ach year from abuse or neglect.
C _:Between 1988 and 1993, the’ |
“percent. ‘In 1993 alone, a million cluIdren ere found to be neglected physrcally abused, or sexually -

;f‘;to over 440,000; there was a nt. ‘
_care. Moreover, children coming to the attentton of the child protection system have increasingly

reportedchtld abuse and neglect rose by almost 25 .

e abused. - During that same penod the total‘number of chrldren in foster care increased from 340,004
Crease in the number of IV-E eltgtble children in foster | -

N l:‘jjsevere phystcal and emottonal problems. About 25 percent of lehtldren entenng foster care are under - -

S ‘National | Research Council. Child rnaltreatment is dtspropomonately reported among poor families,

o “There is unanimous agreement that state child welfare systems do not respond adequately 10 tlte needs
of ¢ clnldren _The proposals in the Personal Responsrbtltty Act| '

","a year of age and many were exposed to drugs in utero I

| 'I'he deletenous effects of poverty on cluldren and thetr famrhec is well documented accordmg to the A

- X

= fand clnld neglect is found most frequently among the poorest of the poor farmltes Poor children ar
© o also more hkely t0 expenence severe vrolence S ] : .

, Ithl worsen this already serious
o s1tuatlon First, there will be consxderably less funds avarlable to states. Second, eliminating foster]
- tare and adoption assistance payments elumnates a crmcal safety valve for the states.

| State cluld welfare systems have been unable to cope wnth thefmagmtude of the problems they face.| -
' The situation i so extreme that courts in 22 statés and the District of Columbia have found that the

T child welfare system vrolates state and federal laws dectgned to protect ‘abused and neglected children.

. * 1" These courts have determined that children under agency ¢ care continue to be abused, both at home |
""" "and in foster cdre. Twenty states have entered consent decrees adnuttmg major inadequacies,
R ’"tncludtng the mabtltty to even mvesttgate many reports of cluld abuse, the inability to provide
L children with basic care, and in some mstances, a failure to even ‘provide children with a caseworker.

o growmg To deal with this cnsxs, states need adequate resources to investigate reports of abuse .

In several’ states, courts have found 1t necessary to appomt momtors to run the system. -
A‘,The dtff' culty states face IS that the demands on the chtld protectron system are enormous and

promptly, $0. that clnldren do not’ rematn in 1xfe~threatenrng srltuattons to provide services for paret%ts

7 and children, so that more Chﬂ. en can remain safely in their own homes; to provide treatment for|

S - children in foster care, many of whom evidence substanttal emotional problems and educational -
i+ deficiencies  and to support programs that ‘help prevent child ‘abuse it is wrong to provrde help to .

: cluldren only affer they have been abused or neglected . ;

o In many states foster care costs are ltkely to consume a larger and larger share of the avarlable chtld |

_ protecnon resources Fewer funds ‘would be avatlable to support other cnttcal activities: investigation
. of reports of ‘abuse or neglect provrsxon of servic
- of the adoptton of cluldren Wwho need new famrhes ‘and preventton activities. Moreover, the loss of

" money for preventton programs and commumty-based famtly support and family preservation

. programs would likely mean that more chrldren thl be abused or neglected wluch would increase(the .

‘7 need for foster care.

‘to maintain children in their homes, subsidization . . o
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'adoptwe homes. Adoptton assnstance payments have mcreased by. 254 percent nationally from 1988;

100, 000 families now receive these payments ;
children reaeh age etghteen However, ehmmatmg the Adoptton Assistance entitlement and mcludtrtg

o * help states develop information systems to track the services these vulnerable children receive.

| coordinate the multtple services abused and neglected chtldren]need Under current law federal

" " their chtldren @ operate a system of | receiving reports on abuse or neglect (3) investigate farmltes ,
o _ families whtch are, or are at risk of, abusmg or neglecttng thetr chtldren (5) support children who
) . -v“'lg"lrvmg arrangements for chtldren and (7) provnde for ongoing. evaluatton and improvement of child

; - '*'protectton laws, regulattons and services. For the’ first two years of the block grant, states are.

co A state would be eltgtble for funds as long as it submits a plan to HHS wnth information on how it
S mtends to_ use the funds to meet these purposes tncludtng descrtpttons of the procedures used for: (4) = .
R recervmg reports of clnld abuse or neglect (B) mvesttgattng such reports © protecting chtldren in| R

L dangerous settmgs (E) protecttng children i in foster care; (F) promotmg timely adoptions; (G)

the state (3 ehtld proteetton programs

o Whtle states would have to make these cemf‘tcatrons. the btll specxﬁes that the Seeretary may only

Aumsrsertnermma tzta);'comaeat- B - T Pagdm
K The Adoptton Assistance entttlement enables states to place foster children with- spectal needs into

1994, as states have placed mote and more chrldren 1n adopttve homes.. It is estimated that over
ey will remain ‘entitled to ‘state support until their

it in a capped block grant could lead to sharp cutbacks in efforts to place more. chrldren in aclopnve
homes : :
. - . 1

" Finally, the repeal of Tttle IV-E means that states wrll lose fed1eral funds that are now avatlable to
These funds are critical to help the states keep track of chrldren in out-of-home ‘placements and
funds cover 75 percent of the costs of developtng mformatton systems.
| _Purpose and Use of Funds, Penalties and Limitatlon on Enf}orcement

!
'

ProposaI . . - i e

_. The bill would allow states to use the funds in any tnanner they choose to aecornpltsh the purposes | K
'specxﬁed in the law. These are to: (1) tdenttfy and assist farmltes at risk of abusing or neglecting

- reported as abusxve or neglectful (4) provide support, treatment and family preservation services to

must be removed from or. cannot live with thetr famrltes, (6) make ttmely decisions about permanent

. requtred to mamtatn non-federal spendmg levels equal to thetr non-federal spendtng in FY 1995

" families in whtch child abuse or neglect is found to have occurred (D) removmg children from

o ‘protecting the rights of families; (H) Preventmg child abuse and neglect and () establtshmg and
‘ respondmg to cttwcn revnew panels | . , -

! ‘_a

- The plan must also provide- certtﬁcattons to HHS that proeedures dre in place in the state for the -

e ,followmg (1) reportrng of abuse and neglect (mcludmg a mandatory reporting law); (2) mvesttgatmg AR
-~ child abuse and neglect 31 removmg and placmg endangered l'uldren, 4 developmg. and -

R pertodtcally reviewing, case plans | ‘for children in fost ' X
o ) (5) hononng existing adoptron assxstance agreements' (6) prov:d

: wtll lead to permanent plaeements
ing independent living services; (7) -

responding to reports of medtcal neglect of dtsabled tnfants and (8) 1den.ttfymg quantttattve goals for e

'determme whether a plan contains the requtred elements she rnay not review the adequacy of the - .
procedures described or whether the state is cartytng out the acttvmes it certified it would undertake
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: .The only penaltnes in the bill relate to 1llegal use of funds farhjre to. submrt requtred data, faxlure to
* 7 inaintain levels of state effort for the first two years, and vxolatmg interethnic adoption provisions. I
"+ anaudit finds that | a state has used funds in’a manner not authonzed by this part of the Act, the .~
e :’arnount of 1llegally spent funds may be withheld from the next year $ funds, although no more than
25 percent may be wtthheld from eaeh quarterly paymem Also, the annual grant would be reduced. |

~" "l by 3 percent if a state fails to submit required data reports within 6 months (although the penalty
;f;ﬁ_?;;“would be rescmded" if the state submtt:ted the report before tlie end of the following fiscal year). A~ | .
" state found to violate the mterethmc adoptron provnstons would Iose all of its Trtle I funds forthe |

- 'penod of the vrolatton ‘o .. R : , : S

o A eleannghouse and hotltne on nussrng and mnaway cluldren (currently operated by the Department
“ of Justice) is authorized at $7 million” per year within HHS. .|

~ Dzscussron

.. Concern that state child welfare systems were faxltng to protect chtldren and to provrde stable
et pennanent homes led Congress to pass the Adoptton Assistance and Chrld Welfare Act of 1980..
"7 Thete was strong bipartisan agreenient on the need for a federalirole in child welfare. Only two .
. Congressmen dtssented Because of the major problems wrth chtld welfare systems,. the Act was
. desrgned to ensure that there would be some federal momtortng Iof how states were using federal

‘Under current law states are required to comply wrth a small number of basic standards in runmng

. " these systems. For example, the law requires that the state develop a case plan for each foster child,
«* - describing the reasons for’ placement and the plan for reumttng them with their parents or for ,
R ‘providing | thern with another perrnanent home, that states assuré| that all children in foster care receive|
=" proper care; “and that the status of children in foster care be revrewed penodlcally in state proceedings|
“to determiné that the case plan is betng followed. States that faxl to follow these basic procedures can -

i 'The Personal Responsxbrhty Aet requlres states to eertrfy that they wlll do many of the thmgs requtred '
o ."by current Iaw, ‘but the bill eliminates any federal means of holdmg states accountable when they fail
St perform adequately A state neglectmg its responsxbtlttres to chrldren would not be subject to any
L momtorrng or. penalues, except when a ﬁnancral audrt 1denttﬂed fraud or use of funds for illegitimate

: performance measures, with no authorlty to take any actron if the data mdreated that a state was -
) perfornung poorly ‘ \ s

~ .~ The hlll seems to assume that HHS has been over-regulatmg state child welfare systems In fact
T ,between 1980 and’ 1992 "HHS never 1ssued regulations that provrded states with guidance as to what |
' requirements they were expected to mest or how they eould bestleomply with the 1980 legislation; the| - -
- .‘,_jf?_":_,‘only regulanons adopted simply repeated the language of the statute. HHS’s enforcement of the
C ;requlrements establtshed by Congress often was not rtgorous and was rmsdrrected

o _ There is no questton that the federal role 1n chrld welfare oould be substanttally trnproved and smoe

S thhout the necesstty for penalttes The new HHS proeess was facxlttated by legtslattve changes 7
e ‘Congress made last year. ‘These changes. authorrze the Department to take a flexible approach iri -
" 'monitoring state’ compliance and allowing HHS 0 work wnh states to eorrect deﬁerencxes, rather than v
SRS rely excluswely on penaltres ‘ g : : -y

. * R - ¢
* . . !
N . LT 1
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be penalized. o f
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- ... January before the Ways and Means Subcommitteé o

S ‘indicates that meamngﬁxl momtormg of these systems remams important. Without outside incentives,

- cases to determine state compliarice with the ‘state plan and any| other standards the panel wishes to
" establish. - Whtle the panels would be requtred to make a report’ of their findings available to the .

| purpose of’ several of the programs that would be repealed by the bill. ' However, under the proposal, -
~. the citizen. revrew panels would have a very lumted role. Itis unclear to what cases citizen panels ‘

"' states accountable. - o o

. - “such as the number of chrldren abused and neglected deaths,resulttng from child abuse and neglect,
" the number of eluldren in foster care, and the number of fatmltes who recetved services. These

L as well as'a summary response to ‘the citizen review panels’ ﬁndmgs and recommendations. The
S Secretary of HHS would issue an annual report of tlus data and provrde itto the publtc

T ‘Under the provxsrons of thts brll the Adoptron and Foster Care Automated Reponms System

"% children in foster care and adopttve placement in all 50 states. The program is just begmmng this

A

ANALYSIS OF THE PRA (H.R. 1214)  continued | :‘ 'Pag“e 2 - |
- Yet despite problems in enforcement federal requrrements haye led to many crtncai nnprovements in
S the child welfare system over the past 15'years. All state child welfare officials who testified in -
ersight attested to'the importance of the
’rnany states to xmprove their child welfare systems" -

federal requtrements~ ‘I'he contmued failur

"7 it is extremely doubtful that many state systems will feach a point where children are truly protected
* "As a result, courts will need to continue to step in to run’ theee systems ‘Court oversight is a far less
‘ "desrrable alternattve Lhan a meamngful federal-state partnerslup in tmprovmg child welfare
- Cltizen Review Panels S S \
. States would be requlred to estabhsh at least three etttzen revxew panels that would review specxﬁc
s 'publrc they | have 1o further powers. In.its plan for the block grant each state is requtred to describe] - R
how 1t wxll establxsh and respond to these panels L \
Dtscusswn SN »v ,’ e . 'if L s

| Increasmg citizen mvolvement in the chxld welfare system isa htghly desxrable goal. Thrs is a central

.~ -would have access. Most unponantly, the cttrzen review panels would niot have authority to hold -

~ The evxdence frorn a number of states is that the reeormnendattons of citizen panels have been rgnored o

" by state officials. These pariels are not a substitute for having some ulttrnate federal abrltty to ensure
“that the requtrements of the law are bemg comphed wtth .; | S

S N
 Data Collection and Reporting IR %
; 'Proposal l{
B -,Annual state data reports would be subrmtted to HHS They would mclude aggregate state-level data,”

statistics could be determined through actual counts_of children or could be estimated through
. v"sampimg Addmona] data elements’ would have tobe approved by a majority of the states. States
.. would also provxde data xndtcatmg therr progress toward achxevmg ‘the goals-specified in the proposal,|

|

‘Ayear and wtll provide the ﬁrst natronal view of the foster care pcipulatton
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L """federal funds are cut back. Therefore, an iimportant soutce of learmng -about the problems of these .|

B state child welfare systems will lack necessary fundmg

g
ANALYSISOFTHEPRA(HR 1214) connnucd . e ‘ o R . Pager'

: f" - ,j.The proposal would provrde $6 million’ per year to conduct a natlronal randorn-sample study of chtld '
S owelfafes In addmon, $10 million per year would be authonzed for research and tramtng in child -
. welfare, to be spent at the Secretary S dtscretton A B

cl
.l

L Drscusswn

s Collectton of rneamngﬁrl data by the states 1s unportant to rrnprovmg chtld welfare systems

- "."‘However the aggregate data that would be reported unider. the proposal will not provide a clear’

o 'understandmg of which children the states are serving and whether the states are reachmg the '
ks estabhshed goals of protecting children.’ o L :

L : For the Congress or HHS to adequately assess and momtor state performance, aualysrs of o
" individualized data sich'as'that in’ AFCARS is' “required. - Without individual-level data, it is drfﬁcult

L f'.pohcy and practxce 1ssues-such as how long dlfferent types of clnldren stay in care before returmng
'horne or bemg adopted—-cannot be addressed through aggregate reportmg : :

© " .. Though the bill provrdes some fundmg for chtld welfare research and tratmng, the fundmg is well
.. below that under current law. "States are not ltkely to increase their own contributions to research as

B "'vulnerable children and the effectiveness of programs auned at helping them could be lost.

| Flmdmg and State Anotment
' ‘Proposal : 1’ : IR o 'r l .

o The block grant would consist of two components most of the fundtng would be a ﬁve year capped
entttlernent to the states, ‘while in each year $486, nnllron of the total would be subject to annual
S approprratron Total funding would 'be $4.416 billion in FY. 1996 '$4.681 billion in FY 1997, $4.993|
"< billion in FY 1998, $5.253 billion in FY 1999, and $5.557 brllxon in FY 2000: The block grant -
T ’ffunds would be allocated to the states based on therr proportxon of the hlgher of (1) one-third of the
... state’s amount of federal oblrgauons for selected child welfare programs for FY 1992 through FY
B ,,1994 or (2) the state’s amount. of Federal obhgatrons for those programs for FY 1994. The Pproposal
ag.would provrde no funds for Indtan tnbes The proposal does not address how states would recetve
N payment for legrtlmate entxtlement clarms incurred in earlrer ﬁscal years. : «
o | ' ‘

v States would be requrred to mamtatn their 1995 level of spendtng on these programs through 1997
ST Begmmng in 1998, states would be allowed to transfer up 1030 percent of funds from this block
Coy f.,grant to other block grants mcludmg those created by this bill as well as. Title XX and any food and

B nutrttlon bloclc grant that may be created in the future by the 104th Congress :

e

[

Dzscussiort

L _'Ihe amount of the block grant is set at $4 416 brllron in FY 1996 compared with $4 713 btllton that

' '},v_-_,"would have beén available if eurrent programs’ were ‘Continued. Over five years, $2.7 billion of .

" federal fundxng to. state child protectton Systems will be lost. Thts is'a reductton in federal funding of |- -,
L IO percent. The abrl:ty of states to transfer funds out of this block grant mcreases the likelihood’ that |

o PR
- 4, SR

ﬁwmnm,ﬁrmgmm
, R T

'to understand whether children are. bemg served and protected adequately within the states. Important S



o MBy dtstrtbutmg funds based on a state’s recent propomon of Tttle IV-E obltgattons, the formula >
.0 favers states that have placed large nurnbers of children in foster care or have succeeded in making .
... large claims. for chlld placement services and admtmstratton Many states have htgh IV-E claims for
. child placement services and’ adnumstratron because the; :
B ‘}”casework systems and to prov1de preventtve -and i in
- moriey 1 ‘under the Tttle I block grant, ‘while states

i systems ‘which would be elj : |
' proposal.” As a result, states with the greatest rieed may have access to the least amount of funds.
- The current mequtttes among the states ‘would be frozen in place for the next five years.

o - The formula would greatly dtsadvantage those states that for reasons beyond their control such as
. ;_:“changes in populatton or mcreasee tn cases of serrous clnld abuse. w;ll need to mcrease the nmnber of

" '??"'j: f;one year locks m place problems created because of IV-E foster care and adopttcn s multi-year
- .+ claiming process: Any state with many back claims in the selected year wrll have a disproportionate

.. éscalated at'the same rate is the proposed block grant-states would have received 49 percent less
S ﬁmdmg in FY_ 1994 than they actually : recetved Overall, states would have lost $1.5 billion dollars | .
" . of federal fundmg in that year alone. - Every ‘state but one would have lost fundrng under such block | *

" - grant. Thé btggest losers in dollar terms would. have been Cahforma (losing $356 million), New

L - years = - would have the potenttal to dramattcally cut the fundtng to states. A block grant cannot -
LT ,antrcrpate growth in child abuse and neglect or in the need for foster care. If states ‘experience foster - -
' . . care caseload growth beyond that assumed in the capped amount over the next ﬁve years, they would :

Am.vsxsopruspnaatx 1214) - commd - R . L pagels

y have used these funds to improve their
ome services. These states would get more
1t have not yet used administrative funds for
s tates are just beginning to develop computer

- system' tmprovement would get' less‘ For example :
i ial fun fundmg that would be repealed under the

! T

o large share of funds i in each of the five years of the block grant
Htstoncal Analyszs | | o

- Ifa block grant had been put into effect in FY 1990 based on fundtng levels in FY 1988-and

"York (losmg $310 rmllton) Pennsylvama (losmg SlO2 rmlhon), and Ilinois (losing$101 million). In S

'percentage ‘terms, the btggest losers would have been’ Massachusetts (losmg 83 percent), Hawaii
) (losing 80 percent), Indta.na (losrng 7 percent), and Cormecttcut (losmg 71 percent) ‘

. ,Thts clearly shows that a child protectton block grant - even wrth mcreastng allocations over five -

lose rmllrons of dollars in federal child welfare fundtng l
'Medrcaid . o R

| Proposal

As wtth other chtldren any foster cluld whose farmly rneets those requtrements for IV-A eltgtbtltty -

S that were in effect on ‘March ’7 1995 would be Medtcatd eltgtble

a Dtscussron

o "I‘he brll would require States to continue Judgrng Medrcatd eltgrbtltty on IV-A standards from March, =
S ._7 1995 even if i it subsequently changed its AFDC eltglbtltty requtrcments Thts wtll potenttally

o create a two-ttered Medicaid eltgtbrltty system in each state ’
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L .Drscusston

L not deny, delay or otherw:se dnscrumnate in makmg foster andl adopttve placements on the basis of

*.." that a state or other entity may co

L ':rf'"capable of meeting the needs of the children needing plat:ernentI ‘States and other entities violating
.7, Act are subject to sanctions. pursuant to Title VI of the 1964. Cllw‘ Rtghts .&ct These penalttes range

o  Act. Unlike that Act, it contains rio languagé discussing whether or how the background of the child

e would mean that a state would 16se all Federal funds® prov:ded to the state for use in supporting foster

Am.vs:sox:ruspnaam 1214) coarmued L S e id_‘PageiZSu
Interethmc Adoptlon o

B ‘Proposal

- The bill repea.ls the Multtethmc Placement Act and substttutes replacement language A state found fo -
" have discriminated would lose all of tts Title I block grant funds for the pertod of time durtng which
' the violation occurred :

| ) 'I’he Multtethmc Placement Act provrdes that statos or other erttmes that receive Federal funds shall ‘

* the race, color, or natio ongtn of the | prospecttve parents orithe child. The Act further provides

e‘acttve efforts to. recruit foster and adoptive parents. - '

ires that states ‘and othier entities

- from compltance actions’ to full terrmnatton of fundtng _
_ The proposed btll tncludes essenttally the same prohtbmon as provnded for by Multtethmc Placement
: rnay be cons1dered “It.also does not address recruttment issues.

: .,T.Under the proposed btll a state that vrolates the prohrbttton shall rermt all fund_s that were pard it
‘ :under the ‘Child Protection Block Grant durtng the pertod of tllegal behavior. This proposed penalty

| ‘_care, adoptton and child protectton acttvntnes based ona srngle act of dtscrtmmatton

cons 1der the’ race, ethmctty, or cultural, background of a child and the| . -
U “capacrty of prospective parents to meet ‘the rteeds of: ‘a child ‘of that background as one of a number of
Lo factors i in makmg placement deci ns, prev:dmg that it did not delay or deny placements. -Finally,
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o lndependcnt Livlng Programs S T p Y
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17 Purpose - -

Sghtltlc A C htld I’rotcctmn lllnck t.r.mt l’m;,ram aml "u\l(‘r ( are, \ctnptmn Assrstancc, and !ndcpendcnt lemg I’rograms '

K

e

~. ‘Section 701. Establishment of Program

( lmptcr l : Illm’k (mmtc tu \tatcw l'm' "lt l’rntcrtmn of ( hlldrcn

Lt

v

o hlld \\cll.rrc \cntus mm prm ltlt.‘tl lur in lttlc lV ll

of the. Secial Sec urity. Au are dcxu__lud o lwlp States,

- provide child welfare services, family prc«cn.rtmn. and »

umtmumt\ h.l‘st‘tl family- \ttppt\rl str\tu:

.

' June I1; 1996 12:01 pm -Page 2

al

Thc pmposed Ch|ld Protectton Block Grant would
- replace current -law under Title 1V-B, “The purpose of
the Chlld l’rotectron Block Grant 1s t0" p 263)

(l) 1dentlfy and assrst l'amrltes at rlsk of abusmg or

ncglt.ctmg thelr ch:lclren, S «

(2) operate a systcm for rccetvmg reports of abuse or R )
neglect of chrldren, ' : - : -

[

(3) rmprove the lntake, assessment sereemng, and
mvestlgatlon of reports of abuse and neglect

(4) enhancc the general chrld protectrve system by

.- improving nsk and sal'ety assessment tools and SR

protocols, o

(S) |mprove legal preparatlon and representauon, i
meludmg procedures for appealmg and respondmg to.
appeals of substantrated reports of abuse and neglect,

(6) provrde support treatment, and famnly preservatton " .
services to. families which are, or are. at rlsk of, abusmg :

or neglectmg therr chtldren

(7) support chtldren who must be removed from or”

hrs



> T Current Taw -, 0 BT P 'M~,~l)cécrlpnon"of Provision . -
TR e T T SRy T x\ho cwnnot lwe wnh thelr l'amuhes, (p 263)
: T ( 8) makc nmely decmom about permanent llvmg

T R P e . arrangenients for children-who: must. be removed. from \
A I E U I SO TR ~ S ST T . or whocannot lwe wuth thelr famllles, s f,,,f‘

SR ST e TR e e T S PV (9) provnde for contmulng evaluauon and lmprovement
B v SR C T SRR S S of clnld protecnon laws regulauons, and servtces, :

B o _ LT T ¥ S S (l()) dcvelop and l'acnlltate tralmng protocols for S
S o e 8 L et e et e indlividuals mandaled to- rcpoﬂ clnld abuse or neglect
= - - - - '_~ _‘—'—\_ a"d p ' L A'_" . o Rt g
. '}. \ . ; /_ . . , o

S T T T T e e T e T T (l l) develop and enhance the capactty of commumty- e
O DT DO SE T e T PR ~ based programs to mtegrate shared leadershlp strategles-f...f -

U T D e e " between parents and. professnonals to prevent and treat -

O TR U e chlld abuse and neglect at the neughborhood level (p

L A e e SN e e L T e T T L T e T e A P

-+ 2. Eligible States -~~~ . e ERER _' Lo O - -

e i aImGeneral o LT s lo bc chg|blc for l"undmg undcr llllc IV- B and lV-E- o An "Elsglble State” is one that has submltted to the
LT T e -~ ‘States must have State plam (dcvcloped Jmntly with - Secretary, not. later than October 1, 1996 and every
RN Yoo e - the Secretary. undcr Title 1V-B, and approved by the . three years thereafter, a- plan (as descrlbed below)

R ,_Sccrclary undcr Titlé IV-E ). In addition, to.receive which has been signed by the. Chief Executive Ofﬁcer

. Tunds under the: Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment of the State, and contains mformatnon and certlﬁcatlons

L

i N o Act (LAPIA) States must comply with certain : as descnbed below (p 264) R _':
“_rcqmrcmcms mcludmg submlssmn 0l a 9tate plan ‘ f S SR R

- ‘Jnne,ll, 1996 ;!"»Z'V:()l‘pr:n "Page 3 L




Colem o S e - Canent Taw e e T - 7 Description of Provision -

S b Qutline of Child Protection Program - ‘\l.nlu mua! luu a duhlf\\dl.»rc sérvices plan - A gtatc plan must mclude mformatlon on the State s -
B e R SR dc\ulnpui 1mmh By tlic Secretanyind the rclc\.ml Cluld protection program, including Statc activities and

T T T D Stae ageney’ \\!mh provides for igle’ .uxmx ; _'f proccdurcs to he used for (p 264) ‘
- T S s T adminisration and: which deseribes services 1o be . - e o
Lo T e proviided .md g_cu;_r.lplm areas where sefvices will be (!) reccwmg and assessmg reports of chlld abuse Or -
R R ST e s available, among: nimerous other rcqmrcmcnl‘: neglect o S
SO R T A S mc.lmlmg. extensive hda.ml child protection . 7 o7 : o : ,
T T n.qmrcmcnm Hie \latc pl.m also must meet. many (2) mvesugatmg such reports.
Sl T T e e other requirements, such as setting. lnnh aS-year’ ‘ '
S e s _statement’ of goals-for l.nmh prcscr\.mnn and family: - (3) w:th respcct to famllles in whlch abuse or neglect E
B N I D DS SR L suppurl—.md assuring- ~thereview of-progress-toward =~ ~~has” been ‘confirmied; provndmg setvices or referral for -
S e e T hose goals. Ror foster care-and .1dnptmn assistance, “services for families and children. where the State
Le T o States must submit for dpprmal atitle TV-E plrm . makes a determmatlon that lhe ch:ld may safely remain.
R Py S R “prov uhm_ fora lnslcr care’ :md adoption msm(ance . with the famlly, e e T
DRI e e o program and x.mslung NUMCTrous. uqmrcnwnlq ‘The < - ’ R
Con AT e s e T Child Abuse Prevention and - Treatment. Act (C APTA) (4) protectmg ch:ldren by removmg them from

S TR DU _'—rcqmrcq States-to-have in‘effect a-lawlor reporting ~dangerous settings and ens ensurmg thelr p!acement m a
. o known and qu':pul(.d child-abuse and m,g,k.ct as: wcll as - safe enwronmcnt ‘ o
L 3 _providing for-prompt investigation of child abuse and . f ER L
S L e nq.h,u rcpnm anmm, many othcr rcquurcmcms R 1) provndmg trammg for mdmduals mandated to

B i AL SR I SR I repon suspected cases: of chlld abuse or. neglcct

) . O X o (6) protcchng chlldrcn m foster care, - -
T R AP (7) promotmg tlmely adoptlons, e
T L e ; S T (8) protectmg the nghts of famnhes usmg adu!t
S e o s T L 5 relatives as the preferred placement for children -
P S separated from their parents’ if such relatlves meet- al!, :
: T . o - S S o ’ .- relevant standardS' and S e N
. : “ P . - L s
. | sune 1171996 i“I'2_:0l‘4pm Page.'n!“ L o, P B T R IR | F
‘ X . ' - » ,-\ L, - b g ) ’ . R ‘ \ - ':A:\V‘A . : "' R = T 4 MJ t"(u’ u, * u{h&.lu i bs ,V,J'}{ d’ n. \J:
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"~ Description of Wbyisiqn‘ -

C. ( crtnllcntlon of ‘st.atc l a\\ Rt.qmrmg_ tlw
chnrtmg, uf (_hlld Abusc 'md Nq.lu.t

d ( crtlluatmn of l’mudurcs lur \chcnmg_
: Sntct) Asscssmcm‘ dlltl l’mmpt lmcxtu..mun

/.‘

c. (crul‘ cahon of S‘tatc l’mccdures l'nr
Rcmmml and Placemcnt nl' /\buscd or..

e p e e

lo rcu:ng luml\ undcr thc ( lultl :\huw l'tc\cntmn and

lrc.unwnt Av.t ‘\t.nc\ muxt h.m.' atow m cllu.t lh'tt
prnndcs for ro.pnrtnu_ of l.nm\n “and: \ll\PLt.lC\l S

o mxt.amcs of Llnld ahusc nml nq_lut

t'ndcr ( :\l’l ‘\ 'slate alsn must hmc a pmg_ram o

m\cmg.llo. wllcg..mnns of abuse or neglect, niust

_preserve umlulcnu.tlm of records, anid must pmvldc

Cthat every abhused or nq.lcdtd tlnhl involved in a court:

prnu‘ulnn_ |s nprcscnud h\ a Lu.mlmn ad htcm

To receive lundnq_ tmdcr ltllt. IV 13 :md V- F of thc
\mml Security Act. States must cmnpl) with certain

Ncglcctcd (hlldren AR

l' Certlﬁcatlon ol’ Prov:snons l'or lmmumt)
from Prosecuuon R ST

Rclatmg to Appeals N

PN o g

\\hcn nctcssan RS TR

" abuscor ncg,lcct R

2 g Certlﬁcatlon of Prowswns and Procedures’ = No provision.’

" June 11, 19967 12:00 pm Page 5

_procedures for rcmm.nl ot' duldrcn lmm thc:r famlhcs chlldren (p 265) s

llndcr ( APIA Statcs must havc a law in cffect that
prowdcs immunity from, prosccutmn for rcponcrs of

S oo L

g

(9) pmvndmg scrwces almed at preventmg Chlld abuse
.and ncglcct R - ,f e

B ach Slate must cemfy lt has in effect laws that

‘ rcqulrc rcportmg of cluld abuse and neglect (p 265)

\"c\ = - . -

l,ach Qtatc must certnt'y it has in effcct procedures for ,
the tmmcd:ate sCreening, safely assessment, and’ prompt

" mvcsug,atlon of Chlld abuse or neglect reports (p 265)

S

 Each State must ceitify.it-has in‘effcét:pfocedufes f6i~“

" the removal and placement of abused or neglected

——\".', B -t

Each State must cemfy it has in effect laws requmng

1mmumty from prosccutnon under State and local_laws -

-for mdnvnduals ‘making good faith reports.of suspected
or known cases of cluld abuse or. ncglcct (p 265)

W

Each State must certlfy that no later than two years

. aﬂer enactment it-will have in effect laws and

procedures affording. individuals an opportunlty to s
appeal an ofﬁctal ﬁndmg of abuse or neglect (p 265)



o ltems o T e e o Coemt Taw 7 T T = Pesceription of Provision < T

: o T2 7h Certification, of - State Procedures. for, - L tn tcwnc tundmg l"}{hl’ tuh l\ Wand I\ t ot thc‘ 'i- l,ach ‘?tate mu‘;t certtfy tt has in. effect procedures for ‘

R .: Developing and Reviewing Written Plans Inr L Social Security Act, \l.tlc\ must deselop case plans. for” dcvclopmg, and reviewing written plans for the
R I’tmmncnt Placcmcnt nl Rcmmcd ¢ htldrm ', .uh child ihat are ruumd at leadt ucr\ SN months . permanent placcment of’ cach chtld removed from the

Lo T e T e .md contain xpcuhut mtnnn.ttmn e ﬁmtly that SRS 1 AT

T BN (A RN T = Y spceifis the goal for achieving 4 permanent
S e e e L e e e s T e e placcment for the chtld in‘a trmely fashton, h
I LI e T e (2) f—'ﬂsures 'haf ‘he Pia“ 1s fe"'ewed °Vef3’ six "‘0"“‘5"; I
ST U oo s - o R - (“t) cnsures that mformatton about the chtld is gathered
U IR S o regolarly and placed in the case record.  (p. 266). -

¥

_ N (crtrtrmtmn ot‘ %tmc ngnm 0 l‘rumEc "t der Jitle 1V-]7, \ttttctz receive c.ttpput cnutlcmcnt '_J Fach State must cemt‘y it has in effect a program to P
RIS Indcpcndcnt l wmg Senucs DA [.r.mt': for rmtcpcndcnt living services. - 0 ‘provide mdependent living services to 16-19 year “old -
e R e e ~ -—'—— ——~youths (and;-at State- optton,—youths up to—age 22)—who~»‘
IR R 3 S T e Lol o s s S o are in the foster care system’but have no family to
T e T T T e e e e e ”support them. (Under the bill, States also wrll contmue
Sl e e T e e TR e T T S o receive capped entrtlement grants for lndependent T

. ', ,’/T T Tl T e L S T e e e Living servrces as under current law see. p l9 of thts |
,}.t_[vj - o _] Certtﬁcatton of State Procedures to S | Under (.AP! /\. Statcs must havc prnccdurcs or - 4 Each State must certrfy it has in effect proccdures or . -
ST = f iv , Reqpond to Reporting of Medtcal Neglect of *programs (or both) to rcsp(md to rcporte of mcdtcal ~_programs (or both) to, “respond to reports of medlcal ‘
T T Dtsab!ed lnfants S ncgh:ct of dtsablcd tnfants S ;neglect ofdtsabled rnfants. (p 267) ' § -
ARRERC ‘ k ldenttﬁcatlon of Chtld Protectton Goals Undcr Title: IV l , States must estahhqh specrﬁc goals’ . Each State must outhne the quantttatlve goals of the ‘
L ,;z-.{ T e f‘ur thc maxinium numhcr of cligible children. who will State chtld protectton program (p- 268)
R B R SR B rcmam in t'mtcr care for more than 24 months S e : )
LT me 1019961200 pm Page® . T Do oo T T o
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A mlu lllh l\ H lor. tm.tl u.m lupnmm;_ on ur al!cr :
. :\,pnl_,l l‘Nh ‘\l e plans muxl pm\ uic .mummu tlnt .

i

G l) llu \I.ilc ll.l‘\ wmplglul an mu.mnr\ ut .lll thldrcn

\\Im hetore the-ins cnlun hid been in !mtcr care-

* underthe. mspnmuhtlm of the State for six months or .
more.- which dctcmnnul (i) the appmpn.tlcncw of.;and .
,i"nucs\u\ for. thv foster. mrg pl.ucmcnl (n) \\hc|hcr the 'j‘ _
- child wuld or «.hmlld he Murncd qo lhc pdrcmﬁ of the '
i child: or should be frecd for .1d0punn or othier,

- permianent placement; and (i) the services m.ccssary 0 :,.

, facilitiite. the return ol the du!d or lhc pl.u,cmcm of thc
Lllll(l lnr 'ulnplmn or. lcpl Luardmmhm Lo

o,

- ( J llw ‘statc (] npt_mlml_ 10 |hc ﬂmf'utmn of thc
?\cuc tary: ‘
ftluldrcn \\hn are or ha\c been in Imlcr carc in the Tast’

“(iy a statewide information syqlcm on’

12:01 pm Page7 -

")car (m a case review; ';)slcm for ‘each child rcccwmg

foster care inder-the supervision “of the State: (iii) a -

serviee pm;:ram dcsnl.nc.d to help children return.to-
~ families: from* which they have been rcmoved or be "

»placcd for adoplmn (ivya prcplaccmcnt prevcnuve
service program “designed:to help chlldrcn al nsk

o " remam wuth thclr famllles and

A(3) the Statc hm rcvtewed Statc pohcuc«; and procedures
- in-effect for- chlldrcn ‘abandoned at birth; and-is -
~implementing (or; will 1mplemcnt by October 31,
“1996) such’ pollcws or procedures to cnable permanent
: decisions’ wnh ‘respect to'the placement of such -
’ .ﬂchnldren to bc m'lde expcdltmusly (For fi scal years

1

Contem Taw . - - . . .- Description of Provision -

th rcspcct to. f' scal ycars begmmng on or after Aprn]
- 1.:1996, States. must certify that they’ have complied .
~with the same child- protection standards as under

- -current Iaw ‘Standards related to abandoned chlldrexi sl

. must be~mct by ()ctober l 1997 (p 268)

[ k8

o
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Description of Provision

Lo DR ’, PR P UL : e -

m « cruﬁeauon o!‘ Rc.mon.rhlc I Hum

o ' Bctorc I‘laccment of C hr!drcn m lmlcr Care

ot .

. (crulualmn of - Asm_nmcnl lo Sl.rlc ul
(luld ‘;Uppm’t Pa) mcnt<: - SO

N -t

' “'.'hq:mmn;. h:!mc \pnl l I*mh these” sl.rml.mls m:rc

Ancenhing hmdmp rcqnnum nts that States-had 1o meet

“incorder o reedine their Tull. Iulc l\' 13 .dlmmcm :md

\\LTL" an\n as su.lum 4’7 pmlcumm )

Irtlc IV l ‘xmu: pl.ms mu-d prmldc tlmt in cxcry case,

- reasonahle cllnrh will be. niide (A} prior o the -
plrucmcm of ai¢hild in foster care, (o prcwm or .
“chiminate the need. Tor removal of the child from hcr
hmm“- and (1) o m.rLc i pnwhlc lnr the child- to;

B P T —

rcmrn I lwr hmm S PO f

UR—

) x-,‘.
SN

Title I\’ I \l.rtc pl.ms fiust prmulc lh.rt \\llcrc
A.mrtmpn.\lc all steéps will:be taken. lmludmr, _
umpu.m\c efforts with® \!.nc /\I D¢ and child ';upport

L -

0. Leruﬁcauon of Confdentrahly and
churrcmenls for lnformallon Dlsclosure

" June 11,1996 12:01 pm

li‘aée‘: 8

enforcenient agencics: to seeure an’ aw;,nmcnt of any
ng_ht% o support ol a child | receiving !mlu care,
nmmcnanw pasmmte under htlc IV I

1 g
- S Wil

Undcr ¢ AP F A ‘itatc plans must pmvrdc l'or methods

‘1o preserve cnnﬁdenuahly of records, and’ reqmrements

~ for- prompt. disclosure of relevant, information to ~ * -
.- Federal, State, or local governmcms or entities with a
need for such’ mformauon in‘order: 10 protccl children -
from ahu‘;c or ncglcct I A

!‘ach State musl eerufy lhat it wrll make reasonable

efforts to prevenl the placement of ‘children in foster
~care and to make it possible for the child to return

" home., ‘Each State must also cemfy that it provrdes }
crvrccs for children and famrhes where maltreatment =~ - ,
. has: been conﬁrmed but ‘the child remamed wuh thew—»‘—‘? S
f'rmrly (p 269) _;‘ aE T

<, .
N

l"ach glale must cemfy |t wrll take aII approprlate
stepq, mcludmg cooperative’ efforts, to secure an -
aqsrgnmenl 1o the State of any rights to support on -

behalf of each© child- recelvmg foster care’ marntenanc “*—— =

" payments. (p.269) ' DA

.

Fach State must cerhfy that it has in effect ST .
B requrrements for. disclosure of records only 10 specrfied ce

“individuals and entities, and provisions that, ‘allow for -

. .public < drsclosure of findings or mformatmn about cases '

of chlld abuse or neglect that have resulted in-a child
fatahty or near fatality. (except that' such dlsclosure L
“shall not include identifying information about the ~* } '
_individual initiatifig a report of. suspected chrld abuse or I
neg ect (p 270) Lo - "
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Lo 'Li.‘t.“(irants"tu‘.‘;tntes 'l'ot'f(‘h‘itd P ’ntcctiun:—;“f"- ;

-t

.~ pS Determinations "

a lundnn, uf BlocL (mmt%

', }» ': (l) lnutlement (ompnncnt

o rEe s s

* " (2) Authorization Component -

B B e
' . . B

~-

C - Suneltle 1V plans are. dexeloped.joimly with the

Secrctary - State Fitle IV-1 plans must he ‘tpprmed
by -the. ‘ﬂunt.m

lnh: IV ll ul thc \o«.ml Scumt» Act umtmm hnth
dtst.rctmnar) and cappt.d entitlement fundmg for.

- hclpm;_. States” prm idc -assistance to troubled f"mnllcs

The \urct.m st apprme any plan T

T lhc eccrctary of LIHS must determine whether the -
- State plan includes. the reqmred materials and~

¢certilications (except matenal related to the -

' """ “""P"“ with Sk *"““f‘ l‘““»l*“‘"* L ey cerlification of State procedures to respond to fepertlng '
g T ‘ ‘ s - of medical ncglect -of disabled infants). The Secretary . -
- U ,,_cannot add new elements beyond those hsted above: (p o

[ TR S|

Each eltgnble State shall be entltled to reeelve from the
Secretary an amount equal 1o the State share of the' -
. 'Child Protection Block Grant for the fiscal year (see

. and_their_children: ()f capped entitlement. fundmg.- __q_,u-chlld protectton amount™ as defined-below)—A- set--«—'—,--;;’-
pm\ldcd for tamul} prct:cr\amm :md mpport I percent aside is provided for Indians equal to | percent of the -
m rcecncd lur Indlam P vf;‘:entttlement money ﬂowmg into the hlock grant (..

: y 4 n S : - . - . o 3 27') \‘ ‘f‘" oo .‘z::

()f dmrctmnary nppmpnatmm prowdcd for chlld
_-welfare scrvices: the- Secretary may provide funds

s dtrectly to Indians such amounts. equal 10.0.36 percent -
ool appropnattons in t'scal year l995 '

‘_t?fEach ehgible State is also glven funds equal to the o
- State share of the authorization’ component of the: block
- grant that is appropnated ‘each year. “Indians are gwen
" "0.36 percent of the appropnated money ﬂowmg mto
o the block grant “(p- 271)

RS b. L:mnattons on Authonzatnon of ‘ For chtld welt’arc services under 1 dlc lV B $325 - --Funds for the authonzatlon component of the block )
‘ Approprtatlons ' : : mdhon is authon?cd annually ‘ : © . grant under- this sectlon are not lo exceed $325 mtlhon
' - : e »each year \p 272) e e
B {A_V“lnne"!l‘.§l996 lZ:()itfpmﬁ t’ageé -
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cecDelinifions o T e L T T T
s T (NLChild Frotection Amount 0 lnr fdmll\ pru.ux.ﬂwn “and suppnrt \U‘\lu“‘\ $""§’
T ', “million i3 authoiized . | A UL }-’4" nnllmn in l Y
B T R P l'm,.md fmﬁ mlllmn in I ! umx ' {

. s . .
.

e T e StateTs child pupul.mnn and per capita mwmc g

o s ;;X . . lnml \t.lmps

: o AR IR PN (7) Quallﬁed ¢ luld I’mlu:uon SRR DR AT _ j

o lwcnscs i L
ST d. Determination of Information ) -
e - o = R
o - - v N >', ' - '{A : N ",_ :
-——--.: . - .‘ : - -
: C g June-11, 1996 12:01 pm Page 10
NN ‘ :

C(2)Swate Share. L T s e \t.uc allntmcnlﬁ foor dnld \\cllarc services are hascd 0n~‘~_

. T U : State allotments:for family preservation. and’ wppoﬂ are~;
Co T e e s T T hasedhon the numhcr of children i the S rucwmg

- .

““I'ne-term " chlld protecuon amount" means: $240°

“million for fiscal year 1997; $255 million for. fiscal

’;_year 1998; $262 million for fiscal year 1999; $270 -
- million for fiscal year 2000; $278 million for fiscal .-
year 2001 $286 mi hon I'or fi scal year 2002 (p 271)

) Ihc term "Stale share ‘means the quallﬁcd chald

-.. protection expenses of a State. divided by the sum of
;»the qualified child’ protectlon expenses ‘of all of the - , v
Sta!cs (p 27I) N S

e

g 'f.The tenn quahﬁed chlld protecuon expenses means . :

. Federal granls to the State: under the Child Welfare. -
- ‘Services Grant and the !“armly Preservatton and .

7 SupportServices Grant-in=fi scal-year-1994 or- the*——w- s L
’average of 1992-94 whlchever is. greater (p 272)

“In determmmg amounts for fi scal years l992 mrough B
© . 1994, the Secrctary shall use information’ listed as -
actual amounts in the Justification for Estimates’for . .
- Appropriation’ Commitiees of the Admlmstratlon for * ..

Children and Families for f' scal years 1994 through

.1996 (p 273)
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.
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.
Lo
H

N s N T P oo .
- lem L,(ﬁ:-ug_wr'u;ffm_ . Description of Proviston” - - - ’
o o Useof Grant = =0 00 L0 lumlx must ke uscd lur “pratecting and 'p'rmlmling‘llpcV ’ e ‘
) e e ‘ -; o ;;mll we-of ¢laldren - preventing unnceessary ’ - - .
. - o C s separation’of dnhhcn from. thcrr fannlics L rcslurmg - - ; .
- . e Childien oy thctr families il tha:\ h.m: hccn o ] _ ) N
_ S S rcmm:.d - Fannily? prcwr\.nmn - - \ : S
T R R '_-'_wcr\rw wmmmm\ hased l'mnh support ';crvrcce g . - »
- S ConE e i pmnmlc Ihc well: hcm;. of ¢hildrén and families and S , ' -
PR S e T b anerease parents: wnhdcmc and_competence. - A ‘\’_' L SR
S - BRI N . Q‘ﬂ.\lc m which lnds. are p.ml under this section may - = L i
R o ; e i,w«: such’ Tunds in any inanner that the State deems A L RS
o o A e e , T g = e e dppmpndk‘ to Aunmph\h !hc purpmm -ol- thm part~5=»~ R - SRR e -
f. Timing of Expenditures . Provisions vary -under programs to be replaced. A State to whtch funds arc pald under thls section may .
L : CoTee T " use the money in any manner. the State deems . - . - .. .-
) R " - .-appropnale to:accomplish the purposes of this part but :
< 1 . . o
e e - : —= *-the-funds-must-be- expended-not-later; than the-end- of—‘—-'- T
. R \ 2 R - P AR
. - ; - : the tmmedrately succeedmg ﬁscal year (p 273) '
- . g: Rule of Interpretation ™ . ¢~ " For- pmht l’mtcr care pmvnders arce’ not chgnblc for For-proﬁ t, foster care facrlltrcs are ellgnblc to recerve \
Lo e AT T e "I cdc al lundm;_. undcr htlc lV 3 DA . ' funds from the block grant or under Trti IV-E (p -
e _ e, o :_,273)
g - h. Timing of Payments . v kS ,Undcr 1 nle Iv- B, thc ‘Sccretary makcs payments t0j. - The Secretary must make payments on a quartcrly
= LU e T Slates pcrmdrcal!y ’ basrs :
N T, o - L
. : o ~ , h ' ; o -
i 7 June 11, 1996 "12:01- pm - Page 11 . . o .
-.; ‘j ) A . - ; p .,\ - : ';. = s B
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- Description-of Provision ~

© 7 Penalties

~ 7 June 11, 1996. 12:01 ‘pm' Pageifl’ - S -

. \ulum ll "ol thc ‘wu.nl \uum\ \tt mpnrcs lhc
\ttm.m w c\l.lhll‘\h by regulation anew: Federal -

< review \\\‘UH !ur “chald wellare. which would allow .

ff,f'ﬁptn.rhru for. misuse ol funds l{tpll.nlmns are cxptcttd

Tlocbe puhh\htd dunm. the summer. of T996. (This 7

EER I ,prmmnn mm!d not, hc .allulul h\ thc prnpuml )

. . . B - - .
s . L L. s

A

o~ - -

' ‘ﬁ(l) lor mrsuse of funds. lf an audlt determmes that
- any amounts provided to a. ‘State have been spent in’
- violation of this’ part; the Secretary-must reduce the ;
grani otherwise’ payable for the next fiscal year by the .
- -amount of. the. mnsspent funds, plus 5 percent of the o
s L.rant (p 273) : o , :

2 () For” fmlure {6’ maintain: effort If States fail to ..+ - T
S maintain State spending equal to State expendltures ‘ AR
. 'under Part B of Title V- in fiscal year 1994, the -~
" Secretary- must reduce the grant payable under thls ,
" ‘section by an amount equal to the’ ‘previous year’s. ST e
‘ .ashortfall in. mainitenance of effort.. A penalty of 5.~
_percent of the State’ grant must also be imposed. _ States -
" must maintain. 100 percent of pnor effort in fiscal years.—

1997 and |998 and 75 -percent ln f' scal years 1999

:through 2002. (p 274)

B ,,-""(3) For fallure to submlt remrt lf thc Secretary
" determines that the State ‘has not submitted mandatory E

. -adoption and foster care data reports within'6 -months = |
~~ 'of the end of the fiscal year, the Secretary must reduce .
by percent the amount of the State’s block grant If
the report is submitted before the end of the " :
- immediately -succeeding fiscal year, the Sccretary shall o
rescmd the pcnalty (p 274) ce '

' ]Excepl in the case of fallure 10 mamtam eﬂ'ort the e
‘Secretary may not impose a penalty if the L R

~ 'determination is made that-thé State has reasonable
_= cause. for fallmg to comply wnh the rcqu:rement


http:percent.of
http:rl'l.!II1.1I

. AN N .
S .f.:;'”ltcm e T Lo Taw s e ey V Description of Provision -
R e L s . oF urthe a §tatc nust be mformed before any penalty 13 o
R . L e ' |mpmed and be given an opportunity.to'enter int6a . - .
- : ’ . corrective compllance plan.. The proposal includes a-v .
) ’ T oo - e T = series of deadlines for submission of such correchve -
) el : T ’ , ‘compliance plans and review by .the Federal A
. R - ~ government ‘No quarterly payment can-be reduced by» e
Ll ) : : “more than 25 percent; penalty amounts. above- 25 :
\.' TR N NP pcrcent must be carried l'orward to subsequent quarters.
- e Lreatment of I¢rritorie B e e N ‘__N._»_l ach lerntory n enmlcd 0. receive. from the Secretary .,

- . - -
. t L
SO - - N e o el e o e i i T " _ e e s ~——-— — et
T k l mmauon nn lcderal Aullmr:ly R R S ,

L ,,.": 4 Dala Collechon and Repomng T :: L e " - ‘

- a. Nallonal Cluld Abuse and Neglecl :( "APTA requu'es that the Secretary shall through the

Dala System e e .National Center.on Child Abuse and Neglect eslabllsh

S e e oL e "+ anaiional data collection and. analysis program wluch
LDt I s T coordinates existing State child -abuse and neglect

R e T e T T repots,: ‘including: standardwed data on, subslannated '»

Lol o7 7 as wellas false, unfounded. or unsubstantiated teports,

" abuse and ne;,lect State child abuse and reporting.

L T A PR ml'ou'matmn must he collectcd. analwed made publlc S

E

oo Clune 11,1996 12:01 pin Page 137 :

“and’ ml’ormmmn on the number of deaths due to child - SR

for any.-fiscal ‘year an amount ‘equal’to the total .
obllg,attons due to the territory under the. Socnal
*Sccurity Act for fi scal year 1995, sub_nect 10 the

mandatory cellmg amoums m Sec. 1108 of the Somal :
Secunty Act (p 277) L e

Excepl as. expressly provnded in thls Act the Secretary S
.- may .not regulate the conduct of States.under’ thls part R
or enforce any provnslon of thls Act (p 277) S L
Same as eurrent law; except references to the Natlonal 1 : "l'
Cemer on Chlld Abuse and Neglect are deleted (p IR



2 - - ! .4 - } ) .. ' ' A ,,‘ - - )
PR . ~ - . LT . )
. N N QS . ' > B
e oo s e s Cunem Taw e 0 Deseription of Provision | g
: ) . ) o and inteprated with foster care and adoption data, T -

h Adupuon and I vster (.arc zmd o o An 1986 (‘nnl.'r'c'“'cst.nhli'shéd the N.mm{.ﬂ Ad»imry -' !hc (ommtttee prov:s:on leaves unaltered the current
/\nalysls and chorlmg ‘s) v.tcm } V Conuirittee: on” Adoption anil Foster Care Information to State data- reportmg system on child protectton The -,
(AI (,ARS‘») S assistHIS in designing a new umtpnhcmnc - enhanccd fundmg rate.of 75 pcrcem for the" SACW]S
IR R e u.munmdc l|d!.l c.nllu.lmn system-with full- system - N systcm ls extcnded for 1 addmonal year.\ (p 277)
I LT e implementation” expected o be umnplc!cd hy ()Llober~ B R e
Dti e - o e LAY R R D e " 190 Ihmc\cr final. rcg.ul.muns were not: issued until .- f LT R "'{w‘._; ‘
o ~ ool PR S I)cwmhu W*H with’ thc first lmnmnwnn uf ddta due s 5 A e RN
LA T M 19050 Al Statds are:now: participating in the, - R R
T P R T R “Adoption: and Imtcr Care Analyvsis and chnrlm R TR o
o R T L L Sasteni (AFCARS) IS s Lurrcmh dlml)nng the [ T et :
Lo U T e e st ll.ﬂ-l\ct‘\ transmitied from the States. JFhe final™ -~ "o 0 0 o T T e
o LT e e rules ru|mrc semi-annual rcpnrlm;. on.all t.hﬂdrcn in oo \ T o S
L e e e e faster cares The datacollection. s child‘and case. ST e T

S L SO T M P LIV ‘ \PLLIIIL and-isintended_ !u yield-a_semi- .mnual snapshot, S P S UL OU R SRS S
B W e TR e Ta _' f«'ut child \\clf.m: trends. I is also iniended 10 yleld e e T e L

: PR . '} e j;_mlnrmatmn that will’ cnahlc policymakers to-"track™ = . T e T Ea e
DR T : - E 7 children: in care and find out thercasons v\.hy children’ j;« T LT
. - enter. foster care, how long children. stay -in foster care, - =~ .. ‘ a ‘ e

.~ *. and what happens to children while i in- foster . care as UL RS , .
Lo jfv»cll as al'tcr lhcy }eavc I'oeter care. .o - E B R T P S AP

ST e : —'-".i:.:_"":" e )V _-:\;_\ln I993, (on[,rcqs aulhomcd enhanced fundmg of 75 _ :"'j R R R
T e e T T e e percent for both the AFCARS system and for several - B

S e e sl e e e e additional functions not originally, envisioned as’ part of T
RN Sl Ta ot T CAFCARS capability.  These new- functmns ‘included - S T B

L e e e e e o T electronic data exchange within the State, automated -’ P T ST
Sl e e e et e data collection on' all children.in foster. care, collection . S ’
B A I R and: manngemcnt of mformalmn necessary to fac:htate -
| " June 11,1996 12:01 pm Page 14 . A SRR " |
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Current Taw oot oo - Deseniptionof - Provision ‘
. ‘ [ P i : . . . Vi
tklncr\ u! \ht'tl m.lt.uc ervices s.amd. n dﬂtﬂ"ll\t‘ ' ' ' _ o ,
~ehigibihny for such services, case managéement. t..t%c\ TR e T T, -

. - . . . . . .
7 . B . . . N . . o~

Cplan, dcwlupnunt and mnmtmmg. and infornation” /L 0 DT
*security . | nh.tm.cd funding ot 75 Pt.ﬂ.t:lﬂ forthis - R S B
“second data: svstemy. which THIS calls the- \t.ttc\\tdc AP , R ST
N ,“}Aulunmlul C Itlld “Ll'.lfl‘ Inturm.ttmn \\stcm Doeoad T S T N
e a(‘”\( \\I\) c\prrc'; on ()ttnhcr I IW(» S I R
T 1hc ‘%ccretary may requlre the provtston of addltlonal
ST mformatlon under the data collection system if such
mformatnon is agreed to by a majonty of the Statcs '

S ;\::;.':'-‘; : dAnnualReportby t'I‘ic:S‘ccr"ctory jk." PR :' N . o [T I 4;1; lhe Secrctary shall prepare a report based on . ) B
e S P S P U S S P infofmation’ provided by thé ‘States no later than SiX-
.' R f' S LTInI o T e e e months after the end of each ﬁscal year (p 278)
L r&ndn{g"fﬁf Studtex of (.h ld w:?t}i«;}é i N T B - T

o t_,a Nattonal Random Samplc Study of - No provision.” - T e T The Secretary is entttled to recetve, for each of fi sca! R
',’-Ch:ld Welfare S Lo T T T e e - _years 1996 through 2002, '$6 million to conduct a
S U T / e o D e e 0 Pnational study based on random sainples of children
L e e T e s whoare at risk of child abuse or neglect and s10
SRR T R "s"'.‘--'mllhon for other rcsearch (p 279) .
e by Assessment of State Courts o7 For cach of fiscal ycars 1996 through 1998, the - o 'Same as current law; requ1res that no funds be i
Sl Improvement in the Handling- of R Secretary is"entitled: to receive.$10 million for the. -~ :.jexpended later than September 30 1999 (p 279)
ol »-Proceedmgs Rclatmg to Foster Care and av;c';c;mcnt of ¢ State courts rclatcd to foster care and o
ST "_.-Adoptton B -3-’ad0P“0" R ' )

e
.

TR e T T June 11,1996 12:00 pm Page 1S gl
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Curtent T aw®

Description of: Provision’

Coon 0L 6. Definitions

-a. Administrative Reviews™

T o brAdoptiont Assistance Agreement

£

—~

o The tcrm ‘case pl:m méans a written duulmcnt whlch
",,‘umludc a,dcsc.nplmn of thé type of homeor - ©

June i'vl‘. 1996 |"2:OI'pm. PAa‘gev l6

. . Y ’

llu. tcrm .nhmmxlr.m\c rc\w\\ ma.mx i w\ uw ofa
t.hlld s xl.um open. to participation by, p.mnm

- xunduucd h\ a pmcl ul ‘ippmpn.nc pcrqnm

'

. hc term ':\duplnm .\wnl.lm.c lgwmcnl ‘means-a’

\\m(cn -hinding’ .lyccmcm hetiveen the State and-the ..

' prmpcm\c adoptive parents of a minor v.lnld Mnch N
\pxuhcx the nture and amount.of any pa\mcnts "
,::St.‘r\l&.&.‘ and. assistance o b provided under the.

: ,a;_rcctmm .md stipulates. that the’ agreement: shall -

. remain’in cllcu regardless of the State in which the
T '}adnpmc mrc nis are. rundlm. al any L_ncn umc

'

institution”in which-a ¢hildisto be placed, mcludmg a

wf‘dnxt.mqmn of the- appmprmtcnc% of the placcment a

i _dcm.rnptmn of how the agency plam 0 1mplemcnt the - -
+voluntary: placcmcnt agreement or:the judicial - -...x
~ “determination madé.with respect.to the child; and a

C copy of thc hcallh and cducanon rccords of the chtld

lhc tcrm case rcvucw Systcm mcans a procedure for

awurm[, lhal R

| ‘, (t) cach cht!d hae a casc plan dc«:q,ned to

** achieve placement in the most appropriate setting that
_is consistent with. the best interests of the child; for a '
clnld placcd ata dml:mu: from: thc mrcnts thc case

t

HRRY

.o
BN
- L

aTe

~ - Same as current law. (p. 279)

“ .

e

.
g

‘A'Samc as‘ct‘;rr.qht 'lgw. (p 279) |

: S;ame_:'qs i:l;j‘llfren(;léw. :i (p: -280) -
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Caneent-Faw 7 T T

. B . A Y et
. - B . . ~

: pl.m nm«t \.\pl . \\h\ th.tt 150 tlu Best mtcrcx;s of -
the Cnld and it the ild is placed in another, State, the, -

i'.‘c..m pl m must’ require a’ caseworker- fiom the parcntq
o ‘a\t.utc lo visit. th"Lllllll .at least every 12 mnntlw or’ .
7 require’a caseworker from the Staterin which: the: chtld o
“has been p!.ucd W \Nt thc t.hlhl .md rcpnrt to thc '
;’p.ttctats State: -0 E :

f‘foa - B

) thc \t.t!tn. nl c.uh Lht‘d is rcuc\ud at Ic.mt
nmc c\u\ <IX mnmhs 10 dctcmum \shcthu the

L .pl ucmutt shnult! wmmtw A

,») g R - Y

) (m) a d:spmﬂumﬂ hc.mn[_ mmt ‘be hcld for .
““each child in loster ¢are’ no later tlian IR ntnntim after S

‘1

the nnpml placement and not-less frequently than
c\cr) 12 months thcrc’tlwr 1o dctcrmmc thc fulurc

o e - - DI - AN . EN L

- st.ttu‘; nf UIL lhlld. and ——

~

(n) a chlld hca!th and cdm,atmn rccord must

" 'hc rcuc\scd and updatcd and. supplicd to the fo‘;ter care
- prm tdu ar thc umc of cat.h placcmcnt of the chlld

7! he term chtld care tmtttutmn means a hcensed
e nonprot’t prlvatc or publtc facility - ‘which

accornmodales no more than 25 children.’ The term

" does | not-apply to detcntlon facilitics. forestry camps
"‘"_trammg schoolq ot ccntcrs for dcimquent chlldren.

,l'. s - - ! LI N
} - N . . - .

Sl e e e

’

deleted (p 282)

v .

Same as current Iaw except the word r{;’mpi'oﬁt"j is.
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T . TwewTaw o . " Descripion ol Provision :

{ !mlcr (arc M.nmcn.tmc ’mmcmx llu mm lmm vire- m nmcn.mu pa\numx nwam .- Same-as current law. (p.283) - .- _ I
' . G ﬂ' ,p.nlmm\ Mo unu he costol Tood. clothing, shelter, .+ - 7 - 0 ot s T T

. . o daly - supervision, »«.lmnl \upphu personal mudcntal T L s ST
and liabihty insuranée for the ehildand travel to the . o0 o =TT T e e e e T
L child's lmnw for \ml.nlmn “Inthe case of nmlmtmnal O e R s R
e, the’ lcrm \lmll nu.ludc hc réasonable costs of - S AL S T Lo e

SoLWR YR e T .ulmumtr.ﬂmn and oper rition-to_provide for the. child’'s R A
. S e asic needs. Special: rles apply to.cases in which both R LR VL R
L e T e e A p-mnt aml ¥ thld are plau.d in lhc same Iacnhly R Do e e T -

P . - o - B .- : . o . - -

ST LT e e T e lhc‘.tpprnprmlc \t.llc :\;,cnu e T ' ', Sl

d o g Foster-Fam:-ly- Home- , llu tcnw ln-.tcr l.mul) hmnc mcam a lmmc forse 2 Same as- current laW~ (p 284) e AN
A S c SRR dnldrcn who st he lcmpumnh remoxed froi their - ST ' ; -

' - N R “Tamily, hnmc ‘Which is licensed or lm«. hu:n appmvcd hy " ’ o
! ! A - g . P

T lhc tcrm p.lrcnm ‘means. hmlul_u.\l or adnphv . Same as current law (p 284) B e -
- "“p irents: or- lxg:ﬂ g,u.lrdlam. As" dclcmnmd hy State |aw"’”"”' T S e e o e e

; -

IR - . N

lhc e "‘statc m}:ans the-50 States and the District " . .Same as current law. (p.284) - . Lol
(‘f(("un\h'a ‘h’;"‘x\. , :!”f'_" ‘\- S ' o 5 ‘:« R : Air . V'i ;. a o

.“,A‘

lhc term. volumary placcment ‘means that the parents ’Samg as current law. (p. 284) - . 4
V P I Lo e or guardlans of a minor child have rcquc*ilcd the oo T .
G R i e e e T assistance of the Stafe and have voluntarily signedan .~ . SO e T

e T T IR R a;_.rccmcnl allomng the Chlld to- hc placcd outside the ‘ Lo S P DA
» ” 1,3,"‘"‘“‘ E ‘ ‘ N :f‘:: »};\, . \_« )M thc ) )‘_' \ . . ',‘ . Do 3: . H;,;' s " ) . - ‘> ~. o .' . ‘ Q
k. Voluntary Plaééﬁwent’)\g'reeheﬁt' R Ihc tcrm voluntary placcment a&rccmcnt ‘meansa. “Same.as current law. {p. 284) S e e :
R o _j written binding:agreement between the Stateand - - - S
' parcnl‘: or g,uardmns lhal spccxﬁcs thc Ic;__al status ol' T
: um,}r':{ = fn;

UIJuUu 3 ‘nul-“i . UCP“‘H (H U‘t‘)dd*‘:‘i $ivh 3(. P ’ Y‘A”, ‘rf ""
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. waiver, OMB remains concerned that the it does not meet statutory cost neutrality

level staff have not had the time to focus on the waiver.

| O A

TO: Bruce Reed -~ |

FROM; Jennifer Klein (/ X
DATE: 6/5/97

RE: Indiana Child Welfare \IVaiver !

As I mentioned to Cathy, the Governor of Indiana is planning to call the President
today because we have still not granted the state’s ch1ld welfare wawer I wanted to
prepare you for any calls you may get. ‘
|

Whlle HHS and the state beheve they have worked through all issues about the

requirements. I have attached a memo from HHS descnbmg the cost neutrality issues.
My sense (from conversations with OMB staff who spoke on the condition on anonymity)

is that OMB staff is fairly, though nolt completely, comfortable at this point, but that high
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ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES
. Office of the Assistant Secretary, Suite 600
370 UEnfant Promenade, S.W.

: washlnmon D.C. 20447 (&’V‘m . 'S\Qw

DATE: April 22, 1997

TO: ) Ken Apfel :
Associate Director
Office of Management and Budget

FROM: olivia Golden W/ /4 %}éf{j/ﬂ .
Acting Assistant Secretary for .
Children and F?milles

SUBJECT: . Cost Neutrality Issues - Indlana child Welfare Waiver
Demonstration Prﬁject

The Governor of Indiana wlshes to announce the State's Chlld
Welfare Waiver Demonstratlon project this month (April is
National Child Abuse Preventlon Month).. Given the long process
we have engaged in with the State and our substantive excitement
over the proposal, we would likxe to accommodate him. HHS is
. ready to recommend to the Secretary that she approve this
demonstration. Before we do so, however, we need to reach
agreement with you about how we will determine cost neutrality.
This memo lays out our proposal which we believe protects
Federal interests at the same time it allows the demonstration to
proceed. Career OMB staff|with whom we have been working tell us
that they cannot make this decision because the proposed formyla
would require some reliance on projections. Therefore I am
asking for your concurrence in the cost neutrality arrangement
outlined in this memorandu?

As we expected when we metlln your office in January to resolve
our differences over the Ohio Child Welfare demonstration, th
Indiana demonstration preséents us with even greater challenges.
You will recall that in that meeting we outlined the general
purposes of the Indiana Demo -~ to test the programmatic and
fiscal benefits of creating a greater capacity at the community
. level to provide services for children who must be removed from
their families, or who are|at risk of removal.
While there was general agreement that such a Demo could be gquite
attractive, we were careful to make the point, with which OMB
staff concurred, that it would be difficult to devise a cost
neutrality formula for thls project. 'We have now reached the |
pointcat—whichr—the programmatlc issues and the evaluation
guestions are all resolved with the State and, we believe, with
OMB staff. We also have a|proposed framework for reaching
agreement with the State on a cost neutrality formula, on whic¢h
we have been worklng dlllgently with OMB staff since last Augmst.

|
|
t

[
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The formula, howaver, relies in part on a projection of costs
over part of the five-year life of the Demo. We agreed in
January that we would re~visit the Indiana cost neutrality
problem once we reached this- peint, so, I am brznglng it back te¢
you via this memo. ‘
No doubt your staff (who have been very helpful throughaut this
process) have briefed you by now, so I will restrict this memo|to
the highlights, to let you know how much progress we have made
just to get to this point of final decision-making.

Background £ i
Indiana is prop051ng a demogstratlon strategy that enhances
family preservation and family support services as it expands the
uses of title IV-E funds. The pro;ect which has a special focus
on adolescents, would develop a new mix of services intended
principally for a subset of|children who are currently placed in
residential care facilities, Indiana proposes to redirect funds
currently expended for chlldren in restrictive high-cost
institutional placements (pr1mar11y out-of-State) to lower cost
community-based services. Case decisions would be made
collaboratively, at the local level, by the local judiciary and a
community partnership counc11 with State guidance.

There was general agreement | in our January meeting that it is

desirable to learn such lessons as Indlana offers, and confirm
the experience of a State whlch wishes to make such a serious,
statewide effort. Indiana‘ s proposal is unique: it provides our

best opportunity teo learn about services for adolescents, and r
only opportunity to learn about the relative costs and benefit
of institutional fac111t1es) an issue of great concern to States
and pollcy-makers. We expect to be able to test the following

important prop051tlons' :

1.) Children and their families v111 be better served wheL
children are placed- in lthe most appropriate and least
restrictive env1ronment- ‘

2.) Outcomes for chil&ren and families will be better when,
providing first for thé safety of each child, services are
provided while the famllles remain: together and children are
maintained in their homes or returned home. more quickly:
and

|

3.) The State, its countles, and the federal government
will derive 51gn1ficant economic benefit from the first tweo
propositions. Placemenp of children in the most appropriate
, setting will mean, in Indiana, far less reliance on
expensive institutional| placements. Preventing the need for
out-of-home care and reducing the time children spend in

|

|

l

}
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care can also lead to |substantial reductions in State an
county expenditures. HHS would share directly in these

economic benefits, because they will reduce the claiming yf

FFP under title IV-E. | In addition, the State expects to see
econonic benefit from |its inclusion in this project of some

children in the juvenlle justice system, and non-IV-E
eligible children in the child welfare system. The federal
governuent may also bénefit from thls aspect of the Demo
through' reduced chargés to or better use of certain Justice
Department funds, and non-IV-E HHS expenditures for mental
health, child protection, and similar purposes. We will
lock to the cost~benefit analysis portion of the evaluation
to confirm and measure! such benefits.

Co Neutralit , ‘ b

1

The challenQE’has been to develop a cost neutrality formula which
will give us a reasonable basis for determining how much to pay
the State in IV-E funds durlng the demonstration, despite the |
fact that we do not have either random;ass;gnment of cases or
comparison counties avaxlable to us., The State's original
proposal was that cost neutrality would be determined entirely |on
the basis of projections. As the result of extensive discussicdns
with the State, and freguent consultation with OMB staff, an
alternative cost neutrality framework has been developed which
relies on projections only for one portion of the formula.

R | .
Indiana‘'s proposal appears on its face to offer a plausibly cost
neutral demonstration. The problem arises in analyzing the
structure of the demonstratﬂon and its evaluation in order to
determine how, accurately, to calculate the amount of title IV-
funding to provide the Statg during the course of the .
demonstration; that is, how much would the State have received in
the absence of a child welfare waiver demonstration project? I
is in constructing this paympnt formula that we have encountere
the need to rely, to a 11m1tgd extent, on projection.

The methods used in most of %he other child welfare Demos to
determine cost neutrallty are not available to us here. Because
of the nature of this prcject we long ago agreed with the State
that random assignment of cases was not the appropriate method
for evaluating this Demo. That is true for a number of reasons,
chief among them the fact that assignments to placement are
approved and heavily influenced by judges, (and under the Demo by
judges in collaboration wlth.some others) and removal decisjions
are made by judges. We do not believe we can get a randonm

assignment design to operate}ln that environment and the county
judges (who have become supporters of this project) confirm that
random assignment would interfere with the judicial discretion .
required for the child safety decisions they make. Because thed%

State intends to conduct its |demonstration project on a statewi

| ':
|
| ,
|
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basis, comparison counties are not available to us, either.

The cost neutrality problem!in Indiana 'is compounded by the fagt
that the State has inadequate historical data on which to base
projections, and no cons1stent patterns emerge in the data that

. are available. (The new SACWIS, which is intended to change
that, is about to become operatlonal in Indiana.) However, we
were able to devise a cost’ neutrallty formula -- which HHS
regards as still open to any refinement that can further improve
our confidence -- which 1im1ts projections to a single element.
That element was chosen in part because it can be based on Statle
data which appear to be both reliable and consistent over the
past several years.

Three elements determine a State's foster care payments under
‘title IV-E: number of children in care (caseload); cost per

. child; and proportion of chlldren who are IV-E elzglble. of
these three elements, the latter two can be known in real time las
the demo progresses. Indlana will determine the IV-E eligibility
of every child in care, whether they're' in the demo or not, and
the State will derive an average cost from the actual costs of
children in care who are not in the Demo (in effect making a
control group for this: purpose of all the other children in the|
State).  The third element,[caseload is speciflcally intended to
be affected by the demo, and therefore requires special
treatment. 1

Component 2 of the formula outlined below: a.) projects the rat
of growth of the foster caretcaseIOad to determine what the
State's basis would have been for IV-E claiming in the absence of
the Demo:; and b.) takes 1nto;account the effects on caseload by
setting a floor under the caseload calculation, in
acknowledgement that the caseload is expected to drop as a result
of the Demo, and if it does we will only allow it to drop so far.
In this way Indiana will not{pay too great a financial penalty if
the number of cases in care is reduced. Similarly, the third
component of the formula acknowledges that as the State succeed
in reducing the proportion of children who are in expensive,
high=-cost residential placements, the average cost per child will
drop below what the State. vould have been clalmlng in the absence
of this Demo.

The formula has three components: i
\
1. Actual average costs.

The actual average tltle IV-E cost per child outside of the
demonstration is applled to the number of title IV-E
eligible children in the demonstration. This average cost
will be determined annually during the demonstration based
on actual costs incurred for IV-E ellglble children not




-

One other serious cost neutrallty issue has been solved by the
State on its own initiative and using its own resources. This
demonstration relies heavilyion initial investments both for
developing local capacity and for including in the service
population children who are not IV-E ellglble. Except for a

The formula further provides the State an adjustment to

.

-5- "

receiving services from the demonétration.'

Caseload adjustment when caseload growth falls below a
minimum growth rate. |

Caseload growth has averaged around 18% each year for the

past 5 years. While the reasons for this growth are several

and difficult to dlstingulsh, ve believe that we can and
should agree on a mlnlmum level of caseload growth below

which the State would be underpald absent the demonstraticn.

MAY-P8-1997 18:@2 FROM - o S To 94562678 P\.06

This is because the Demo, once it starts to operate, should

be keeping children from coming into foster care at all, and

returning children home faster. Either effect of the Demo

would reduce the number of children for which the State #
g

would otherwise be clalmlng FFP, and would result in payi
the State less in federal IV-E funds than would have been

paid absent this demonstration. The adjustment factor would

be applied only if the loverall IV-E caseload 1n the State
falls below this agreed upon m1n1mum

The current HHS proposal is a‘grthh rate of 10.89%, which
would in effect freeze [the growth rate at FY '96 levels.
Growth rates averaged 18.42% over the period FY '91 =-'96,
and 10.89% is the lowest annual rate in that period.
However, since the growth rates are trending downward, we
discussed with OMB. staqf an improvement in. the formula tha
would enable us to take into consideration several more
quarters of data, which would both' increase our confidence
in the projection and reduce the period of time over which
HHS is exposed to the operation of the minimum growth rate
element of the formula. ' We believe we could get the State
to agree to a modification such as that.

Adjustment for demonstrated reductlons in re51dent1al
placements.

i
i

federal funding when it! can demonstrate an actual reductior
in the percentage of the foster care caseload being served
in higher-cost residential placements. &again, this is a
measure of an effect of|the Demo which reduces the State's

entitled absent the demonstration. ' This percentage has be
stable over the last five years and can be measured in rea
time.

FFP below the level to which Indiana would have been %
n
1

|

[

X
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small amount of advance funding HHS wiﬁl make available (a limit
of 5% over cost neutrality in the early quarters) the State will
provide the advance funding|using local and State resources.

Precedents

ASMB staff in the Department, in reviewlnq this memo, have
reminded us that the cost neutrallty formula for every Medicaid
waiver has involved pro;ectlons. This is consistent with what
OMB staff told us at the January meeting 1n your office.
|

Your staff have been concerned about whether the terms required
to approve one State's demonstratlon pro;ect become a precedent
for other States. This wasia concern in the Ohio case, and in
fact Indiana did ask to be approved for a very large amount of
advance funding above cost neutrallty. . However, HHS negotiators
declined to agree, offering lonly a time-limited advance in the
range of the 5% approved for Ohio. It was in response to this
decision that Indiana re-con51dered and, to the State's credit,
devised a solution using State and local funds.

Of the States pending approval we think that none will present
persuasive case for basing qost neutrallty on projections. We |
already have-agreement, with Fallfornla to use random assignment
we expect Geargla to use random assignment, and none of the othe
yo551b1e waiver States (Mlchlgan, New York, California, Georgia
is proposing a statewide demonstration.. We can therefore expect
to base cost neutrality formulae on comparison counties (as in
the NC, OR, and OH Demos) or on random assignment in some of the
remaining States. :

D

Decision-Making ' l i

Your staff have the completeiset of Draft Terms and Conditions
for Indiana. While they and]HHS staff might find some marginal
improvements toc make in the formula, we have reached the point
which your staff need an indication from you that the approach
have laid out is acceptable at the conceptual level, in order to
complete the review and comment process. We would like to
resolve this matter this week. Carol Williams has been in touch
with you and with your staff to alert you that we need to move
fast, and to suggest that wekschedule a meeting right away, if
you think we will need'a meeting or a conference call to resolve
the issue. :

t
e
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Telephone:

Samara Weinstein o
Special Assistant to the |
Assistare Secretary for Children and Families

(202)401-6953
(202)401-4678 B

packed Plecse find  eartier memo
welem‘c 50

ﬂlants gf /&)f j‘lfp | .

Department of Health and Human Services
Administrition for Children and Families
370 L’Enfant Promenade, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20447
Phone: (202) 401-9200
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June 28, 1995

MEMORANDUM TO BRUCE REED

.FROM:

MARILYN YAGER
MEETING: Informal coalltlon of groups working to protect
title 4b and 4e during the welfare reform debate.
1 ! r
DATE/TIME: Friday, June 28 , \
« 10:30am - |
. !
LOCATION: Room 472, OEOB !
PURPOSE: To share their concerns about potential capping,
' block grants,| and other changes to Titles 4b and
4e during the|welfare reform debate. And to
. discuss short| term and long term strategies to
‘protect these| titles. g
. : ] '
ATTENDEES: @A combination| of national and local groups
o representing religious, county, and children's
organlzatlonsL (list attached) (Marina Weiss asked
for the meeting and invited the attendees). Ken
Apfel and Chrlstlne Ellertson. from OMB may 301n us
for part of the meetlng.w
FORMAT: - | | | | : o

|

ar

Welcome/Introductions l

Brief Update Overview
on Welfare Reform

Discussion

Doris Matsui

Bruc? Reed

1]

i
Mariﬁa'Weiss
, .

l




‘Jurg;és‘;i.aes,aa:sé : PowerngleéSittereruil1e“f , . 202 785 1756  P.@

.

, POWERS PYLES SUTTER& VERVILLE PC'
1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Third Floor .
Washington, D.C. 20004
(202) 466-6550 i

. Facsimile; (202) 785-1756

TO: DamiRose - - |

1703

COMPANY NAME: White House

COMPANY FAX NUMBER (202 ) 456-6218

]

~ .FROM»*’ Marina Weiss

'NUMBER OF PAGES (INCLUDING covm SHEET) 3
|

~ SENT BY- Kelley Hairiton W 9:45 DATE: June29, 1995

. IF YOU DO NOT RBCEIVB ALL MA’I‘ERIAIS BENG TRANSMITI'ED PLE&SE CAI..L
- US AT (202) 466-6550.. THANK YOU.

[‘.

Please 2dd 10 thé White House Child Welfaxe Briefing List.

1

Marina Wc-lss ~ ‘ ' o

- Director of Public Pnhcy and Govemment Rclatmns |

Powers, Pyles, Sutter & Verville, P.C. . L

- 1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W ' e A
3rd Floor ‘ o

Washington, DC 20004

P6/(b)(6)

© #*MPORTANT NOTICEs** |

THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THB INDIVIDUAL ENT. II'! TOWHICHITIS ADDRESSBD AND MAY
CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT 18 PRIVILEGED, CONFIDEN’I’!AL, AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER APPI,ICABI.E
LAW. IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT THE WDED RECIPLENT, OR THE EMPLOYEE OR AGENT
RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THE-MESSAGE TO THE INTENDE‘.D RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HERERY NOTIFIED THAT ANY -
DISSEMINATION; DISTRIBUTION OR COFYING OF THIS COMMUNICA'I‘ION 1S STRICTLY PROMIBITED. IF YOU HAVE
RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NDTIFY uU§ IMMEDLATBLY BY TBLEFHONE AND RETURN TH?E
ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS VIA THE U S. POB’I‘AL SBRVICR THANK YOU.'

{
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WIIITE HOUSE CHILD WELFARE BRIEFNG
FRIDA , JUNE 30, 1995

- Kathy Bonk
Prcsident and CEO

Communications Consortium Media ther

1333 H Street, N.W.
Suite 700
_Washington. D.C. 20005

P6/(b)(6)

Peter Digre:
Director

~ Dept. of Children and Paxm!y Services
Los Angeles County 4
425 Shatto Place

Los Angeles, CA 90020

P6/(b)(6)

Ms,i,.JudiBt Goodhand -
Dircctor, Cuyahoga County

Department of Children & Family Services

3955 Euclid Avenuc
" Clevcland, OH 44115

P6/(b)(6)

Maria Jbaficz
Project Associate

Communications Consortium Media Centcr

1333 H Strect, N.W,
Suite 700 .
‘Washineton. D.C. 20005

P6/(b)(6)

Clifford Johnson

Director of Programs and Policy
Children’s Defense Fund ~
25 B Street, N.W. ;
Washington, D.C,

P6/(b)(6)

10:30 A.M.

. Dr. Henry Lyons

President

National Baptist Convention Inc :
Bethel Metropolitan Baptist Church
3455 26th Avenue South

St. Petersburg, FL 33712 .

1

- Liz Méimer
" Public: Policy Analyst

Child Welfare League of America
440 First Street, NNW.

hington, D.C. 20004
PIGY®) |

Michael Petit

Deputy Director | : '
Child Welfarc League of Amenca
440 Fust Street, N.W.

C 20001
P6/(b)(6) .

Karabelle P;zzxgati
Director of Public Policy

- Child Welfnm League of America

440 First Street, N.W.,-
Washington, D.C. 20001

P6/(b)(6)

Marﬂma Sanz

Associate Legislative Director
National Association of" Counties
440 Rirst Street, N.W. -

8th Floor - :

Washington, D.C. 20003

P6/(b)(6)

P.B2/83




~_Washingpton, D.C, 20004

. JUN-23-1335  1B:0g
Carole B. Shauffer .
Stafl Attorney .
Youth Law Centar
114 Sansome Street -
Suitc 950

San Francisco, CA 94104—3820

P6/(b)(6)

Gary Stangler o
Director . o o
Department of Social Services
221 West H:gh Strect

| ity, MO 65101
P6/(b)(6) o

Sheri Stcisel
Committec Director for Human Scrvmes
National Confcrence of State Legislatures
444 North Capitol Suw NW -
Suite 515
_Washmzum_’DC 20001

P6/(b)(6)

"Barrie Tabin -
Senijor Legislative Council
- National League of Cities :
1303 Pennsylvania Avenue, N, W.
Suitc 550 :

P6/(b)(6)

" Rev. Waync Thompson

V.P. Administrative and Domesnc Affairs |

National Baptist Convention, Inc.
First Baptist Institutional Churdh
3144 3rd Avenuc South ‘

’ , FL 33712

P6/(b)(6)

l
PowerngﬂesSutterUerv1hle

'~ Paul Vander Velde

]
|

Program Associate, FFK
W.K. Kellogg Foundation
One Michigan Avenue Bast

_ Bartle Creek, M 49017

P6/(b)(6)

. Mr, Paul Vmccnt.

D:rcc&or :
Family & Children Semces

- Dept. of Human Resources -
* 50 South Ripley Street

- Gordon Persons Bidp.
' Montgomery, AL 36130

P6/(b)(6)

Valora: Wasbmgton :
Vice President - Programs
W.K. Kellogg Foundation
One Michigan Avenue Bast
Battle Creck, MY 49017

P6/(b)(6)

shingion, D.C..
‘ P6/(b)(6)

 Presidential Committce for HPU'

B James Weill

General Counsel
Children's Defense Fund
25 E Street, N W,

i
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e | Numbers of Children Removed from Their Homes
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Idaho

Number of Removals per 1000 Chil‘dren:: in Population |

Child Welfare Leagus of America, February 1593

Source: National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect




1995

| Per Capita Child Welfare Expenditures by State:

120 -

100

80
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60|

Higheét éxpendiiizu re is

o~ New York: $1 1’134. :

Median expenditﬁfé s
South Carolina: $36.15.
(A Y / T TLowest expenditure is|

~ Georgia: $11.81.

Per capita expenditures for 37 States calculated by dividing the total state chlid'wclfaro .

budget by the total state population. ,
Source: Child Weifare League of America, State Survey, February 1095
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| .
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE STATES:
CHILD WELFARE INDICATORS

\ .

DATA le1 o ‘l
|

HIGHEST/LOWEST
STATES

RATE OF
DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN
STATES

l
Children Substantiated as Abused

or Neglected 1992
Number of Substantiated CA/N per 1,000
Children " '

Alaska 46.2
“Pennsylvania 2.9

15.9:;

Children Substantiated as l
Physically Abused 1992
Number of Children per 1,000 Children ~

Alaska 14.2 -
New Hampshire 0.6

23.7x

Children Substantiated as
Neglected 1992 '
Number of Children per 1,000 Children *

Alaska 17.3
Pennsylvania 0.1

" 173x

Children in Out-of-Home Care
1992 A '
Number of Children per 1,000 Children ™ |

New York 14.2
Utah 1.4

10.1x

L

* Source: National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect

** Source: House Ways and Means Committee, 1994 Grleen Book - .

© Copyright 1995 by the Child Welfare'League of America, Inc.

May 16, 199




L Ty .

: INTRODUCTION : ?

-covenant of our fathers

(Menbersfup 8500 000) |
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: OFFIGEIOFTBEPRESIDENIV
' " DR. BENRYJ. LYONS | ‘
3455 Twenty—&xﬁx Avenue South * St. Petersburg, Florida 33711-9560 -
Phone: (813) 828-1157 « Facsimile: (819) 327-0240 .

|

P | .
COVENANT FOR GOD’S CHILDREN

H.R. 4, the Personal Responsxblhty Act (Welfare Reform) is a direct attack on
families. It undermines the preservation of the family unit when it experiences crisis.
Families that are threatened weaken communities and elndanger children. The time has
come. The time is now for the people!of God to stand up and sound the alarm that the
children of God will not be sacrificed ito the false gods of greed and ambition.

We ask the question of Malachi 2:10: ! “Have we not all one father? Hath not one God
created us? Why do we deal treacherously every man agamst his brother by profaning the

We demand that the Covenant be rerjnembered. We will not yield to government by
contract. As the people of God we o‘ffer this Covenant For God’s Children:
, I .
1. = . Every child has the nght to food, clothing, shelter health care and e€ducation. No
~ child should be left out regardless of the background, age or status of his or her
parents '

} i
H.R. 4 deprives six million children of ’lbasfc support because of their
parents’ age, actions gor background.

2. Parents should be empowered to accept resporisibility for canng for and
supporting their children. Welfare reform must provide for services that will enable
parents to care for their children including med1ca1 care, child care, parenting
training, mental health semces substance abuse treatment, counsehng and family-
based services. , Ji

H.R. 4 eliminates !}ze: Sederal family preservation prograni, cuts child
care, eliminates AFDC eligibility for 6 million children and limits
employment and traihing opportunities for parents.

A o A o

3. Children need permanent homes and families. "Welfare reform should increase the
likelihood that children who cannot go home will be adopted. Welfare reform
should include programs. that reduce the ﬁnanc1al burdens on families that adopt
children who are hard to place or have spec1al needs.

H.R. 4 eliminates the adoption assistance entitlement.
{ !
| !
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|

Children need support from their extended famili!es Welfare reform should provide :
support for grandparents and other relatives who care for abused and neglected
children..

. H.R. 4 eliminates the federal requirements for support for relatives who

care for dependent children. |

Churches respond to and protect poor families alnd dependent children. Welfare -
reform should encourage comrnumty leadership and assist community institutions -
like churches and other rehglous organizations to support families. It should help
people move from welfare to work based on their needs not rigid regulations.

HR. 4 elzmmates the communzty planmr‘vg and partership requirements
of the Family Preservatzon and Support 1Ac!

Children have the right to be plrotected and raised in their own communities tmder
safe, humane conditions that permit them to reach their full potential. Welfare
reform proposals should not decrease the standard of care these children receive,

but should guarantee that chrldren are safe.

H.R. 4 eliminates federal standards that ensure child safety and the
funding to protect chzla’ren and pay for their foster care.

Every child is entitled to be pr{otected from harm Adequate ﬁrndmg should be
available to guarantee the safety of all children. | ! '
|
H R 4 block grants federair child protedtzon and AFDC fzmdmg There
will be no more fundmg even if more chzldren need protection and help

Young people leaving foster c[are need assistance to fulfill their potential to
become responsible adults. Welfare reform should help them get jobs, housing
training and higher education.

"HR. 4 ellmmates the federal mdependeznt living program for

emancipating foster youth énd curtails training programs for welfare
recipients..

Abused, battered and neglected children need servxces in many areas including
health, mental health and education. Welfare reform should encourage linkages
among agencies that provide these systems.

t
i

HR 4 eiiminates reqz‘zirements for thes% linkages.

Children have the right to be supervised by competent and hxghly trained staff and
cared for by living and knowledgeable caregivers.

H.R. 4 eliminates z‘rantrmg programs for peoplé who proiecz children.

# #HEH

;
]
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OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
‘ DR. HENRY J. LYONS !
3455 Twenty-Sixth Avenue Béuth ¢ St, Petersburg, Florida 83?11—3550
Phone: (813) 3261157 * Facsimile: (81?) 327-0240

|

Congress is now considering the/ most radical change in the nation’s policy toward
poor children and families in 60 years. H.R. 4 is the proposal passed by the U.S. House of
Representatives for changing the Welfare system. It will depnve more than 5 miilion
American children of financial assnstance by eliminating federal welfare programs and
making it more difficult for chlldren and farmhes to quahfy for state aid.

This bill would also seriously weaken the systems that protect abused and
neglected children. States would get much less money from the federal government to pay
for foster care or services to help families care for their chﬂdren State and counties will

not be able to provide protective services to all chﬂdren WhO need them.

H.R. 4:also would destroy important programs tl}lat have strengthened famlhes
Services to keep families together safety, known as Fammly Preservation Program, will
be cut. Funding for the Adoption Ass:st‘mce program Wthh provides aid for families that
adopt special needs children is also threlatened Too many children grow up without
families already. Eliminating these programs will deprive many more children of loving
homes. In addition, as families are eliminated from welfare, many more children will enter
foster care, since their families will be 'Eiestitute ;»

As the public becomes more aware of what H. RI 4 would do, opposition to it has
increased. In response, the U.S. Senate Finance Committee produced a bill that would
leave child protection programs with adequate funds to ’care for all children that need
protection and will continue programslhke Family Preservanon and Adoption Assistance.
The Senate bill would also eliminate some of the provxsxons of H.R. 4 that deprive many

chlldren of financial benefits. ‘ f .3.

The U.S. Senate Finance Commlttee biil will be voted on by the whole Senate
soon. Then it will go to the Conference Committee where the House and Senate work out

_ their differences over specific bills. Now is the time for our voices to be heard. We must

write and call members of Congress to say that the provisions of H.R. 4 are not acceptable
because they hurt children. We must téll President Clinton that we want him to veto any
bill that hurts children and leaves them without food, shelter and capable adults to care for

them. We must speak out in every way we can, on radio call-in shows, town meetings and

| |
I

PRATED 1918
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Sther puSlic places. Oﬁr children arelé depenaing on us. We must not break faith with
them! ‘ |

|
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'PROPOSED CHANGES IN CHILD WELFARE FUNDING
THREATEN CHILDREN’ S SAFETY

The Child Protection Block Grant proposed by the U.S. House of Representatives
would change the way foster care and child welfare servil'ces are funded. Instead of .
guaranteeing that all abused and neglected children get appropriate care by paying a share
of the cost for every eligible child, the federal government would give the states a fixed
sum to pay for foster care, child protective services, famdy preservation and other
services. That sum will not grow as thei child welfare populatlon increases, and federal
controls would be removed permntmgastates to use the 1 money for other purposes if they
wish. j n

If enacted in its present form,E this legislation would:

*  Restrict access to financial beneﬁts for millions of poor fam1hes

* Make it possible for states to deny services to abused and neglected chxldren in all
but the most severe cases. i i

* Reduce the funds available for such essential services as food, shelter, clothing
allowances and transportation. | |

*  Reduce the funds available for dssistance to foster parents.

* Reduce the funds available for violence prevention and family preservation

programs that help troubled famihes to solve thexr problems before they reach the
crisis stage. ! i

* Eliminate the federal Independent Living Program, which prowdes training and
counseling for foster children wlho are old enough to leave the system but Iack the

coping skills to care for themselves as adults..

* Weaken court protections for ch1ldren in foster clare

* Increase the already burdensome caseloads of social workers and, with them, the
likelihood that supervision will be inadequate. |

* Eliminate funds for the training}of caseworkers and foster parents.

l N
* The attached materials further explain the conseduences of this legislation for

abused and neglected children and their caregivers. = |
l

---REMEMBER!! CALL THE WHITE HOUSE AT (202 )225- 3121 AND

" THE U.S. SENATE AT (202) 224-3121---

c:winword\funding.doc , i




,Member, United States Senate
'Washlngton D.C. 20510

r Senator

m writing to urge you to oppose welfare reform prov181ons which woyld
severely impact critical programs that protect abused and neglected
chlldren Child protection must be viewed as totally separate from
welfare "Abused and neglected! children entet the child protection
tem, not by choice, but because all other safety nets have failed.

#

S/you know, currently, Title IV- E of the Social Security Act guarantees
tection for every abused or neglected cnlld Proposals in Congress,
eliminate Title IV-E and replaee it wmth a Child Protection Block
rant, would seriously curtail fundlng for these services and éliminate
' 1c protectlons for children.

t
A ,the same time, proposed changes in the welfare system will eliminate
beneflts to over 5 million chlldren natlonally Families will |be
destabilized and hundreds of thousands of additional children will|be
forced intc the child protectlon system, due to increases in abuse gand
neglect Without adequate fundlng to care for these children, our child
protectlon system wlll be devastated and ma?y children will suffer.

‘elimination of ba81c protectlonS’and cu;talled funding will resplt
-

more child endangerment

.. the elimination of licensing requlrements for careglvers
less child wvisitation

. .fewer adoptions"

less family preservation efforts

less training for child protectlon staff and careglvers

less preparaticn for youth who are emanc1pat1ng from the foster

~care system. ’ , 5 o 5

lges to welfare must be made in a dellberate and responsmble fashion;,

-hout compromising the safety and -care of our children. While [the

g,oposed changes represent a cost savings 1n the short-run, they do lnot

gccount for the long-term prlcelwe will all] pay for chlldren who do |not

. feceive appropriate care. Instead we . should consider changes that make

system more efficient an d 1m0rove serv1ces to chlldren

P . )

.qam, therefore, asklng you to contxnue your commitment to chxldrer by

takzng a strong stand in support of mamntalnlng Title IV-E and opposlng

a-:Child Protection Block Grant. The lives of abused and - neglegted

children are at stake. I am enc1051ng an editoridl from the Los Angegles

Times ‘for your information. Thank you for your attentlon to this

ritical issue. : -

i
; .

incerely,




-
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HOW TO ADDRESS MAIL TO YOUR ELECTED OFF!CIAL

EXAMPLE:

- The Honorable John Doe

United States Senate
Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Doe:

The Honorable Jane Doe
Govemor of California

State Capitol

Sacramento, Califomia 95814

* Dear Governor Doe:

The Honorable John Doe
Californla State Assembly

P.0O. Box 942849

Sacramento, California 94249-0001

Dear Assémblymember Doe:

- The Honomble Jane Doe

Supervisor, Los Angeles County
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street.

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Supervisor Doe:

EXCEPTION:

- The Prasident of the United States

The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Mr. President:

During the legislative session, mail may be addressed

U.S. SENATOR:
{Senator's Name)
U.S. Senate
Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

STATE SENATOR:
{Senator's Name)
The State Capitol
P.O. Box 942848
Sacramento, California 94248-0001

WP3:PubiOf.95

i
i
{

All elected ofﬁc:als may be addressed "The Honorable (Insert name),

- 11 -

:

Hon. Johni Doé

to the following gddressée:
1

MEMBER OF CONGRESS:
(Representative’'s Name)
U.S. House of Representative
House Office Building
Washmgtcn D.C. 20515

A'.}SSEMBLYMEMBER:
I{Assemblymember‘s Name)
The State Capitol
|P O. Box 942849
Sacramento California 94249-0001

|
|

Hon. Janla Doe

" Hon. Johln Doe

Hon. Jane Doe
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House fApproves
o Legislatlon Vm:ous Toward Pg

The House of Representatves passed the’

Republican’s welfare reform bill on March
24 by a vote of 234-199. The bill would
be devastating for families, children, se-
niors, the disabled and immigrants alike.
- InCalifornia alone the loss of federal fund-
ing for programs helping low-income
people would total $15.177 billion over five
years. It also means that 1,261,000 chi-
dren in California who are now eligible for
AFDC would be denied benefits .

The legislation will affect such programs
as AFDC, SSi, Food Stamps, child nutri-
tion, child welfare and child care. Perhaps
most important, it would end the federal
entiltement status for many of these pro-
grams and tun them into block grants.

The Fair Share Network (FSN) is
aproject of the California Homeless and
Housing Coalition. For more informa-
tion, or to order the FSN Organizer's
Packet call:

Northern CA: 916-447-0390
Southemm CA: 213-746-7736

Pumng AFDC into block grants will mean that all rules
ensure people are treated fairly will be eliminated. P
applying for assistance may be put on waiting lists or df
a§s istance ennrely States will be free to establish theif
ruies and could cut people off after two years, two mg
even two minutes.| The bill also contained a score of
dangerous provisions, including limiting total receipt o
fare to five years, barring federal cash welfare .fo tee

WQIFQL‘@ "Reform” QEEE

or

5 that
pople
enied
own
nths,

other

Fwel-
nage

moms and makmg‘tegal immigrants ineligible for cash assis-

t:?nce, food stamps and Medicaid.
I

As grim as this looks, the vote was closer than many expected,

and came down pretty much along party lines. Special thanks

to all of you who worked hard to move “fence-sitting” Demo-

crats to our side, éspecnally in the Central Valley and
South Bay area of Los Angeles

n the

In this ‘Update...
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Sencxte Here LUe Come'

Sena“ ‘committees are already meeting to take up
- thei lssue The Senate promises to be less exlreme
in its: approach For instance, a Democratic alde
was: quoted as saying, “ the Finance commlttee
would probably start from scratch and would prob
ably; nol begin with the House bill." So nowis the
_ time’ 1o get out our ‘message of what real welfare
reform should be , : b

i

This -update contains slrategres for how to lmpact
our U S Senators Call the Fair Share staff if you

.-«“

what’s happemng in your area. , /

Sen Felnsteln and Boxer willbe inCA |
Apnl 7-241s spring break for the U.S. Senate. ;lhls
is when Senators go home to meet with their con-
shtuents That means us! Nowis the time to make
“an appolntment to meet with both senators. |

t
]

T
[
i

tlps on gelting a meeting

Elf@fCal the office nearest to you (see pagel 3)
. right away and request an appointment. Ask
10 speak to the scheduler.
i You may be told to put your request in vrnt-
:-ing.” You can fax itin to get it there qurcker
- Be persistent. Keep calling and faxmg Re—
/- member, you are a constituent, too. ,‘
’FZLook for someone you know who is mﬂuen-,
“;-'f::,‘tral with the senators, such as rellglous or
..community leaders or campaign contnbutors
When these steps didn’t work for folks in; San’
‘Fran who wanted to meet with Sen. Femstem
‘here's what they did: They demonstrated in .
front of her office. And guess what? It
worked! They were able to arrange a con—
i ference call with Feinstein and their group,
jl : which made it easy for everyone to partici-
i pate. L
1- Whatever you do, don‘t glve up!

| AFDC families in California. -

| Cuts for Aged ond Disabled on SS!
- The Govemor proposes major reductions in Supple

| People Surviving on GA:-

|
I
l‘

Govemor to Steql from Poor
I e--ﬁgolnl

i Cuts in HFDC Grants

Govemnor Wilson is proposing a 7.7% reduction in AFDC.
After six months on aid, a family's grant would be cut by
i an additonal 15%. In addition, after two years, the
parent's portion of the grant would be cut. The
Governor’s total AFDC grant cutwould be approximately

43% and would bring the new maximum grant for afa
ily of 3 (the %prcal AFDC Famzly) downto S375fmon .

Homeless ﬂrd Once in a lifetime

The Govemor wants to cut aid for homeless AFDC
lies to only once ina lifetime. Currently, homeless AFDC
families can get help with termporary housing and moye-
in costs once every two years. With low AFDC grants,
every AFDC family is on the verge of homelessness
everyday of their lives, not once in alifeime.

|
Cuts for ]Tezn Porents
The Governor Is proposing that teen parents under the
age of 18 be required to live with an adult relative, their
parents, or a legal guardian in order to- receive AFDC.
The only excepuons would be made after a determi
tion by Chlld Protective Services that the child should
be removed from the home. Minor teen parents head-
ing AFDC households constitute 0.44% (1 in 227) of al

tal Secunty Income (SSI): a single person would lose
8%. If SSl recipients had received all the cost of living

| adjustments due to them since 1990, the monthly SSI

grant would be $735 instead of $614. The Govermor is
hoping to squeeze $433 million out of low-incame se-
niors and disabled people.

Cuts for Unemployed ond Disabled

The Governor proposes to eliminate the counties' obli-
gation to provide General Assistance (GA). Roughly
haif of all GA recipients are drsabled many are home-
less.
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IMPACT OF PROPOSED FEDERAL WELFARE CHANGES ON CHILD PROTECTIO!\V
- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -

T ——

— S —— —————— —, i

!

| N

This Country is faced with a legal and moral mandate to serve ALL children at risk of abuse or
neglect. Current proposals regarding Federal funding for chrld protective services and changes

to the welfare system will seriously rmpact\our ability to protect chiidren.
RECOMMENDATIONS : l 1

r
Given the potential harm to children, we must |

= ' support continuation of Title IV-E to ensure federal pamcrpatlon in the ultimate safety
for dependent children in a manner responsrve to workload. This currently workload
responsive funding source funds foster care and group home placements for children

4

Independent Living Program (ILP), the Adoptrons Assistance Program (AAP), chrldren‘s

social worker costs, and staff and foster parent trammg programs; and,
s support continued programs ensuring chrld safety, contmued family preservation and

support services, the development of lega!ly permanent homes, adoptions assistance| and

independent living programs for our youth
As proposed, Federal changes to welfare afe likely to result in costs being shifted to local

government and a decline in the quai/ty of cafe and safez‘yr provided-to children in the child

protective services system.

o

|
|
|

THE CURRENT SYSTEM :

Funding . o i

= The Federal government pays a proportionate share of ‘the cost of caring for and .~ -
supervising ALL children who are in need of child protelctrve services.

= The State pays a proportronate share of the cost of child protectrve services based on
number of children entering the system.. |

3

Child Protection Programs i o

s  Child protectrve services are requrred byllaw and must be provided to every child who
needs services. The provision of these services is not drscretronary, they are required

statute and ordered by Juvenile Court judges Requrrements include programs for child

protection, the development of legally permanent homes and funding for foster care

payments, adoptions assistance, foster parent traini ing, lmdependent living programs and

family preservation and support servrcesl

If economic or sociai factors {i.e., crack coca‘me in the 19803) unexpectedly force more
children into the child protection system wrthout advanced warnmg, funding must expand
meet that need. t

|

f
. i

THE PROPOSED SYSTEM | '
Fundlng A t i

= The Child Protection Block Grant proposed by the House of Representatlves will replac
workload responsive funding with capped resources. Funding will not increase as the
number of children needing protection grows Anythmg\ other than workload responsiv
fundmg will provide inadequate funding when capped resources do not keep pace with
caseload growth, Additionally, certain proposals would allow a substantial portion of

funding for child protection to be diverted to other purposes creating the potentral for
maore significant fundmg shortfall.

If funding is capped and the need for required services grows the quality of services will
suffer. There will be more child endangerment, less child visitation, fewer adoptions, lgss

family preservation efforts and less emanr%rpatron preparatron for our foster youth.

{
|

|
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LI Federal welfare reform proposals, including changes in AFDC ehgrbilrty requirements and Co
capped block grants will lead to rate reduction in AFDC and possibly food stamps for 5 '
million children receiving benefits nationwide. This will increase the number of chrIdren
needing foster care due to abuse and negiect as a result|of:

- aloss of economic stability for many famrhes which will cause a significant increasg in
the number of neglected children due to the parents’ inability to adequately care for
their children (i.e., feed, clothe, provrde,sheiter and medical care);

- an-increased number of children reported as abused as reflected in Los Angeles
County's experience with the 1992 5% AFDC cuts. | Despite progress on many other
fronts (e.g., declining drug use, a stro:nger economy, etc.}, the number of children |n
this' county needing out-of-home placement increased by 10% due to family stress
which leads to physical abuse and neglect, and, f o

- far.less effective family preservation andlor reunrfrcapon efforts, since AFDC is oftén
the only financial support enabling families to stay together or reunite. This will lead to
‘increased numbers of children languzshmg in the chrld protective services system at a’
s:gnrfrcantly higher cost to both chrldren and government.

- Example: There are currently 622,000 chrldren in Los Ange!es County who are receiving
AFDC. If benefits for half of these ch:ldren are curtarled or eliminated, 311,000 children
will be impacted. If only 1 out of 20 of the impacted chrldren require protective services,
we would be faced with an’influx of 15, 550 additional children. It would cost an additional
$185 million annually ($12,000 per chrld )to provide foster care for these children. If
Federal funds are capped and block granted, the cost oftfoster care alone would
necess:tate the curtailment of most other critical servrce’s

With inadequate resources to meet a growing need for services, the child protection system
would serve only the most severely abused and neglected cht!dren !eavrng many others atirisk.

Child Protection Programs ' }

2

L Proposed changes will eliminate all Federal programs fortch;ld protection as well as
requirements for family preservation and suppcrt services, independent living services, {the
Adoptions Assistance Program, funding fer protection of chrldren and the development of
legally permanent homes. These standards provide the basrs for quality care and protection
for abused and neglected children. |

-

EXANIPLE iMPACT ON LOS ANGELES COUNTY S CHILDREN

On an average each month there are 60 OOO} abused and neglected children under the carg¢ and
supervision of the Los Angeles County Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS)|
Block grants for child protective services ‘which reduce overall funding for programs, will result
in increased: caseloads for children's social workers, thereby[ reducing standards of care which
ensure. the safety and well-being of these vulnerable children, and eliminate training for
children's sccxa! workers and foster parents. rThrs will comp!romtse the quality of care prov ded
to: '
» 170,000 alteged victims of child abuse arid neg!ect f L
» 41,000 children currently in out-of-home pare whose foster care payments may be reduced;
v 3, OOO children who would not receive family preservatlo'n services which enable children to
safely remain at home (a total of 5, 958 children have recerved family preservatron servjces
since Jaﬁuary, 1993); i ff
' 5,938 children receiving Adoption ASSIStance Paymentst(AAP) and, ’
' an estimated 2,000 youth who are expected to receive Independent lerng Program (ILP}
services this year who might have to be emancipated without this support. and risk .
homelessness, unemployment, etc. (1,929 youth received ILP services from October, 1993
to September 1884). V ;

| A
is proposed Federal changes to welfare are likely to result in additional costs to local

jovernment and a drastic decline in the quality of care and safery provided to children in the
*hild protective services system.
EFORMEFPD] (3-28-95)
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COMPARISON OF CURRENT FEDERAL CHILD WELFARE LAW
WITH THE CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

-y

State and local laws.,

PROTECTIONS FOR CHILDREN AND FAMlLlESIREOUlREMENTS OF STATE CHILD CURRENT PROPOSED CHANGE

PROTECTION AGENCIES ACCEPTING FEDERAL FUNDS | FEDERAL LAW
Reasonable efforts must be made to keep children with families when it can be done yes REPEALED

safely. V

After placed in foster care, reunification of children with families must be considered if it can | yes REPEALED

be done safely. : '

Children may be placed only in State licensed facmt:es yes REPEALED

Parents’ rights related to the removal of the child, change in the child's placement and yes REPEALED

determinations affecting visitation are safeguarded. :

Children removed from families must be placed in the "least restrictive setting” yes _| REPEALED
-appropriate-and-in close proximity to-home when possible.” T o

A permanent home for a child removed from familiy must be achieved, whether returned to yes REPEALED

home or placed in adoptive home, guardianship, or long-term foster care.

Secretary of HHS may initiate a review of state complsance and may estabhsh guidelines and - | yes REPEALED - except for a minor

offer technical assistance as needed, involvement in data collection, HHS is

e S —-—— -|-expressly-prohibited-from-evaluating
I state performances and establishing
requlations.

Every child assured pmtectmn with access fo the federal courts to ensure cnmphanca with - yes REPEALED

law. :

State courts must review the status of each child in long-term foster care. yes REPEALED

Fair hearings will be made available to any child or parent who is denied protectlon or yes REPEALED

assistance, ' '

Judicial and administrative reviews are open to parents of the child in foster care. yes REPEALED

Individuals who report instances of child abuse or neglect are immune from prosecution under | yes REPEALED

Adspted from moteris! developad by the Child Welfare Leagus of Americs (3-28.65)



{| CHILD PROTECTION AGENC!ES ACCEPTING FEDERAL FUNDS -

PROTECTION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES/REQUIREMENTS OF STATE

"'FEBERAL AW

PROPOSEDLAW. .

In evary casa involving an abused or neglected child which results in a judicial proceeding a yes REPEALED
-| guardian ad litem shall be appointed to reprasent the child in such proceeding. . ' ‘
Individual case reviews are conducted by panels of appropriate persons at least one of whom | yes REPEALED
is not working directly with the child or parents. ‘ ‘
Information about parents and children in the child protection system is kept confidential and | yes REPEALED
will be disclosed only for certain specified purposes. : :
|.Foster care adoption subsidies are available to all children who cannot remain safely at home | yes Individual entitlement for foster care is
1 irrespective of the increase in numbers of children needing foster care or of tha condition of REPEALED
state finances or national economic downturns. , A
Adoption subsidy is guaranteed for “hard to place " special needs children to facilitate their yes Individual entitlement for adoption
adoption. : ) subsidies for children with special needs |
_ is REPEALED.
States are guaranteed federal funding to provide preventive services such as family yes REPEALED
-preservation-and family-support-to-help children remain safely with-their-families: - —
States are guaranteed federal funding to provide youths 16 to 21 years old with independent | yes REPEALED
living services to ease thair transition into adulthood and into the workforce. ‘
Foster care maintenance payments and adoption assistance payments must be pencdlcalty yes . REPEALED
reviewed to assyre their continuing appropriateness. 7 ‘
Training plans for child protectmn staff, foster parents and child care staft must be yes REPEALED

| developed.

_ Adepted fram materisl devalaped by the Child Walfare Leagus of Amgrica (3-28-85)
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Unemployment Welfare, lnfant Drug Referrals,

Emergency Response Child Cases and Child Placement for
Los Angeles County

l 448,000
436,100

427,000

Average Number
Persons Unemployed
255,000

204,000

= | | 1,865,61
o 1,734,287 pancs
Average Number - | 1,489,101

Persons Receiving Welfare

s =

0

1,052,782 2
891.483 929,487 \ | i
T 1 T T l 1
, : o | | .
1988 1989 19380 l 991 1 ?92 | 1993 JUNES 33*:1 bos
' - l zevs
Total Number l ‘ -
DCS Infant Drug Referrals 5 ’ 2,643
2,411 2.347 ‘
| |
1,844 | l]
N .
Total Number | i 171,922 165,902
DCS Emergency Response Referrals |
Child Cases Assd/Opnd l
114,597 111,799 120358
P I l i l . I
| é . 7/1/93
1988 1989 = 1990 1991 1992 - 1993 thru
: ‘1 6/30/94
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Whatevér It Is It Isn’t
Construct1ve Welfare Refor

Provision in proposed act cauld endanger abused and neglected children

shortsighted provision that woulcii freeze
funds used to protect abused and

. neglected children. If the Senate approves the
"+ proposed Personal Responsibility Act as wrltten
federal aid would be capped and states would no
longer receive federal dollars based onl need.
Demand is not static. It is rising. If current trends
continue as expected, agencies would be forced to
cut their staffs. Such a change is potentlally life-
" threatening. A slow response to an emergency
referral could result in a death. Tkzs is not wel-
. fare reform.

‘The proposed Personal Responsibility Act
"+ tackles a welfare system that is clearly broken.
The massive bill approved by the House and
.under consideration in the Senate attempts to
fix Aid to Families with Dependent Chﬂdren
- But the legislation also could cripple lchild

I ost in the focus on welfare reform is a

- abuse programs and foster care programs. '

" Surely, that is an unintended consequence that
" the Senate Finance Committee should avert
when members tackle welfare reform.
A proposed child protection block grant
would replace nearly two dozen federal 'pro-
- grams, including foster care, child abuse pre-
-+ vention and treatment and adoption assxstance
"+ It would cap spending and eliminate the guar-

" antee of help for all abused or neglected

" children who need it. It would eliminate assxs-
tance for poor kids taken in by a caring but poor
relative who otherwise could not afford to feed

an extra mouth. It also would eliminate medmal ,

coverage for foster children and aid for com-
passionate people willing to adopt children with

-, daunting and expensive medical needs. In these

tragic cases, less government help is not better.
SAD, MAYBE DEADLY: Lawrence
Townsend Riverside County's social services

director, insists he would be forced to cut staff :

- members who conduct investigations, check on

“- children in foster care or supervise children

"~ who remain in their own homes. “It would be
sad not to respond to referrals because of a lack
_.of staff,” he said. Sad, and perhaps deadly.

The consequences in Los Angeles County.
California and across the nation could be dra‘
matic if the proposed AFDC changes werel to
take effect. The time limit, elimination of assis-
tance to teen-age parents, denial to legal
immigrants and changes in child disability
assistance could deny aid to an estimated 4.5
million poor children nationally. That would
translate to 300,000 poor children with no form
of support in Los Angeles. If only one out of 120

N

needed foster care according to Pete Digre, Los
Angeles County children services director, the
county wculd face a new and unreimbursable
cost of $185 million. That would force the layoff

of the enmre child protective staff. No staff, no’

response, to referrals: No staff, no investigation.
No staff, no supervision.
There 1s a high correlation between’ poverty

and famlly violence. The recent recession and

state cuts in welfare payments swelled foster -

care. The economic downturn and reductions in
public azd1a so caused a dramatic increase in the

‘number of children who need protection from. |
their parents. These sorry outcomes should
serve as alwarning to Washmgton

Hungerlis also on the rise. A UC Berkeley
study, commissioned by the state, has found 2
million hungry children in California, and that
number is rising. An estimated 8.4 million chil-
dren are at risk of hunger. They are also at risk
of neglect, which is defined as parents’ failure
to provide 1adequate food, clothing and shelter.
Many of these children may require protective
services, but any influx would cost plenty. The
consequences of rampant, unchecked and
?hromc hunger could cost even more in the
uture

“A DUBIOUS SAVING Congress wants to

save money now in this area. Digre, who often
testifies in Washington, suggests a reduction in

- bureaucracy and paperwork. The federal gov-

ernment can save millions if states are no
longer reqmred to investigate whether foster
children are eligible for AFDC in order to
recoup federal payments. For example, in the
case of some abandoned babies, the parents
can't be found to determine whether they are
eligible. Eligibility_can be determined easily
and inexpensively by a court finding that a
child needs help.

Some federal requirements. should be

retained, however Foster care programs

sometimes attract convicted child molesters,
who apply to supervise children. These appli-
cations are re;ected because the federal gov-
ernment requires a fingerprint check by the
FBI. That check should remain on the books.
Strict hcensmg requirements, another safe-
guard against dangerous foster homes, should
alsobe kept.| -

Child protective services is more law
enforcementlthan welfare, more public safety
than public assxstance Every child is entitled to
be safe. And socxety at large needs this protec-
tion too.




hen the House debates wel—
fare reform today, &pubh-

" their “contract with America” will
emphasize Increasing personal re-
sponsibility and' cutting govemment

the national agenda. Achieving these
* poals, however, must not risk the
health of America’s children. ,
The proposed Personal Responsibilz
ity -Act would reform welfare, food
stamps, child care, disabthty and other
social programs. But

canseagertomakegooden '

expenses. Both goals belong high on .

P, %Ul J.HD 1 11\/111‘5‘“

DO It nght ]Don t T
Hurt the Ch]ldren

Avozdmg disasters swith much-needed we[fare reform

The Health and Human Services De-
partment estimates that denying li-
censes nationally would ease delin-
quent child-support collections by $24
billion and reduce welfare costs by $4 -
billion over a decade.

Another amendment should restore
benefits for legal immigrants. New-
comers who have played by the rules
and paid taxes should not be denied In
their time of need. California would be-

hurt dxsproporhonatel)’ because, ac- - -

cording to the US. Census, 25% of
. legal immigrants na-

_in their rush to judg-
ment, in their rush to
deliver before their
self-imposed April - -

deadline, members of  BaS
the House GOP may * =

not realize the actual =

uonwide are In this
sta.te Surély, the
Cahforma congres-

impact or the unin-~-

legislation. House lawmakers need to |
slow down: More study is warranted .
before they rewrite Amencan social |
policy.

Effective welfare reform would end
dependency, encourage- employment
. and eliminate teen-age pregnancy.
- These goals require no bipartisan

and the nation, is how to change social
policy without hurting children.

No child should be left without care
because welfare reform makes a par-
ent take a job. The work requirement
.is justifiable, but not without some
provision for child care. An amend:
ment by Rep. Nancy L. Johnson

A good start.
' No child should suffer because a
. parent refuses to pay child support.

when parents did not comply. Califor-
nia already uses such authority to
collect money that is rightfully owed
o a child, money that laxpayers
should not have to spend in the form
of weifare payments. President Clin-
ton strongly supports this approach.

tended consequences of this dauntmg

debate. The question for Congress,

(R-Conn.) would provide $750 million '
over five years to subsidize day care. ’

Another Republican amendment -
- would allow states to revake driver's
" licenses and professional licenses

@ WELFARE stonal delegation is

f ,WATCH mindful of the unfair

;B O0ne e an 1mpact that would
resulL . ‘

. There is much room

fcr unprovement mmughcut the pro--
posed Personal Responsibility Act
Keeping block grants at current levels
for the next five years would leave no.
room for growth due to a recession or
developments like the crack cocaine
epidemic that has| bloated foster care
programs. This inflexibility would in
effect impose an unfunded mandate on
some state and county programs. Fos-
ter care programs, for example, legally
‘| cannot turn away abused or neglected
| children because funds don't keep pace.
' In the nutrition programs the obli--
| gation is not legdl; it is moral No
%needy youngster should be denied
lunch at school or food stamps at home
! because his or her parents applied late
jin the year after the frozen allocation
‘had been used up. Depnvmg young-
- isters of food would turn back the clock
on public health. |
‘Republicans argue that parents
should take care of their children.
They are right. ’I‘hat is the ideal. But.
children shou!d not suffer because
thear parents cannot provide or be-
cause they do rat fulfill their respon-
sibilities. After Lhe\House acts, the
Senale must review welfare reform
*(ery carefully to malke sure that any
new laws are tough on parents, not on

chaldren 1
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~ Senate Pq

By STEVEN A, HOLMES

WASHINGTON, May 23 — Rebuff.
fng changes adopted by the House,
the Senate Finance Committee wil]
vote this week to maintain Federa]
subsidies for foster care and adop-
tions as an entitlement availahle to
all who meet certain income and
other requirements, Senate aides
said. .

The committee will act when it
votes on Thursday on jts version of a
bill 1o revamp the welfare system,
the aides said. The House plan would

" have placed aj| subsidies for foster
are and adoption intg block grant
that would have allowed states (o
Spend the money as they see fit on
adoption and foster care,

The committee will also vate ‘tg
maintain a set of Federal standards
for state agencies and local agencies
running foster care programs, in-

cluding rules on how often social

workers must check on children’s
status and education. The House
plan would have loosened Federa)
oversight.

Opponents argued that the House
plan for fixed grants to states could
cause problems if other changes in
welfare legislation resulted in more
children pyt up for. adoption or
Placed in foster homes,

“We truly believe that the system
would be dangerous and nonfunc-
tional within a matter of months
With the combined impact of the
bleck grant and welfare reform
causing a lot of kids going into the

nel Oppos

. 1
child welfare meets |
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A Housel* plan for
block grants for

|

resistance.,

foster system,"{ Peter Digre, direc.|’

tor of the Los Angeles County De.
partment of Children and Family
Services. ]

The House plazn, Wwhich was adopt-
ed as part of igs welfare overhay|
package in March, would have
Scrapped a system whereby any
child from a low-income family who
has been deemed to have been
abused or neglected is automatically
entitled to Federal subsidieg if the

S Rebamping Foster Care

to slow the meteoric rise of Federa]
spending on adoptions ang foster
care and give states more flexibility
to administer thejr programs.

But child welfare advocates and
administrators of some state and
local welfare agencies argued that
the House changes would expose Re.
publicans to the politically explosive
charge that their welfare policies
would hurt children,

Several advocates said the cryeial
vYole on the committee was that of
Senator John H. Chafee, a Rhode

Isiand Republican who informed the -
| chairman, Bob Packwood of Oregon’

that he would have difficulty votirig
for the entire welfare package un.
less the current foster care and
adoption services program was re.
tained, ,

With Republicans holding only a
wo-vote majority. on the panel, a
defection by Mr. Chafee would have

child is placed with a foster family, a
8rouphomeora I?rge state-run res;-
dence, {

The House Plan also removed the
automatic entitlen;qent for subsidies
for any family that adopts difficult.
to-place children, generally those
from low-income ;Iamjlies, young-
sters with physical’ or emotional im.
pairments or thosq with siblings,

By placing these:programs, along
with others like training for socia|
workers and parents and effors (o
prevent abuse before 3 child is re-
moved from a famlly, into 2 black
grant, House Repubgicans had hoped

!

deadlocked the committee,
“Senator Packwood was persuad-
ed by the Strength of Senator Cha-
fee's argumeny that the child wel.
fare system ought to be retained,"
Said Josie Martin, Mr. Chafee’s
press secretary.
i In addition (o Senator Chafee's
objectiond to the changes, other Re.
publican Senators who are not on the
Finance Committee, including Chris.
topher S: Bond of Missouri and Arlen
Specter of Pennsylvania also sent
letters 1o Mr., Packwood urging that
the present entitlement status of fos-
ter care and adoption subsidies be
maintained.

-
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\;Bad Bargmn for \

.- As Congressional Republicans shred the sadal
safety net, gaping holes are opentng in pmgmms
designed to protect the natien’s maost wlnenble
cmldren—-thevictzmsufabusaandneglecz.Aspan
of the assault of welfare, House Republicans wantto
overhaul federally funded foster care and adoption
services. They would. consolidate many existng
programs into block grants and chep funding | by
nearly 33 billion. Fer a system that is almady
overburdened and underfunded, these. pmpesals
‘could spell disaster.

The chlld welfare system is a patchwork \ot
P mgxm usually run by states and counties, that-
protect abused and neglected children and oﬂer
.services 1o troubled families where children are ar
-risk. It also helps families who take r
for neglected and abandoned children through foster
care or adoption. The system has grown as familles
;and neighborhoods, devastated by the economy,
‘drugs’ and alcohof, have disintegrated. In 1883, ai-
::moxt three miltion children were reportediy abused
r. neglected, an increase of 130 percent from a
\; eca.de earlier, Nearly 450,000 children. were in
~{oster care. |
) ln many sta:es, children are victimized as
‘Triuch by the child welfare system as by their
'famﬂxes They are often left 10 long with abusive|
“relatives or languish in foster care for years without,
reasonable plans for permanent placements. \
-Since 19890,

N

Chﬂdren |

funds for child welfare programs. The standards

esponsibility -

_ ful oversight,

‘Washington bas tried to impcsg%

|

min&mal standzrds on states rec:ivlng Federal

require states to provide written piins for each
child, with recommended gervices and timetables 1o
mave children| {into or out of foster care, help them
reton to their families or make them eligible for
adoptian or other permanent placement. ‘

Now Hnuse Republicans seek to remove even
these minifmal protections, while imposing harmtul
budget cuts. In & plan approved by the House Ways
and Means Commm:e, about two dozen Federal
child welfare programs would be consolidated into
ope block grant per state, with overall funding
reduced by 529 hillion over five years.

'Proponents insist that the loss of funds will be
more than offset by increased program flexibility
and reduced administrative burdens. Giving states
more flaxibility and less paperwork is desirable. But
the new plan wvum scrap virtually all standards and
prohiblt Washington from exercising any meaning-

“In addition, funds to individual states would be

capped, leaving state and local governments to pick .

up the tab if caseloads soar, For New Yark, where
bath Gov. George Pataki and Mayor Rudolph Giuli-
ani have proposed severe cuts in child welfare, the
results could be partentarly damagiog.

As the plan héads for a vote in the House this
week, supporters may think this is a good bargain
for the states. Butlit’s a bad bargain for children

e | !
Copyright by the New York Times Company. Reprinted by permission.
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The Myths and Damqge
Of Federal Block Grants

CCORDING TO proponents of the

 Peram COWM: tg;
Personal

comesuptoraﬁansevoteth!sweekdoa

thing to diminish government commit-

menm to feed hungry chﬂdren. provide nu-

trition programs for poor pregnant wamen

or supply cash assistance to gingle parents
who are down on their luck butaremmng
4 to work,
. Such Tt;lk R;s'\
; claptra e
PeOP le hlt. . publi&gs‘ version ‘g
by recession §f welfar:d.refgr&
approved, w.
;gmltk:zgave ﬁ&m dceserviny
3 e t g
¢ i Q- P Of ‘beneficiaries of
urning government If:w%
-gtamps, schoo
tothe ! lunches or welfare
government being turned :‘E}v
d ai for lack of |-
Jor food aid clent state funds.
Block grants in

themselves are not evil, but they are the
wrong answer when they replace legiti-
mate entitlement programs — those that
properly guarantee benefits to all those
who are eligible and apply for them.

Under the food block grant program be-
ing proposed, 10 food programs — includ-
ing food stamps, the school lunch program
. and the Special Supplemental Nutrition
Program for Women, Infants and Children
— would be consolidated. To pay for them,
states-would receive a fixed amount of
funds for a fiscal year plus an inflation

11:23 -

adjustment that. according to corrected
GOP figures |relensed last week, ranges

from 2 percent to 4.2 percent overthe next ;.
five years. | N
But the donar amount does nat take into -~
account 2 projected boom in schoal enroll-
.ment thit will increzse the number of
needy students! Just considering the rising
cost of food and skyrocketing schoo] enroll-
ment, the Congressional Budget Office pre-
dicts that the amount avaflable for faod
programs will be §2.3 billion less than what
would have been available under the pres-
ent system over the next five years.

' Furthermore, | peaple hit by recession

| would have littlie hope of turning to the
| government for food assistance. When the
| economy suffers'a downturn and unem. -

| ployment increases, states will have the un: 5.

| happy choice of raiding their own cofferst B
pay for the Increased number of

tightbudget era, denying assistance to ® -
- these applicants, :

ew Deal guarantees to the needy Would .

be further weakened with the provi- .
sion in the GOP bill that allows states to .
divert 20 percent of the block grant money .
to non-food social programs.

\ There are altematwes to block grants "
mat still would give flexibility to states,
such as changing eligibllity and bemefit -
rules or improving alignment between ben.
efxt and jobs programs.

‘But a nation that cannot offera helping
band to its deserving| citizens is a nation
that does not deserve to call itself America.

e

le i
\applicants or, a3 s¢éems more likely in this'. -

e
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- Dr. Henry J. Lyons, President, National B;tptist Convention, USA
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FAMILIES FOR KIDS
"~ |. Statement of Goal: To ensure permanent families for all cl".ildren in fostér care.

Permanent Families include living situations which arév characterized by:

;
4

« alegally secure relationship
« long-term stability
« anurturing home environment |
» a meaningful adult relationship ;'
« community support i i
i
Il. Background ? ’

: !
f
During the last 25 years, the chrld welfare systems of the Umted States have developed a
continuum of services to meet the needs of children who are abused and neglected. The goal fg
children in foster care has been to place children into perr{nanent homes as quickly as possible.
In spite of continued development of programs the number of children in care has increased,
children are in care longer, and they fre;quently move from foster home to foster home.” To
.accomplish the objective of securing a permanent family for every child, services need to be
provided based on the individual needs of families. Also, ’chnd welfare systems need to evaluat
their success through attainment of outcomes which relate to the needs of families and their
children. The Families for Kids smtratnve is distinctive from other governmental and foundation
initiatives because: f o ‘ : :
e its prlmary focus of concern is on children who are in foster care (substitute family
care) who are not returnmg to their families of birth. ,
o reforms are measured through attainment ofl systemic outcomes.
« it promotes individualized community strategres for achieving outcomes.’
it promotes sustainable change through implementing an rntegrated action plan
which includes public pollcy reform, continuous evaluation of progressrve system:c
. change, and social marketmg of a strategic plan
e it is inclusive of a broad range of people in communities which work together to
solve the problems ofthelcmld welfare systems including public policy officials,
parents, young people, commumt;,«r leaders soc:al workers, government workers and

people of color S
1

—

W

Hl. . Approachto Problem Area

A. Assumptions Underlying the: lnmat:ve ’

ASSUMPTION #1: Families are the best social structure for nurturing children.
Families provide the consistency of a stabie, caring relatronshcp for a child. Other forms of]
long-term care, such as group homes and orphanages typically produce institutional
behaviors characterized by |m|ted ability to form and maintain relationships. Children who
have faced adversity are able to succeed in adulthood when they can form a positive
relationship with an adult and develop in a family that is warm and affectionate, has high
expectations, and provides structtljre discipline, and clear rules.

i
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ASSUMPTION #2: The child welfare systems of the United States must work
effectively to find permanent homes for all children in foster care. The child welfare
systems are the legally mandated {entsty for protecting children from abuse and neglect and
providing for their substitute care when necessary. |n the past two years, the number of
children in the United States’ foster care systems has increased by more than 50 percent.
Many children will spend more, than three years in ca‘re and not always with the same family.
Foster parents, social service workers judges, and governors agree that the "system” is no
able to provide permanent fammes for these ch:ldren

ASSUMPTION #3: Traditional ways (in addition tL adoption) for caring for children by
differing cultures must be Iegltlmlzed legalized adoptlon of children is inconsistent with
the values of some cultures. mstead community members provide substitute care through
guardianship or informal adoption | ‘of children. Frequently termination of parental rights is
outside what is culturally acc;eptable Existing chitd we?fare systems sometimes view
providing a family to a child as eit her having the child live with his/her biclogical parent or
terminating parental rights and plac ng a child into an adoptive home. In many cultures,
"informai adoption" of children takes place. These alternat:ve forms of care need to be
legitimized as providing a stable, nurturing home envaronment and be given the same
supports as legal adop’uons are given.

ASSUMPTION #4: A broad range of people in communities must work together to
solve the problems!facing child|welfare systems. The people most effected by
commi.m:ty and personal problems have generally been excluded from solving those
problems. They need to join with government and private officials to identify and solve
community problems. Public policy, as developed by government officials, is what drives
our current child welfare systems. ‘Yet this top-down approach has not had the benefit of
input from foster and adoptive- parents business and|religious leaders, as well as judges,

elected officials, and leaders in the child welfare mdustry These peopie can build a
consensus on how they wish to sew ice these chlldren and families.

ASSUMPT!ON #5: The current legal system must assist moving children through the
system and promote the importance of child and family issues within the broader

. legal professton The pl acementiof children into substitute family care begins with a legal
action by a court. Pérmanent substntute care is a!ways legitimized through a judge's legal
action. The legal system has a powerful influence in the community in promoting child and
family issues. The lowest status JOb in the field of iaw is working in a youth or family court.
This applies to both judges and attorneys. Courts have become overwhelmed with their
large caseloads and are ineffective in moving chlldgen toward a permanent family. A child

who does not return to his/her b:ologzcal family can Iangu:sh in foster care for many years.
l

ASSUMPTION #6: Public and prwate employers can be effective in stimulating people|

to adopt waiting children. Employers can be persuaded to assume a community
responsibility for promoting family life by helping families form through adoption. In the past
many employers have discri mmated against adoptlve families by not providing them the
same benefits as families having chﬂdren through bnrth This problem exists not only in
private business but also in the pubt c sector. Where employers have accommodated
adoptive families, benefit costs have usually mcreased only slightly.

| a o
|




B. Strategues for Famllles for. KldS !
Strateqy 1: Commumcate to key audiences the Fammes for Kids vision for system change
Wthh seeks to realize five outcomes o

;

e All families in contact wlth child welfare systems will have available community-
based support and assistance which promotes their ability to solve and/or cope with
their problems of evelyday famsly living. |

oL

e A coordinated single assessment process, which includes family members, will be

- used to evaluate a family's need for all Eevell‘s of service.
e i l
‘e A family and child will be provided one caseworker or casework team throughout the
implementation of their permanency plan. |
s | ‘
= A child placed in foster care will be assured of a single, stable foster placement,
within his or her own community, until a permanency outcome is achieved.
; A E '

‘s Within one year of coming into contact with the child welfare systems, a
permanency outcome will be achieved for all children, including those who are in
real threat of out-of~home placement. 5

[+

Strategy 2: Through grantmakmg demonstrate commumty-based models for achlevmg th
Families for Kids vision of accompllshlng the five outcomes ’

Consistent with these unique outcomes grantmakrnc{; will be focused in the following
program categories: . 1 . [

. Commumty-based family, preservation and adoptlon system reforms in Mlchlgao and
the United States. ! A !
l l
s Ethnic enhancements pehalning to African {Americans, Hispanics, and Native
‘Americans. Ii
. - l o
o legaland pollcy reforms: f
. Promotlon of public and prlvate sector employer benefits which are supportwe to
adoptive families. | |
: i o
Strateqy 3: Network key players to facilitate coordlnatlon of efforts arid dissemination of
accomplishments and findings in;overall achlevement of the vision. Key players will include
persons from communities of collor and represent both the public and private service sectdrs.

Strateqy 4: Evaluate the Famllres for Kids commumty-based models in order to assess the
reforms that work toward accompllshmg the vision’ s systemic outcomes.

l
Strategy 5: Through social marketlng public pollcy networks and commumcatlon
strategies, the vision for promotmg permanency and stability for children will be shared.

|
|

: i
|

N
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C. Indicators of Success :
t

The Families for Kids initiative wall measure success by the extent that communities achigve

the five systemic outcomes of o
| : 5-
» Support services for all families '
« One community assessment process
One casework team for famiiaes
+ One foster home for kxds
One year to achieve a permanent placement

Accomplishments to Date

Between June 1993 to August 1994, nmeteen communities engaged in a community visioning
process to plan child welfare system reform strategies. ‘In assessmg the community visioning
process, the foncwmg results have been achjeved:

Nontraditronal stakeholders in the chsid welfare systems have been integrated into the processif

or

planning system reforms. Nontraditi onal stakeholders are foster and adoptive parents and youpg

people, business and religious Ieaders and other community people who have an interest in
children and their families. In the past these pecple have not been offered opportunities to
design changes in the system: Some Families for Kids participants have said, "We have

developed relati onsmps {with nontraditional siakeholders) and not just made contact thh themion

a one-time basis.”

Tne structure of govemment serv:ces] planning has changed to reﬂect an mvestment in local
communities, State child welfare systems usually plan services through provision of public
policies issued from federal and state offices to local communities. As a result, ail communities

have been seen as having the same ﬁeeds and methods for meeting those needs do not reflegt

community differences. Families for Krds grantees have begun a process that includes
community input in the shaping of pubhc policy and nmplements it in a variety of ways reflecting
their umque strengths and charactenstlcs

There has been growth in valuing ethqlc dwefsity The community visioning process has

incorporated mvolvement of ethnic groups in a variety of ways reflecting commumty differences|

The input of young people who have expenenced the system” is now vaiued and systemncaﬂy
pursued. Seldom in the past have youth been invoived in planning change in the child welfare
- system, Their involvement in the com‘mumty visioning process has refocused service providers
attention to the need to treat children in foster care with respect and courtesy. Young people wa
a voice in how they are treated and have begun to organize themselves so they can make their

needs known. 4

i

Child welfare systems are becoming htmanized Through the community visioning process,
adoption issues have been expanded to go beyond the acts of adopting and termination of

parental rights to include a child's need for stability in a permanent family. Fortoo long, the
system has focused on performing procedures and completing plans. By looking at the system
: through the eyes of a child, children and families are seen as peopie and not cases or chents

<-“
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Values have become the criteria for success of technical and programmatic advancement. Th
community visioning process has provxded participants the opportumty {o plan systemic change
with a unified value base. These values have given a new meaning to the concept of
improvement. In the past, improvement in the system has been assessed through such
measures as fewer cases and reduced costs. Families for Kids has refocused planning to the
needs of people who are experiencing|the system. Though the five outcomes have been viewsd
as exceedingly difficult to achieve, nolone has disputed their value.

Listing of Grantees

A. Systemic Reform -

|
Work continues toward development of two additional sites.

B. Ethnic Enhancement

C. Legal and Policy Reforms

D. Employer Benefits

"~ Children's Sewiées of Réxbur:y, Inc., Boston, Massachusetts -- $3.63 million

North Carolina Depanment of Human Resources, Ralelgh - $3 million

Arizona Children’s Home Association, Tucson -- $1.04 million
, ; | ,
Ohio Office of the Governor, Columbus -- $1.92 million

The Villages, Inc., Topeka, Kansas -- $2.06 million

The Grand Rapids Foundation, Michigan -- $1 miilion
A b
Mississippi Children's Home écciety, Jackson - $2.84 million
Montana Department of Fam:ly Services and Montana Adoption Reseurce Center,
Helena -- $1. 37 miliion

¢

| ‘
South Carolina Department of Social Services and the United Way of South Carolina,
Inc., Columbia - $3 million | C

Washington State Depanment of Social and Health Services and the Children's Home
Society of Washington, Seattle -- $3 million - '

| |
S

e African-American - Chuldren s Services of Roxbury, Inc., Boston, MA -- $100,000
e Native American - NAE. S Colleges, Chicago, IL -- $100 000
« Hispanic - Council on Adoptable Children, New York, NY -- $100,000

]

!

e University of Michigan La\év School, Ann Arbor, Ml -- $1.56 million
« National Center for State Courts, Williamsburg, VA -- $250,000
! ,

« National Adoption Center, Philadelphia, PA -- $600,000

d
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~..VI.  Resource Materials

A. Videos

- -defining outcomes, major perspectives on change shared by many of the initiative

B. Publications

.direction to would-be reformers about how to mobilize diverse community groups t

Families for Kids: The Challenge (a 19-minute videofapej describes issues
affecting the adoption field, and defines the goals and objectives of the Families fg
Kids initiative.

Families for Kids: First Steps (a 20-minute videotape) introduces FFK's five

local leaders, and the community-based planning activities that drive reforms.

Families ‘fér Kids of Color: A Special Report on Challenges and Opportunitie
offers new insights on barriers to adoption and strategies for overcoming them, by
African-American, Hispanic/Latino, and Native American adoption experts.

Families erIKids Who Wait offers a more detailed look at common themes and
specific reform strategies emerging from the project sites. (Available July 1995)

A third publication slated for release in the sum‘mer of 1995 will offer specific

work together to bring about change. (Available Fall 1995)

-

wn

2S

J

aimed at solutions.

i | Families for Kids is an initiative sponsored by the W.K. Kellogg Foundation. The Foundation was established in
. 11930 "to help people help themselves through the practical application of knowfedge and resources to improve the
_| quality of life and that of future generations.” As a private grantmaking organization, it provides seed money to
nonprofit organizations and institutions that have identified problems and designed constructive action programs

| Most Foundation grants are awarded in the areas of higher education; youth development; leadership; philanthrop
. |and volunteerism; integrated, comprehensive health care systems; food systems; and rural development. Grants
"~ | are concentrated in the United States, Latin America and the Caribbean, and southern Africa. .
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o ” ~* IMPACT OF pnoposeo FEDERAL WELFARE CHQNGES ON CHILD PROTECTION o ;}
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- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -

— —
"

This Country is faced with a"legal‘ and moral mandate to serve ALL children at risk of abuse or -
neglect. Current proposals regarding Federal funding for child protective services and changes -
1o the welfare system will senously 1mpact our ability to protect chlldren

RECOMMENDATIONS ! _
-Given the potential harm to chxldren we must

& support continuation of Title IV-E to ensure federal participation in the ultimate safety net
for dependent children in a manner responsive to workload. This currently workload| .
responsive funding source funds foster care and group home placements for children| the

- Independent Living Program {ILP}, the Adoptions Assistance Program (AAP), childrenis
' social worker costs, and staff and foster parent training programs; and,

= support continued programs ensuring child safety, continued family preservatlon and
support services, the development of legally permanent homes, adoptions assistance,
independent hvmg programs . for our youth.

As proposed, Federal changes to welfare are likely to result in costs being shifted to loca

government and a decline in the qualn‘y of care and safety provided ra chlldren in the chil
pratect/ve services system. :

THE CURRENT SYSTEM
Funding

and

®  The Federal government pays a proportlonate share of the cost of caring fer and
; supervusmg ALL chlldren who are in need of child protective services.

= The State pays a proportlonate share of the cost of chﬂd protective servxces based on he
‘number of children entering the system

Child Protection Programs

= Child protectwe services are requued by law and must be provnded to every chlld who
needs services. The provision of these services is not discretionary, they are required by
statute and ordered by Juvenile. Court judges. Requirements. include programs for child -
protection, the development of legally permanent homes, and funding for foster-care |’
payments, adoptions assistance, foster parent training, mdependent living programs an
family preservation and support servxces '

“If economic or social factors (i.e., crack cocame in the 1980s) unexpectedly force more

children into the child protection system thhout advanced warning, funding must expand 1
meet that need. .

THE PROPOSED SYSTEM
Funding

= The Child Protection Block Grant proposed by the House of Representatwes will replace
workload responsive funding with capped resources. Funding will not increase as the
number of children needing protection grows. Anything other than workload responsiv
funding will provide inadequate: fundmg when capped resources do not keep pace with .
caseload growth. Additionally, gertain proposals would allow a substantial portion of
funding for child protection to be diverted to other purposes creatmg the potential for a
more significant funding shortfall.

_If funding is capped and the need for requured services grews, the quality of services wil ‘
suffer. There will be more child endangerment, less child visitation, fewer adoptions, le S
fam:ly preservatton efforts and less emancipation preparation for our foster youth. ‘
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- needing foster care due to abuse and neglect as a result of:

- Example: There are currently 622,000 children in Los Angeles County who are recei

With madequate resources to meet a growing need for services, the Chlld protection system

- anincreased number of chlldren reported as abused as reflected in Los Angeles

-2
Federal welfare reform proposals, mcludmg changes in AFDC eligibility reqmrements and

capped block grants will lead to rate reduction in AFDC and possibly food stamps for 5
million children receiving benefits nationwide. This.will increase the number of chlld en .

- aloss of economic stablllty for many families wh:ch will cause a sngmflcant increase in
~ the number of neglected children due to the parents' inability to adequately care for
their chlldren (i.e., feed,, .clothe, provnde shelter and medncal care);

County's experience with the 1992 5% AFDC cuts. Despite progress on many other
fronts (e.g., declining drug use, a stronger economy, etc.), the number of children in
this county needing out-of-home placement increased by 10% due to family stress

which leads to physncal abuse and neglect; and,

- far less effective fam:ly preservatlon and/or reunification efforts, since AFDC is often
the only financial support enabling families to stay together or reunite. This will lead to-
increased numbers of children languishing in the child protective services system ta
significantly higher cost to both children and government.

ing
AFDC. If benefits for half of these children are curtailed or eliminated, 311,000 children

will be impacted. ‘If only 1 out of 20 of the impacted children require protectiye serviges,
we would be faced with an influx of 15,550 additional children. It would cost an addjtional
$185 million annually ($12,000 per child) to provide foster care for these children. If ’
Federal funds are capped and block granted, the cost of foster care alone, would
necess;tate the curtailment of most other critical services.

would serve only the most severely abused and neglected children, leaving many others at risk.

Child Protection Programs

EXAMPLE: IMPACT ON LOS ANGELES COUNTY S CHILDREN

Proposed changes will ellmmate all Federal programs for child protection as well as
requirements for family preservation and support services, independent living services,|the
Adoptions Assistance Program, funding for protection of children, and the development of
“legally permanent homes. These standards provide the basis for quahty care and protgction
for abused and neglected chlldren .

On an average, each month there are. 60,000 abused and neglected children under the careé and

supervision of the Los Angeles County Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS)|

Block grants for child protective services which reduce overall funding for programs, will result
‘in increased caseloads for children's social workers, thereby reducing standards of care which

ensure the safety and well-being of these vulnerable children, and eliminate training for v
children’'s somal workers and foster parents. This will compromlse the quality of care provided

to:
=
-
]

170,000 alleged victims of chlld abuse and neglect; ‘ '

41,000 children currently in out-of-home care whose foster care payments may be redt ced;
3, 000 children who would not receive family preservation services which enable children to
safely remain at home (a total of 5,958 children have received family preservation services
since January, 1993); ‘

5,938 children receiving Adoptlon ‘Assistance Payments {AAP); and, B

an estimated 2,000 youth who are expected to receive Independent Living Program llL )
services this year. who might have to be emancipated without this support and risk
homelessness, unemployment etc. {1,929 youth received lLP services from October. 1993

| . to September 1994).

A4s propased Federal changes to we/fare are likely to result m add/ztonaf COoSts to local
government and a drastic decline in the quality of care and safez‘y provided z‘o children in th
child protective services system. :

EFORMBF/PD3 {3-28-95)



| GOMPARISON OF CURRENT FEDERAL CHILD WELFARELAW B
" WITH THE CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT ' ~

PROTECTIONS FUR CHILDREN AND FAM!UESIREQU!REMENTS OF STATE CHILD | CURRENT PROPOSED CHANGE
PROTECTIUN AGENCIES ACCEPTJNG FEDERAL FUNDS - FEDERAL LAW '
Reasonahle efforts must be made to keep chifdren w:th families when it can be done yes | REPEALED
safely. : ‘ ‘ ‘ :
After placed in foster care, reumflcatmn of chﬂdren wnh famlhes must be considered if itcan |yes . | REPEALED _
be-done safely. - : ) ‘ T
|. Children may be placed only in. State licensed facilities. - -—-- o T Tlyes o REPEALED , ‘ - ’
Parents' rights related to the removal of the child, change in the child's placement and yes ‘ , REPEALED .
determinations affectmg visitation are safeguarded. : 1 -
Children.removed from families must be placed in the "least restrictive setting” ~ ~~ ~ |yes ’ REPEALED
appropriate and in close proximity to home when possible. )
A permanent home for a-child removed from familiy must be achieved, whether returnedto- | yes - | REPEALED
home or placed in adoptive home, guardianship, or long-term foster care. ' ' e ~ :
Secretary of HHS may initiate a review of state compliance and may estabhsh gmde!mes and |yes REPEALED - except for a minor
offer technical assustance as needed. - .| involvement in data collection, HHS is
’ ‘ ' V expressly prohibited from evaluating
state performances and astabhshmg

: ; V regulations.
Every child assured protection with access to the federal courts to ensure compliance with | yes o 'REPEALED
law. . . '
State courts must review the status of each child ini long-term foster care. - yes REPEALED
Fair hearings w:ll be made available to any child or parent who is denied protection or | ves ' ' 'REPEALED
assistance. _ ‘
Judicial and administrative reviews are open to parents of the child in foster care. yes - REPEALED
individuals who report instances of child abuse or neglect are rmmune from prosecution under | yes REPEALED
State and local laws. : :

“Adapted from meteria! developed by the Child Welfsre League of America {3.28-05)




PROTECTION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES/REQUIREMENTS OF STATE

CURRENT

PROPOSED LAW

CHILD PROTECTION AGENCIES ACCEPTING FEDERAL FUNDS _ FEDERAL LAW

In every case involving an abused or neglected child which results in a judicial pror;aeding a yes - REPEALED

guardian ad litem shall be appoirited to represent the child in such proceeding. ‘ '

Individual case reviews are conducted by panels of appropriate persons at least one of whom | yes ' REPEALED

is not working directly with the child or parents. A '

Information about parents and children in the child protection system is kept conf:dentlal and | yes REPEALED '

will be disclosed only for certain specified purposes. ' : ‘

Foster care adoptmn subsidies are available to all children who cannot remain safely at home “ Individual enttt!ement far foster care xs

| irrespective of the increase in numbers of children needing foster care or of the condmon of
state finances or national economic downturns. < :

yes

REPEALED

"| Individual entitlement for édoption '

Adoption subsrdy is guaranteed for "hard to place " spec:al needs children to facmtate thelr - yes.

adoption. ' subsidies for children with speclai needs
, - , , - ) ‘ is REPEALED.

States are guaranteed federal funding te provide preventive services such as family - yes 'REPEALED

preservation and family support to help children remain safely with their families. . ‘

States are guaranteed federal funding to provide youths 16 to 21 years old with mdependem yes REPEALED .

living services to ease their transition into adulthood and into the workforce. : ‘

Foster care maintenance payments and adoption assistance payments must he penodncaﬂy yes REPEALED

reviewed to assure their continuing appropriateness. A o ' o

Training plans for child pmtectlan staff, foster parents and child care staff must he ' yes REPEALED

developed.

Adapted from materiel developed by the Child Welfera Leagus of America (3-28-95}




| | Uner‘nbloyment Welfare, Infant Drug Referrals, |
Emergency Response Child Cases and Child Placement for i
: " Los Angeles County '

Average Number
Persons Unemployed
| - - 255,000

204,000 o 194’006

o * 1,734,287
Average Number : i 18101

Persons Recelvmg Welfare
' 1 052,782

1,240,446

929,487
891 5483 -
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Senator Packwood and members of the Committee, my name is Peter Digre
~and | am the Director of Los Angeles County Department of Children and

- Family. Services, a public child protection agency which in 1994 responded
to more than 165,000 reports of abused and neglected children. Thank you
for giving me the opportunity to address you today on a matter that is of
the utmost concern to;me and to the 60,000 children in Los Angeles County
for whom | am personally responsible --- the changes that you are

considering in the way we protect, or fail to protect, abused and neglected
. children.

| have spent my entireiprofessional life working with children and their
families. | have administered child protection agencies under Governor
“Thompson in lllinois, Mayor Goode in Philadelphia, Governor Martinez in
Florida, and, since 1991, in Los Angeles County. | have worked in both
state and county-run programs under Democratic, Republican and bi-
partisan administrations, such as the Board of Supervisors to which | now
report. | have run non-profit agencies and am now responsible for operating
‘the largest child protection agency in the country. Because | have worked
in child protection systems both before and after Congress passed the Child
Welfare and Adoption Assistance Act of 1980, | believe | know from first-

“hand experience, as well as anyone in the country, what the strengths and-
hmltatnons of that Act have been.

As | am sure many members of this Congress remember, the Child Welfare
and Adoption Assistance Act was passed in response to some very serious
concerns about the treatment of this nation's abused and neglected
children. In 1980, members of Congress, deeply disturbed by widespread
evidence that children were entering state foster care systems unnecessarily
and becoming lost within them, acted to provide the resources states

. needed to ensure that children ‘and families could stay together, that those .
children who could not return home would find adoptive families and that all
children would have the right to be protected from abuse in or out of their
homes. | know that Senators Packwood, Dole, Moynihan Chaffee, Roth
and others who are still on this Committee, participated in the draftmg of
these amendments 1

Now, some may not be aware of the important role the Act has played in"-
improving state child protection systems over the last 15 years. They may
believe that this system which was carefully and thoughtfully developed
should be abandoned without any consideration,’ because it is "inflexible and
unresponsive to the needs of local communities”; | am here to say that this
is far from the truth. While current federal law i |s not perfect, it has been .
“the basis for major improvement in the treatment of abused and neg!ected
children in this country.: This mprovement has been achieved in the face of
major social crises like increases in homelessness, crime, poverty and drug
addiction that have put intensive and unrelenting demands on chi Id
protection systems.

¢

I will mention just a few accomphshments that have been made possable by
‘the Act. i
. Families have been !T<ept tbgether through the implementation of the

family preservation program and reasonable efforts requirements of the

Act. In family preservation target communities in Los Angeles County,
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| we have stemmed the growth of out-of-home placements without ‘
. jeopardizing child safety. We find 30% fewer children going into foster
" care where we ha\{e Commumty Family Preservation Networks.

®  Many systems like'ours have used Federal matching funds to ensure 3
that a/f foster parents receive in depth training and effectlve screenmg
before chndren are, placed in their care.

. Federal funds have enabled use to hire sufflmently trained staff to
supervise children in care, to locate permanent homes for them and to -
protect them while they are in our custody.

-m All states now have successful adoption subsidy programs that have
increased the number of children who find permanent homes. In Los .
Angeles County, when we began to effectively use the adoption subsidy
program, our adoptxons increased from fewer than 700 to about 1,100
each vyear. ‘ . .

»  Under the Act, much to the credit of Senator Moynihan who worked
closely with your former coileague Senator Armstrong of Colorado,
every state has been able to provide Independent Living skills training
for young people who leave foster care at age 18. Instead of entering a
life of homelessness and destitution, these young people now have the
opportunity to begin adulthood successfully. Due to the Independent
Living Program, | insist that youth have jobs or income, housing and
educational opportunities before they emanc:pate .

All of these achievements have been possible because of the high-level of
flexibility already provided under current law. The Act allows agencies like
mine to design our own review systems, set appropriate payment. levels for -
- foster care and adoptions assistance, target specific communities for family
preservation and make many other basic decisions about how we provide
services. The structure of the Act allows states to shape their own
programs within basic mlmmal standards and to provide improved services
to children and their families.

The key to this flexibility is the ability of the child protection system to . .
respond to urgent incréases in the need for child protection services. This,
in turn, is based on a financing system that is responsive to the numbers of
children requiring care so that resources increase with need. We in Los
" Angeles County have, twice in the past ten years, experienced sharp,
unanticipated and unavoidable increases in the number-of children entering
the child protection system. The first was in the late 1980s when crack
cocaine devastated many of our communities. The second was in the early ..
1990s when the recession combined with welfare reductions drove many
families into economic crisis. In both cases, the need for services rose
dramatically and only the flexible, responsive nature of federal and state.
- funding allowed agencies like mine to protect the safety of the thousands of
- children who came mto our care. .

Workload responswe fundmg is partlcular!y critical because of the potential .
demand for services created by reductions.in AFDC benefits for millions of
children across the country due to time limits and changes in eligibility
requirements. The United States Department of Health and Human Services
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(HHS) estimates that if H.R. 4 is fully implemented, benefits would be
~denied to over b million children nationally. Our experience with the .

. recession and California's 1992 AFDC cuts shows that when families suffer
economic stress, the number of children requiring protective services -
- increases dramatically. When these cuts are put into effect, the nation's
foster care population may well grow geometrically. Increases in the

incidence of abuse and neglect and in the foster care population will result
from:

- aloss of economic stabthty for many families whlch will cause a
sngnn‘lcant increase in the number of neglected children due to the
parents’ inability to adequately care for their children. In Juvenile
Court statutes throughout the Country, the definition of "neglect”
includes lack of food, clothing, shelter and medical care. Therefore,
many of the children removed from public assistance would enter

. the child protection system due to the inability of their parents to
- provide for the basic essentials of life;

- anincreased number of children reported as abused as reflected in
Los Angeles County's experience with the 1992 5% AFDC cuts.
Despite progress on many other fronts (e.g., declining drug use, a
stronger economy, ‘etc.), the nurnber of children in Los Angeles
County needing out-of-home placement increased by 10% after
these cuts went into effect because economic stress on the family
leads to physnoa! abuse and neglect; and,

- reductton in the effectnveness of family preservation and/or
- reunification efforts, since AFDC often provides the finangial support
necessary for families to stay together or reunite. The AFDC
- reductions will lead. to increased numbers of children languishing in .
the child protectnon system at a significantly hzgher cost to both
children and government

The attached chart demonstrates the intimate relationship between the
economic opportunities’'and well-being of families, and the reportmg of child
abuse and neglect. Given the relationship between economic hardship and
* the increased entry of children into the child protection system, itis .-« -
predictable that a significant proportion of children for whem assistance lS
termmated or curtailed will enter the child protection system.

If the Chrld Protection B‘lock,‘Grant is implemented at the same time as more
children require services, the child protection system will be confronted with
an open-ended mandate. Juvenile Courts will place countless numbers of
new children in the foster care system with no way to pay for their care.

To use my own county as an example, there are currently 622,000 children
in Los Angeles County who are receiving AFDC. If benefits for half of these
children are ultimately curtailed or eliminated as HHS predicts, 311,000
children will be impacted. If only 1 out of 20 of these children require
protective services, we would be faced with an influx of 15,550 additional
children. It would cost an additional $185 million annually ($12,000 per
child) to provide foster care for these children. If Federal funds are block
granted and capped, the cost of foster care alone, would necessitate the
curtailment of most other cr:trcal services.
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- Without hyperbole, weé can reasonably conclude that there would be a
drastic decline in the; quahty of care and safety for children in the child
protectlon system as "capped” resources are required to provide for
growing numbers of children. There will.be more children per caregiver, less
support and less trammg per caregiver, less supervision and treatment for
children, less preparation for mdependence, fewer adoptions, and fewer -
family preservation efforts.” ‘

My most basic responé:b;hty is to provide for the care and support of
children in the custody. of my Department. This means paying for adequate
food, clothing and shelter for them. My next most critical obligation is to
-supervise children in care. Finally, if my system has sufficient resources, |
- am able to provide the:services and supports that allow children to achieve
some permanency and'stability in their lives and encourage families to stay
together, like family preservation, adoption assistance and independent .
living. If the number of children in my system increased drastncally without
a corresponding increase in funds, | will be forced to reduce services to
children, starting with programs that are not immediately related to their
health and safety. This will quickly eliminate all of the progress that we
have made in creating responsive family and child-centered services. In

. addition, if these services are eliminated, the foster care population will
increase, because we will have no good alternatives to substitute care. This
- will put a further strainion capped resources and require additional
reductions. The next way in which | could accomplish necessary savings
will be to eliminate routine supervision of children. Children will not be
visited by child protection workers and neither they nor their families will
receive counseling or support. Finally, the quality of care will suffer and
children will be placed in overcrowded, underqualified homes where they
will stay without any agency oversight. " In the end, the child protection
system will be nothing but a huge, unsafe warehouse for children I, and
people like me, will be powerless to help them.

If this seems to be an unduly alarmlst view of the consequences of block
granting, | want to remind you that the Los Angeles Times reported
extensively about the abuse of numerous children in foster care in the
1980s. Most of this abuse occurred because. of the State of California and
Los Angeles' failure to access the federal funds to which it was entitled. In
1991, we were able to stop this abuse by using federal funds that were
available to pay for adequate supervision of children and improved training
of staff and foster parents. | implore you not to take away my ability to
respond to and, more importantly prevent, another similar crisis. -

None of this means that:| believe that current law is ideal. On the contrary, .
| think there are ways to make the system more eff:cnent and cost effeotlve
wrthout threatening the safety of children.

First, however, | would hke to clearly state the ‘ways in. Wthh the laws
should not be changed

= Title IV-E should remain workload responsive. Systems must have the
resources they need to pay for basic supports such as food, clothing
and shelter, and essentnal chald protect:ve supervnsxon for children in
care. > v ,




The Adoptlon Assrstance Program which. has been very successful in

__increasing permanent homes for children.with complex medical and
- developmental problems should remain an entitlement. Children need

families and many of the most loving families often cannot afford to

~ provide for the special heeds of children with serious medncal or

psychologlcal problems

The Independent Lrvrng Program should be continued. Without this

- program, foster children are not, and cannot be, prepared effectively for

adulthcod and will: fall into homelessness prostltutron and crime.

Family Preservatlon, which has for the first time enabled us to stop the
growth of foster: care placements must be preserved

Frnally, federal tramrng funds should be continued. States should be |
empowered and encouraged to ensure that adults:who care for or
supervise children, particularly children who have been victimized, are
competent and knowledgeable. ~

That said, | would suggest the followrng reforms be a part of your
delrberatrons

First, eligibility for federal participation in 'foster care payments. should
not be contingent on eligibility for cash payments under AFDC. Whether
or not a parent meets the technical qualifications for AFDC is irrelevant
to a child's need for protection from abuse. This eligibility determlnatlon
is, in fact, an example of a bureaucratic procedure.that wastes
admrmstratrve resources. In my capacity as an administrator of this
program, | am required to intercede on behalf of any abused or.
neglected child. .These eligibility determinations do not enhance my"
ability to protect children, and merely require an expenditure of dollars
that could be better used for direct services to children. State and local
governments will realize substantial savings from their elimination. This.
change can be made cost-neutral to the federal government by changmg

the federal state sharing ratio.

Second, some of the smaller block grants should be consolidated so that
states would not be required to do multiple redundant state plans. Of
course, any consolrdated block grant should maintain federal protections
for chrldren continue any exrstrng state match, and prohibit the use of
funds for.unrelated purposes l .

Third, state and locat governments should be permltted to spend a
portion of the money allocated to them to pay for out-of-home care for

. early intervention programs. In California, counties are permitted to
reallocate placemennt dollars to family preservation services. This

ultimately results in‘cost savings for all levels of govemment as well as
improved services to children and families.

* Finally, although | know that this idea may be currently unfashionable,

performance standards for child protection that relate to health and
safety should be strengthened States should be required to meet
certain minimal safety and protection standards for children in their care.
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The federal govemment should put its energy into monitoring these

‘standards and reduce or eliminate its focus on such wrelevant factors as.
income eligibility or paperwork errors.

: F{ather than elnmmatmg these national standards/protect:ons they should be

enhanced by including;the following requirements that are vital to the safety
of every child and prowdmg support for them: ‘

1. We know that abused children can be mjured or neglected by careglvers
if they are not closely supervised. Clearly, minimal standards.for
supervision are a b_asnc protection.

-2. We know that children can be left in the care of child molesters when

criminal and child abuse background checks are not completed. States
should be requ:red to do these checks on every careglver

3. We know that child protection workers who are carefully trained will
make better assessments and nmplement services to ensure cheld safety
This training should be a basic protection.

4. We know that specaal tramxng for caregtvers will improve the quality of
care provided to children in out-of-home placement. Such training
~should be required to obtain a'foster care licensein every state.

" In conclusion, | want tol thank- you again for giving me the opportunity to

speak to you on this most critical issue. You have it in your power either to
strengthen our nation's ‘ability to protect children or to eliminate that ability
altogether. In 1980, many of you who are here voted for children.. | hope
that, now, fifteen years later, you will do so again. | am in awe of ‘the
magnitude of the decisions you must make over the next few weeks since
they will affect the lives, heaith and safety of millions of children. These ‘
decisions will profoundly affect the ability of myself and my colleagues to
carry out our responsibility to protect children from harm. :

TESTIFY3/REFORM?2




Unemployment, Welfare, Infant Drug Referrals,
Emergency Response Child Cases and Child Placement for
, - Los Angeles County
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POTEN?iﬁﬁ_SﬁT?TFOF“LHILDREN AND COSTS

- FROM THE WELFARE SYSTEM TO THE CHILD PROTECTION SYSTEM
. . STATE BY STATE ANALYSIS.

NUMBER OF

PROJECTED | NUMBER OF ADDITIONAL
NUMBER OF | CHILDREN ADDITIONAL | ANNUAL

'CHILDREN DENIED . CHILDREN FOSTER CARE

NUMBER OF
CHILDREN
CURRENTLY

ON AFDC AFDC (DUE | REQUIRING COSTS FOR IN FOSTER
IN 2005 ' {TO . "PROTECTIVE | NEW CARE °
‘ PROVISIONS | SERVICES CHILDREN
IN WELFARE | (IF ONLY 5% | ($12,000
REFORM, 'OF THOSE PER CHILD/

BILL) ' IMPACTED PER YEAR)
‘ - | NEED CARE)3

ALABAMA 122,000 53,000 .8 M
ALASKA | 30,000 12,000 600 | 7.2 M
'ARIZONA 170,000 67,000 | ° 3,350, |$ 40.2 M
| arkansas © | . 63,000 = 29,000 1,450 |$ 17.4m
‘ICALIFORNIA | 2,241,000 | 1,158,000 | 57,900 |g$694.8 M
‘ICOLORADO ' 101,000 | 41,000 | 2,050 $ 24.6 M
CONNECTICUT 136,000 59,000 | 2,950 |$& 35.4 M-
""" DELAWARE | 28,000 12,000 600 |5 7.2mM
DISTRICT oF | 56,000 30,000 | - .1,500. |$ 18.0 M
COLUMBIA | i - o | .
_FLORIDA 605, 000" 233,000 | . 11,650
GEORGIA 348,000 166,000 8,300

HAWATI | 48,000 | 21,000 |- 1,050




PROJECTED

NUMBER OF

NUMBER OF

“| ADDITIONAL

STATE } NUMBER OF
I NUMBER OF | CHILDREN | ADDITIONAL | ANNUAL CHILDREN-
CHILDREN | DENIED CHILDREN .FOSTER CARE CURRENTLY
ON AFDC AFDC (DUE | REQUIRING | COSTS FOR- IN FOSTER
IN 2005 ' {TO PROTECTIVE . | NEW =~ CARE. 5
PROVISIONS | SERVICES  CHILDREN - ‘
IN WELFARE | (IF ONLY 5% | ($12,000
REFORM OF THOSE PER CHILD/
BILL) ' IMPACTED PER YEAR)*
NEED CARE)3 L
IDAHO 17,000 6,000 300 $ 3.6 M 1,235
ILLINOIS 598,000 | . 295,000 14,750 $177.0 M 29,542
INDIANA 177,000 | . 81,000 4050 |S 48.6 M- 8,455
IOWA 82,000 36,000 1,800 $ 21.6 M 3,606
KANSAS 73,000 | - 33,000 1,650 $ 19.8 M 7,838
KENTUCKY 187, 000 82,000 4,100 $ 49.2 M 6,966 .
LOUISIANA 235,000 114,000 5,700 $ 68.4 M 5,722
MAINE 55,000 27,000 1,350 $ 16.2' M. . T1;944
MARYLAND 185,000 84,000 4,200 $ 50.4 M 5,816
| MASSACHUSETTS | . 256,000_| .120,000.| 6,000-—|$ 72.0 M—-— - 13,147
MICHIGAN ' 553,000 302,000 15,100 | $181.2 M 11,121
MINNESOTA 155, 000 73,000 3,650 $ 43.8 M 7,895 -
MISSISSIPPI 153,000 75, 000 3,750 $ 45.0 M 3,169
MISSOURI 218,000 105, 000 5,250 $ 63.0 M 8,171
MONTANA 28,000 10, 000 500 |¢$ 6.0M 1,691
‘NEBRASKA 39,000 19,000 950 $ 11.4 M 2,985




~PROJFECTED | NUMBEROF- | NUMBER OF | ADDITIONAI NUMBER OF - ﬂ
NUMBEX: OF | CHILDREN | ADDITIONAL | ANNUA CEILDREN
- CHILDREN | DENIED CHILDREN FOSTER CARE CURRENTLY
| ON AFDC _ | AFDC (DUE | REQUIRING COSTS FOR IN FOSTER
IN 2005 3 | TO PROTECTIVE | NEW CARE 5 |
| PROVISIONS | SERVICES CHILDREN
IN WELFARE | (IF ONLY 5% | ($12,000 |
| REFORM OF THOSE | PER CHILD/
BILL) IMPACTED PER YEAR)*
o NEED CARE)? | L
NEVADA - 30,000 13,000 | 650 |$ 7.8 M 1,664
'NEW 24,000 | 10,000 500 |$ 6.0 M 2,630
HAMPSHIRE , 1 . o i
g fNEw JERSEY 302,000 142,000 7,100 |$ 85.2 M . 8,024
NEW MEXICO 72,000 27,000 | 1,350 | $ 16.2 M 2,118
| NEW YORK 917, 000 438,000 21,900 $262.8 M 62,705
NORTH 281,000 126,000 |.  6,300- [|$ 75.6 M 10,275
CAROLINA S :
NORTH DAKOTA 15,000 | 7,000 350 $ 4.2 M 759"
OHIO 597,000 | 253,000 | 12,650 $151.8 M 17,099
OKLAHOMA- .- —.|. 2111,000. |- 52,000 | - 2,600 $ 31.2 M 2,892
OREGON 97,000 44,000 | 2,200 |$ 26.4 M . 4,031
PENNSYLVANIA 517,000 269,000 13,450 $161.4 M 18,491 .
RHODE ISLAND 52,000 25,000 | 1,250 $ 15.0 M. 2,755
SOUTH . 135,000 55,000 2,750 $33.0M 5,066
CAROLINA | ' o
SOUTH DAKOTA 18, 000 8,000 400 S 4.8 M 674 !




“PROJECTED

NUMBER OF

[ ADDITIONAL

STATE NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
: » NUMBER OF | CHILDREN | ADDITIONAL | ANNUAL , CHILDREN
CHILDREN | DENIED CHILDREN FOSTER CARE CURRENTLY
ON AFDC AFDC (DUE | REQUIRING COSTS FOR IN FOSTER
| IN 2065 1 | TO 'PROTECTIVE | NEW CARE 5
I PROVISIONS | SERVICES ‘CHILDREN
-IN WELFARE | (IF ONLY 5% | $12,000 PER I
REFORM OF THOSE CHILD/
BILL) 2 IMPACTED PER YEAR)?
, » NEED CARE)3
'TENNESSEE 246,000 106,000 5,300 $ 63.6 M - 5,312
{| TEXAS 670,000 273,000 13,650 $163.8 M ‘9,965
i Reat 45,000 18,000 900 . |$ 10.8 M 895
"Il vERMONT 22,000 110,000 500 |$ 6.0M 1,162
-VIRGINIA 166,000 - 71,000 3,550 |$ 42.6 M 6,305
WASHINGTON 237,000 107, 000. 5,350 |$ 64.2 M 11,327
kaEST VIRGINIA 93,000 45,000 . 2,250 $ 27.0 M 2,315
WISCONSIN 205,000 89,000 . 4,450 | $ 53.4 M 6,812
WYOMING 14,000 " 6000 . 300. . |$ 3.6M 907
| TERRITORIES 173,000 |- -64,000-—| ..3,200-. .| $ 38.4 .M -.2,885 __. | .. .
TOTALS © 12 5.6 M . | 280,000 $ 3.36 B 441,312



(1)

_Based on United States Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) data in April 7,

(2)

(3)

. (4)

(5)

NG

1995 -document "H.R. 4, The Persomal Responsibility Act of 1995, Preliminary Impacts,
‘ Summary and State-by-State Analysis", Table 12, '

Based on HHS data in ‘April 7, 1995 document "H.R. 4, The Personal Respons1b111ty Act of

1995, Preliminary Impacts, Summary and State-by- State Analysis", Table 12.

Estimates based upon only 5% of those children no longer eligible for AFDC (as
identified by HHS) requiring protectlve services as a result of increased neglect and
abuse. ;

. $12,000 per year/per child is the average annual cost of foster care in Los Angeles'

County. Costs will vary by State.

Based on Fiscal’Year 1992 statistics in the 1994 Green Book (Commitfee.on Ways and

Means, U.S. House of Representatives - Overview of Entitlement Programs), Table 14-16 -
State Substitute Care Populations for Fiscal Years 1990, 1991, 1992, based on VCIS data.

Totals may vary slightly due to rounding of numbers .
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NORM ZIMLICH L S

INSTITUTE FOR HuUMAN SERVICES MANAGEMENT INC

: 1526 38TH AVENUE
 SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98122

SENIOR ASSOCIATE . C v April 25, 1995. 'f . ‘ " BETMESDA MD 20816

206 328-5160 Phone /FAX

Mr. Peter Digre, Director
. Dept. of Children's Services
425 Shatto Place - 2nd Floor
Los Angeles, CA |

Dear Mr. Digre:
statistician, from the Los Angeles data which you supplled

~ welfare in the U.S. in our lifetime. Given passage of this bill, state and local child welfare
~ agencies will simultaneously face (a) caseload increases resulting from AFDC cuts, (b) a loss .
- of state child welfare funding because of the removal of federal matching requirements, and

Attached are materxals which we have developed, w1th the assistance of our

In my op1mon the block grants passed by the House are the greatest threat to child

(c) a withdrawal of state ﬁ.mdmg from Chlld welfare in competmon with other larger human
~ services programs in distress. : :

The Los Angeles data 1s partlcularly reveahng w1th regard to the first point, that

AFDC cuts bring an increase in child welfare caseloads. Of course we cannot prove
"causality" with this data, but the evidence is pretty clear when relatively "modest" AFDC
cuts of 2% and 5% are followed unmedmtely by substantial increases in child abuse/neglect

“referrals. It is frightening to 1magme what would occur with massive AFDC cut-offs to-
certain groups such as unwed mothers, or substantial decreases in AFDC when states pull out
their share of funds, given absence of federal maintenance of effort requ:rements in AFDC
The materials attached attempt to succmctly make the pomts

issue.

. P :
1) States can expect sxgmﬁcant increases in child abuse and neglect referrals if -
AFDC support is substantIally reduced. .

2) Emergency Assnstance has become a critical "safety -net" child welfare program

. for 44 states. L
i f

3) Child welfare, mcludmg Title IV-E and Emergency Assxsta,nce should not be
block—granted or capped at the same time as AFDC

Please let me know if there is anythmg more I can do for you or w1th you on th1s

1

theerely, .

A Norm Zimlic

enior Associate
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AFDC CUTS & CHILD WELFARE PROBLEMS

© States can expect AFDC reductions to result in increased referrals
for child abuse and neglect, and mcreased placements of children in
costly foster and group care. -

|

;Clnld abuse: and neglect are known to be associated with N

poverty. Nationwide, one-half to three-quarters of such
referrals are for neglect or caregiver absence. (1)

" In thc D1stnct of Columbia and New York, 80% of

substantiated cases are for neglect. (2) In California 75% of
children in foster care placement are there because of neglect
or caretakcr abscnce (3)

More than half of all chﬂd abuse/ neglect cases are from
homes recexvmg public assistance. (4)

In Los Angeles County clnld abuse/neglect refermls jumped

* 12% immediately following September 1991 AFDC grant

cuts of 2.7%. (5)

In Los Angeles County clnld abuse/neglect referrals jumped
another 20% following October and December 1992 AFDC
cuts totalmg 5. 8% 5) ‘ .

In Cahforma in 1994 the average out-of-home placement for |
one child costs about six times as ‘much per month as AFDC"

~ for the same chﬂd (6)

%

In California in 1994, foster family care for one chrld costs '.

almost three tlmes -as much per month as AFDC. Group ,
Home care for one child costs almost fourteen times as much
per month as AFDC (6) : :

STATES SHOULD OPPOSE DECREASES IN FEDERAL"
CHILD WELFARE COMMITMENTS DURING A TIME

OF AFDC.CUTBACKS.
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DATA AND SOURCES

| Nanonal Committee to Prevent Child Abuse, Results of 1993 Annual Fifty
State Survey. June 1994, pp. 8-9. N

_ National Committee tgPrevcnt Child Abuse, p. 9.

California County Welfare Department Association, Permanent Placement
'Qnse!oag'Sm_ey. Septe’mber 1994, p. 36.

‘Cahfomxa Department of Social Semces Preplacement Preventive Services
. haractensucg Survgg of Cases Closed in January 1993, pp. 20-22.

Los Angeles Coumy chort "Clnld Welfare Services - Chlldren Served" 1991-
%4,

Los Angeles County 'Déparmient of Public Social Services, ‘Staﬁsﬁcal Report,“A :

* December 1994, i .

Analysis by Robert E. Sherman, PhD., Statxstxcxan (Apnl 5, 1994):

"A careful review of the monthly CWS referrals in the period January
1990 through chember 1994 reveals a statistically significant increase.
of about 1200 referrals per month following the September 1991 AFDC
cut, and a further increase of about 2300 per month following the
AFDC cuts in October and December of 1992. These results emerge in

- regression analysis after a time trend and seasonal monthly effects are

 separated in the analysis. While this does not establish a causal hnkage

. between the AFDC cuts and CWS referrals, it does present a strong
association that deserves explanauan

California Department of Social Services, Estimates Bureau, "Public Assistance
Programs, Comparison of Average Monthly Grants." (November 1994):

- AFDC-FG per4 pe:son/manth 4 $19932 -
- AFDC-FC Family Home - $563.42
- AFDC-Group Home - $2755.30

AFDC-FC Average ’ $1113.66
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Whatever It Is It Isn

Constructrve Welfare Reform 1

Provrs:on in proposed act could endanger abused and neglected children -

ost-in the focus on welfare reform is a
shortsighted provision that would freeze
funds used to protect abused and

. neglected children. If the Senate approves the
" proposed Personal Responsibility Act as written,
-federal aid would be capped and states would né -
longer receive federal dollars based on need. .

Demand is not static. It is rrsmg If current trends
continue as expected, agencies would be forced to
cut their staffs.-Such a change is potentially life-

“-threatening. A slow response to an emergency

referral could result in a death. This is not wel-

- fare reform. :

 The proposed Personal Responsrblhty Act .
"+ tackles a-welfare system that is clearly broken.

The massive bill approved by the House and

- .under consideration in the Senate attempts to
_fix Aid to Families with Dependent Children.
- But the legislation also could cripple child
. - abuse programs and foster care programs.
... Surely, that is an unintended consequence that

the Senate Finance Committee should avert

- when members tackle welfare reform.

A proposed child protection block grant
would replace nearly two dozen federal pro-

- grams, including foster care, child abuse pre-
_-*.vention and treatment and adoption assistance.
.- It would cap spending and eliminate the guar-
"'~ antee of help for all abused or neglected

" children who need it. It would eliminate assis--

tance for poor kids taken in by a caring but poor

.. relative who otherwise could not afford to feed
. . anextra mouth. It also would eliminate medical
_‘coverage for foster children and aid for com-

passionate people willing to adopt children with

-, daunting and expensive medical needs. In these’
- tragic cases, less government help is not better.

SAD, MAYBE DEADLY: Lawrence

. Townsend Riverside County's social services
director, insists he would be forced to cut staff --

- members who conduct investigations, check on
" children in foster care or supervise children
who remain in'their own homes. “It would be

sad not to respond to referrals because of a lack

" .of staff,” he said. Sad, and perhaps deadly.

The consequences in Los Angeles County,
California and across the nation could be dra-

- matic if the proposed AFDC changes were to
‘take effect. The time limit, elimination of assis-
. tance to, teen-age parents, denial to legal .

1mm1grants and changes in child disability
assistance could deny aid to an estimated 4.5
million poor children nationally. That would
translate to 300,000 poor children with no form
of support in Los Angeles. If only one out of 20

i

needed foster care, accordmg to Pete Digre, Los :

‘Angeles County children services director, the

county would face a new and unreimbursable N
cost of $185 million. That would force the layoff
of the entire child protective staff. No staff, no -
response to referrals. No staff, no mvestlgatron '

No staff, no supervision. .

There is a high- correlatlon between poverty ‘
- and family violence. The recent recession-and
state cuts in welfare payments. swelled foster. -

care. The economic downturn and reductions in

publi¢ aid alsocaused a dramatic increase in the
-number of children who need protection from.
their parents. These sorry outcomes should

serve as a warning to Washmgton

Hunger is also on the rise. A-UC Berkeley '
-study, commissioned by the state, has found 2 -
million hungry children in Cahforma and that -
number is rising. An estimated 8.4 million chil-
dren are at risk of hunger. They are also at risk -
of neglect, which is defined as parents' failure -

to provide adequate food, clothing and shelter.

Many of these children may require protective:

services, but any influx would cost plenty. The
consequences of rampant, unchecked and
chronic hunger could cost even more in the

- future. A
- A DUBIOUS SAVING Congress wants ‘to
save money now in this area. Digre, who often
testifies in Washington, suggests a reduction in
bureaucracy and paperwork. The federal gov-

ernment can save millions if states dre no

longer required to investigate whether foster - ‘
. children are eligible for AFDC in.order to

recoup federal. payments. For example, in the

case of some abandoned babies, the parénts

can't be found to determine whether they are

eligible. Eligibility can be determined easily .
-and inexpensively by a court finding that a

child needs help.

Some federal reqmrements should be -
- retained, however. Foster care programs -
sometimes attract convicted child molesters,

who apply to supervise children. These appli-
cations are rejected because the federal gov-

ernment requires a fingerprint check by the .

FBI. That check should remain on the books.

Strict licensing requirements, another safe-

guard against dangerous foster homes, should
alsobe kept.

Child protective .services is more law
enforcement than welfare, more public safety
than public assistance. Every child is entitled to
be safe. And society at large needs this protec-
tion too.
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Bad Bargam for Chddren

" .AS. COngresstmﬁa;lReynblicans shr? the social
eafety net, gaping holes are opentng in programs
designed to protect the natlon's mast vulnerabla
children - the victims of abuse and neglect. As part

of the assault ofi welfare, House Republicans wantto

overhau! federally funded foster care and adoption
services. They would. consolidate many existing
programs ‘into block grants and chop fuhding by
nearly $3 billion. For a system that is already
overburdened and underfunded, these. promsals
could spell disaster,

The chlld welfare system is a patchwork of

programs, usually run by states and counties, that-

protect abused and neglected children and offer
services to rroubled families where children are at

. risk. It also helps families who take responsibility -

for neglected and abandoned children through foster
' care or adoption. The system has grown as families
and neighborhoods, devastated by the economy,

drugs and alcohol, have disintegrated, In 1993, al-

most three miilion children were reportedly abused
or neglected, an Increase of 130 percent from &
decade earlier. Nearly 450,000 children were -in
foster care.

In many states, c¢hildren are- v:cdmxzed &S
much by the ¢hild welfare system.s8$ by their
families. They are often left too long 'with abusive
relatives or languish in foster care for years without
reasonsble plans for permanent placéments.

Since 1880, Washington has tried to impose

' - Copyright by the New Yori 'If‘:imes Company. Reprinted by permission.

APR 3 '95 14:339

funds for child wellare programs,

. child, with recommended services and timetables to

. and Means Committes, about two dozen Federal

minimal standards on states recefving Federal

The standards
require states to provide written plans for each

maove children into or out of foster care, help themn
retun to their families or make them ehgible for
adoption or other permanent p!acemant.

Now House Republicans seck to rémiove even
these minimal protections, while imposing harmful
budget cuts. In a plan approved by the House Ways

child welfare programs would be consolidated into
one biock grant per stare, with overall funding
rediced by $2.9 billion over five years, -

Proponents insist that the loss of funds will be
more than offset by increased program flexibility
and reduced administrative burdens. Giving states
more flexibility and legs paperwork is desirable. But
the new plan would scrap virtually all standards and
prohibit Washmgwn from exereising any meaning-
ful cverslgm. -

“In addition, funds to individual states would be
capped, leaving state and local governments to pick
up the tad if caseloads soar, For New York, where
both Gov. George Pataki and Mayor Rudolph Giult-
ant have proposed severe cuts in child welfare, the
results could be particularly damaging. . ‘

As the plan beads for a vote in the House this
week, supporters may think this s a good bargain
for the states. But it’s a bad bargain for children.

415 956 99 EAGE.B12
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emphasize increasing pérsonal re-
sponsibility and cutting government

- the national agenda. Achfeving these
goals, however, ‘must not risk the
health of America’s children. -

The proposed Personal Responsibil-
ity Act would reform welfare, food
stamps, child care, dtsablhty and other
social programs. But
in their rush to judg-

Do It nght —Don’ t
Hurt the Children

Avozdmg disiasters with mich- needed welfare rejbnn
hen the House debates wel-
‘N/ fare reform today, Republi-

their “contract with America” will.

expenses. Both goals belong high on .

The Health and Human Services De-
partment estimates that denying li-
censes nationally would ease delin-

quent child-support collections by $24

‘billion and reduce welfare costs by $4
billion over a decade. .

Another amendment should restore
benefits for legal immigrants. New-
comers who have played by the rules
and paid taxes should not be denied in
their time of need. California would be

hurt disproportionately because, ac- - .

cording to the US. Census, 25% of

ment, in their rush to 'r}

the House GOP may - 0
not realize the actual =3

tionwide are in this
state. Surély, the

deliver before their = :: &‘ California congres-
self-imposed April - xR gﬁ%&% sional delegation is
‘deadline, members of B3~ B -

mindful of the unfair

" e, iMpact that would

impact or- the unin-.
tended- consequences of Llus daunnng
legislation, House lawmakers need to
slow down: More study is warranted
before they rewrite American' Social
policy.

Effective welfare reform would end
dependency, encourage- employment
and eliminate “teen-age pregnancy.

debate. The qu&txon for Congress,
. and the nation, is how to change social
policy without hurting children. .

No child should be left without care
because welfare reform makes a par-
ent take a job. The work requirement
is Jusufxable. but not without some
provision for child care. An amend-
ment by Rep. Nancy L. Johnson
(R-Conn.) would provide $750 million
over five years to subsidize day care.
A good start.

No child- should suffer because a
parent refuses to pay child support.
Another Republican amendment
would allow states to revoke driver's
licenses and professional. licenses
when parents did not comply. Califor-
nia already uses such authority to
collect money that is rightfully owed
to a child, money thal taxpayers
should not have to spend in the form
of welfare payments. President Clin-
ton strongly supports this approach

“These goals require no bipartisan .

result. |
There is much room

‘ for -improvement throughout the pro--

posed Personal Responsibility Act.
Keeping block grants at current levels
for the next five years would leave no
room for growth due to a recession or
developments like the crack cocaine
epidemic that has bloated foster care
programs. This inflexibility would in
effect impose an unfunded mandate on

some state and county programs. Fos- . |.

ter care programs, for example, legally

" cannot turn away abused or neglected

children because funds don't keep pace.

In the nutrition programs, the obli--

gation is not legal; it is moral. No
needy youngster should be denied
lunch at school or food stamps at home

. because his or her parents applied late

in the year after the frozen allocation
had been used up. Depriving young-
sters of {cod would turn back the clock
on public health. - _ )

. Republicans argue that parents
should take care of their children.

"They are right. That is the ideal. But.

children should not suffer because

their parents cannot provide or be-

cause they do not fulfill their respon-

sibilities, After the House acts, the -

Senale must review welfare reform
very careflully to make sure that any
new laws are tough on parents, not on

. children.

legal Immigrants na-.

-,
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‘m Services: L.A. officials say -

US. Welfare

B1g Burden
for County;;

costs could soar at least $500
million if legal immigrantsare
thrown off federal rolls and end
up on general relief. -

By JOHN L. MITCHELL ;
TIMES STAFF WRITER !

Los Angeles County officials are ner-
vously trying to calculate the hundreds of
millions of dollars in additional costs they
will have to bear if Congress approves a
massive. overhaul of the federal welfare

system. b
Officials predict that county costs wxll ’

mushroom in a series of rippling reactions if
the limitations on welfare approved last
month by the House are approved by the
Senate and President Clinton.

Among the rough estimates so far:

#The prohibition on federal welfare
payments lo legal immigrants who are not
citizens will force a huge number of

welfare recipients to apply to the county’s .
general relief program, costing the county -
an extra $507 million and doubling the

number of people on general relief. -
¢ Family strains caused by cuts in wel-

fare payments could cause thousands of -

additional children to wind up in foster
care, further draining the county treasury.

Legislation that limits who may apply for -

federal welfare payments and shifts ad-
ministration of welfare to the states was
approved late last month in the House.
Although the Senate may soften the legis-
Iatian with amendments. county officials

THE WASHINGTON AGENDA - 1 .

HITS HOME

One in an eccasional series o

say the situation. appears grim—particu-
larly for'a county with a $600-million-plus

deficit looming in its budget for this f:scat .

year, which ends June 30.

Under the bill, Aid to Families Wlth
Dependent Children and other guarantéed
benefit -programs would be consolidated
into a smaller number of block grants,
which have dollar limits. Control would be
transferred to state and local. officials.

Under the present entitlement status of ‘

welfare, anyone who qualifies receives
benefits regardless of how much money

- hasbeen budgeted.

0f major concern to’ the county is a
provision in the proposed legisiation that

~would bar most legal immigrants from

receiving AFDC, Supplemental. Security
Income, food stamps, non-emergenc
health care, cash assistance for disabilities-
and other services.

County officials say that 1f the 275,000
legal immigrants now receiving federal
AFDC and SS! payments turn instead to
the county’s general relief program—fund-

ed entirely by county dollars—the extra ..

cost to the county would top $500 million.

‘County officials say their hands are tied by

California’s Welfare and Institutions Code,
which requires counties to “relieve and
support all incompetent, poor, mdlgem

-persons.”

Supporters of the congresslonal welfare
reform plan note that there would stilibe a
net savings in welfare costs because indi- .
vidual benefits paid under the county

-general relief program are less than those

paid under the AFDC program.
However, thal perspective is of little
' Please see WELFARE, B3

- CONTINUED ON REVERSE
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. Continued from Bl

cheer to the county.,

Eddy S. Tanaka, director of the

county. Department of Public So-
cial Services, said in a letter to the
Board of Superwsqrs that the
county’s dilemma is unfair.

“The federal govemment alone

controls [legal immigrants'’} entry .
into the U.S. and should be respon-

sible for their care, not counties,”

" Tanaka wrote, | :
Congress' swiftness caught the
"~ county off guard. “The freight

train has moved about 150 miles
down the track and there has been
no time to evaluate what's going’
on,"” said Gale Swensson, the social
services department's human ser-
vic¢es administrator. )
Officials at the county Depart-
ment of Children and Family Ser-
vices expect an avalanche of chil-
dren to hit the foster care system if
Congress approves proposals to

_stiffen welfare eligibility require- -

ments: restricting payments to five
years, freezing the number of eligi-
ble children and prohibiting un<
married teen-age mothers from
recemng cash assistance.

“When families are under ex-
treme economic stress, we see
more physical abuse and neglect,”
said Peter Digre, director of the
children's department. “By defini-
tion, neglect is a lack of food,
clothing and shelter.”|

Digre postulated that removmg‘
. legal 1mm1grants. teen-age

mothers and others'from AFDC
rolls and forcing them into the
general relief program might affect
300,000 children. If 5% of those
children wound up in foster care,
he said, it would cost his depart-
ment $185 million. | ‘

To pay for that mcrease “1
would have to lay off three-fourths
of my staff,” Digre said in Wash-
ington, where he was lobbying
senators against the reforms.

The National Assn. of Counties’
board of directors recently passed a

A u;“v.
resolution cntzclzing many elemé"n?g
of .the reform package, .sayingva
number of the changes could “hiut"
vulnerable children and would sﬁh‘é"
costs to the county level” - . ¢

The association called for t,};gn
continuation of entitlement proa:.
grams, which guarantee individuak
families' welfare su’bsidies; rather..
than the system of paying bléck:
grants to states. And it came 6LE"
against the proposal to deny bene-
fits to legal immigrants.

Los Angeles Courity, which has
one of the highest concentrations:
of legal immigrants in the nation;’
could experiencé severe cordens
quences, officialssaid. o

They said the general rehef popx
ulation may also be increased‘*by

.. two other significant groups. Tha$e:

suffering from alcohol and drug
addictions would no longer be €2
gible for SSI payments underthe
new legislation, And teen-agers§
who become pregnant and ecannot -
live with their parents may higge
no alternative but general relief
County Supervisor Zev Yapo;.
slavsky said the county has been.
put in a difficult situation. “Washg: .
ington is trying (o get the poor off
its books and so is Sacramento, e
said. “The poor, the people withthe
least pelitical clout and the softest
voices, tend to be left out.” T
For Republican. local ofﬁcxals‘
the issue is more sensitive: The .
very welfare-cutting policies they
support in Washington threaten 16

play havoc with' local budgeﬁs

Supervxsor Mike Antonovich,”a
Republican, declined to be infer-
viewed on the subject. He issued a
statement saying he backed the
block-grant approach to welfare
because it-allows more innovation..
“That is why I'm supportin
what the Republican congressiorial
majority is attempting to do~in.
Washingtlon,” he said. “Howevér
this commendable effort should
avoid being a cost shift from the
federal'government to counties.”
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Paying for Foster Care Chiden ecsiog federa s
Federal payrients for faster care - foster care, inthousands.
and adoplion services, for fiscal 0
years, in bilions of dollars. :
1935 figure Is estxmated ~

300 .

thousands of regulations.

Even with federal oversight, the
treatment of abused children varies
greatly from state to staté. Problems
have led to suits agaznst the child
welfare agencies in mare than 20
states, Including Dlinois and Jacksen
County, Missotri

The cost of foster care has tripled
since 1988, That's largaly because of

- the increase in the caseload — to
425,000 children in 1993 from about
275,000 in 1986, Last year, the Con-
gressional Budget Office projected
that foster care costs would grow 22
percent to 57 percent over the next
Five years,

‘Many of the children have more
serious physica] injuries and psycho~
logical damage than in years past,
‘which drives up treatment costs. The

APR 3 'S5 14:36

‘mckcowneeméamcwamam
‘ cause of the mistreztment, experts

saY. .
Someoithetbmgsthatmease'

'caseloads are way cutside my con-

‘trol.” said Gary Stangler, director of
the Missouri Departmen: of Social
Services. He opposes the Republican
plan. “What am 1 supposed to say
when g judge gives the state custody
of a child, and I've spent &Il my funds:
*Sorry, we're full?"

- Missouri bas 15,020 sbused or pe-
glected children in out-of-home care,
including foster bames, group homes
and residential trextment centers;
Blinois has 45,950,

Stangler says it would be fooﬂmdy
to'cap the {oster care program when
welfare is also likely tobe cut, “When.
you abolish the program, you don't
abolish the people,” hc said, “My
fear is that where we're going to
rediscover their children is in the

- ' foster care system.”

Nomsense, say Republicans. End-

"ing burdensome paperwork require-

ments will free more money for pre-
ventive services for children, says
the spokesman for the Republican
proposal. “We want the states to
spend more time proiectimg children

and less time checking thetr paper-
work,” he said.

415 956 9822
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A Bad lel in the House e

deeply‘.ﬁthatmemhtitm'tltxsgoodpohcytomoveto, |

\HE HOUSE this woek tukes
ﬂawedweﬁarerefurmbm.Amgnofhow

. probmmerearethhﬁnslegs}ahmxsthat
more than 150 amendments have been proposed. .

Many come not from Democrats but from Republi-
cans aware of the bill's shol ‘Some amend-
mmnsareworthpawing but they will not cure what
ails this Jegislation. “Nothing could be more cruel to

children than the current welfare system,” sald

‘Majority Leader Dick Armey (R-Tex.). That's not”

true. This bill would make jt worse. . - -

The sponsors have used appealmg arguments fur.

decentralization and experimentation as rationales
for ending welfare's “entitlement” status and turning
it into a “block grant” program to be run by the
states. “Entitlement” is a loaded ward, but also a

techmmlone.BecauseAﬁtoFamnheswﬂDepmx

dent Children is an entitlement, alf who meet certain
basic requirements can apply. Applications go up
when states fall on hard economic times and drop
back during recoveries, Money flows' o states, when
they need it most.

Eoding’ welfare's entxﬂemwt status means .the
program would be far Jess flexible and less respon-
sive to changing economic circumstanees. The bill's
“rainy day fund™ does not begin to makeupforthxs
loss m suppleness. States should be encouraged to
experijnent with-better approachies to welfare. But
you don't g-eed block grants to let those experiments
g0 forwar

Thebmalsopr&cumes that a better welfare
mbebuﬂththfar!emmoney Itwmﬁdbemcenf

1mthepubhcsedororthmughmbs:dxestom!oyas.

'agaﬁlstaprommnmtbehiﬂthatwouldsunplybar ‘
- children of mothers under 18 from getting any

~ tion, i anly to keep as many bad ideas out of it as

system amenéments to reach the floor, But ultimately the

a system that would pramote work and require it of
those capable of holding a job. But that means the
gwemmentwmﬂdhaveto maopey for train-
ultimately jobs, whether

This proposal, on the other hand, would reduce

o the poor by at least $66 billion over 2

Some of these cuts come from
mmsedmnggoets}lint;hechﬁdnnmﬁmmﬁfwdsw
programs, ese programs work quite '
Sometnmsmigixtbemordex but nothing like those

Dow

being proposed.
-Opponents of abortion have rightly led the chatge

assistance, Whatever one’s view on abortion, it |
doest’t make sense to ask a child to bear the cost of

a parent’s mistake. But the House rules committee
last night allowed for only minor changes in this
provision. Some of the amendments sent to the floor
would actually make the bill worse. One amendment
that would make it better provides for sofme more
spendmgonchndmre.lt&agoodsdeabutnot
tomakeﬂxewozkreqmrcmmtshm:shm .
Members of Congress should improve t}ns legisla-

fe. Some Republicans were considering a chal-
gt to the leadership that wodd allow more

kil shonld be defeated and rewﬁtteu.
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_ABlow at Foster Care

HEN HQUSE Speaker Newt Gingrich

came under harsh attack for sayi

might be berter off in orphanages, the assaults

séemed to us unfair, Given the state of the existing

foster care system aid the problems faced by

children in abusive families, it’s wrong to foreclose,

for partisan and ideologieal reasons, any reasonable
options that might help some kids, | S

~_ Unfortunately, Mr. Gingrich and his party in the

House have not translated their talk about belping

society’s worst-off children into protections from

the freezes and reductions that their welfare bill

-makes in many programs for the poor. One section

of the proposal that has received little notice entails
a five-year reduction of more than $2.5 billion in
the growth that was projected in federal child
welfare programs. In their zeal for block grants,
the Republicans end the entitlement status of

foster care and adoption assistance. The bill also

repeals a long list of faderal regulations to ensure
adequate services for children in foster care,

. It would, of course, be' a good thing if money
could be zaved in all these programs by running
them better. But spending on foster care and
adoption has risen not beczuse of bloated burean-
cracies or grabby interest groups but because of 2
tragic rise in the number of abused and neglected
children. The numbers went from 262,000 in 1982

to 445,000 in 1993 and continue to go up. One big.

PR 3’95 14140

that
in some circumstances some children-

reasan is the crack epidemic, for which vulnerable
kids should certzinly not be held responsible,

The Republicans can make g fair case that
federal regulations in this ares should be stream-
lined; some rules may force states to spend money
in certain areas that might be better spent else-
where. But on this question not many states and -
localities can claim bragging rights for having done

4 brilliant job. On the contrary, 20 states are under

court orders or have been sued for failing to adbere
to federal standards,

Ending the entitlement status of these programs
could only make bad situations worse by foreclos-
ing the increases in federal funding that aeed to
come i yet more children find themselves in foster
care—as seems a virtual certainty. That Is why
organizations sympathetie 1o local sutonomy and
etate control, such as the National Association of
State Legislators and.the National Association of
Counties, have asked that adoption and foster care
be continued as entitlements and not be turned into
block grants. ' :

The foster cara and adoption systems are in need
of reform. Unfortunately, most reforms designed
to help children in dire straits will involve more
spending, not less. Mr. Gmgrich, who can talk
movingly about needy children, surely can do
better. This provision is yet another reason why
the House Republicans’ welfare bill should be
defeated. . o

415 956 9922
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The Myi'hs and Dumage
Of Federal Block Grants

CCORDING TO ponents of the
A GOP's Contract With Amenca, the
Personal - Responsibility Act that

" comes up for a House vote this week does

nothing to diminish government commit-
ments to feed hungry children, provide nu-
trition programs for poor pregnant women
or supply cash assistance to single parents
who are down on their luck but are willing

to work.
‘clasml 'zt%m o
; i ptrap. The
P eople hit L leans version
by recession of welfar:d’reforurln,d
Y approv WO
little hope of  result in deserving
turnin - beneficlaries -of
rong government 1?0%
" -gtamps, , schoo
tothe , - " lunches or welfare
government being turned away
- ad i for lack of suffi- -
f OT‘f ood dld . cient state funds.
Block grants in

themse!vm are not evil, but they are the

wrong answer when they replace legiti-
mate entitlement prograts-— those that
properly guarantee benefits to sll those
who are eligible and apply for them.

Under the food block grant program be-

ing proposed, 10 food programs — includ- -
ing food stamps, the school lunch program
. and the Special Supplemental Nutrition

Program for Women, Infants and Children
— would be consolidated. To pay for them,

states would receive a fixed amount of

funds for a fiscal year plus an inflation
A S
\

1
[
'

adjustment that. according to corrected

GOP figures relessed last week, ranges -3

from 2 pacenxtaé.zperoent over the next .
five years.: v

But the dollar amount doa not take into .
-gecount a projected boom in school enroll-
ment that will increase.the number of
needy students. Just considering the rising
- eost of food and skyrocketing school enroll-
- mment, the Congressional Budget Office pre-
dicts that the amount available for food
programs will be $2.3 billion less than what
~would have been available under the pres-

ent system over the next five years.

Furthermore, - peaple hit by recession
would have little hope of turning to the
government for food assistance. When the
economy suffers & downturn and unem-

- ployment increases, states will have the un ;.3

_ happy cholce of raiding their own coffersto .-
pay for the incréased number of eligible -

- tightbudget era, denying asmtance to -
- these apphcants *

N ew Deal guarantees to the needy would’ ‘

be further weakened with the provi- -
-5ion in the GOP bill that allows states to . -

divert 20 percent of the block grant money L
to non-food social progratns, -

‘There are alterpatives to block gram.s;_' :

that still would give flexiblity to states,
Tules or improving alignment between ben.-
efit and jobs programs.

But a pation that cannot. offer a helping
hand to its deserving citizens is a8 nation
that does not deserve to call itself America.

PR

aQmTT S

215 ase

applicants or, a3 seems mare lﬂtely in this'. & -

- such as changing eligibllity and benefit -
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Senate Panel Opposes Revampmg Fi oster Care

By STEVEN A. HOLMES

'WASHINGTON, May 23 — Rebuff-
ing changes adopted: by the House,

the Senate Finance Committee will

_vote this week to maintain Federal
subsidies for foster care and adop-
tions as an entitlement available to
all who meet certain income and
other requirements, Senate aides
said. ’ ,

The committee will act when it

“votes on Thursday on its versionof a
bill to revamp the welfare system,
the aides said. The House plan would
have placed all subsidies for foster
care and adoption into a block grant

_ that would have allowed states to
spend the money -as they see fit on
adoption and foster care.

The committee will also vote to
maintain a set of Federal standards
for state agencies and local agencies

. running foster care programs, in-

ciuding rules on how often social
‘workers must check on children’s
- -status and education. The House
plan would have loosened Federal
oversight. :

Opponents argued that the House
plan for fixed grants to states could

cause problems if other changes in. -

welfare legislation resulted in more

children put .up for adoption or’

placed in foster homes.

“We truly helieve that the system
would be dangerous and nonfunc-
tional - within a matter of months
with the combined impact of the
block grant and welfare reform
causing a lot of kids going into the

. ‘package
scrapped a -system whereby any -

i A HbuSe plan for

block grants for
ch ild welfare meets
reszstance.

. foster system,” Peter Digre, direc-

tor of the Los Angeles County De-
«partment of Children and Famlly
Servxces

The House plan, which was adopt-
‘ed as part of its welfare overhaul
in March, would- have

«child from a low-income family who
has been deemed to have been
}abused or neglected is automatically
entitled to Federal subsidies if the
child is placed with a foster family, a

group homeora large state -run resi-

‘ dence

The House plan also removed the

automatic entitlement for subsidies ~

for any family that adopts difficult-
to-place children, generally those

" from "low-income families, young-
i sters with physical or emotional im-

panrmems or those with siblings.

: By placing these programs, along '

with others like training for social
workers and parents and efforts to
prevent abuse before a child is re-
moved from a family, into a. block
grant, House Republicans had hoped
3 ol

fo slow the meteoric rise of Federal
spending on adoptions and foster
care and give states more flexibility
to administer their programs.

But child welfare advocates and
administrators of some state and
local welfare agencies argued that

. the House changes would expose Re-

publicans to the politically explosive
charge that their welfare policies
would hurt children.

Several advocates said the crucial
vote on the committee was that of
Senator John H. Chafee, a Rhode
Island Républican who informed the
chairman, Bob Packwood of Oregon,
that he would have difficulty voting i
for. the entire welfare package un-
less the current foster care and
adoption services program was re-
tained.

With Republlcans holding only a
two-vote maiority on the panel, a
defection by Mr. Chafee would have
deadlocked the committee. .

“Senator Packwood was persuad-
ed by the strength of Senator Cha-
fee's argument that the child wel-
fare system ought to be retained,”

- said Josie - Martin, Mr. Chafees

press secretary.

In addition to Senator Chafee's
objectiori to the changes, other Re-
publican Senators who are not on the
Finance Comumittee, including Chris-
topher S. Bond of Missouri and Arlen
Specter of Pennsylvania also sent :
letters to Mr. Packwood urging that
the present entitlement status of fos-
ter care and adoption subsidies be
maintained.

i
i

L
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‘ Dﬁu‘ Chm.man Packwaad,

 We are writing: to stmg. ‘ m&yb\l HOT .TO Gndezcut or
- short-change services: for M and aeglected children as
pazt of you: p:opaaal *Eo: nlfm rcfozu. ‘

. The neads Of nhusod aud m&m&d &iidxen aze disrinct, |
It would be Tragic to'hurt them evan more by ineluding ‘
~ cutbacks in the funding of progrins: davotod to thase childm .

-; We should note that:the major change m advocarting in
7 the Ald to Pamilies;with Dapeadant: chs (AFDC) also will
have an impact on zmny ‘of t.hau GhLl

6ron

: - We believe it £s é:eem:ial T .the antitlmcnt

~ status of fostar cate %m;mwgn}sttmne. It is also
cxucial to presarve. exist'.s.ng foduzal funding levels for

. prevention under Tirle IV-B Child ﬁcltu:e and the Pamily

- Premarvation and mily Support program established by this
committee in 1993. , ral quidalines regarding

child abuse mcL nagim; bap:esa:ved £ox: vulnerable
childxen | .

: 'rhera is a: fundmnt:al dszcma bttwetn cash ansinmc4
to loweincome families’ with upannom: children and ouxr moxal

"\, obligation to prctec:t vulnerablo clu.ld:en -from ahuu and
' nogltct. o

. The hearing you “held j.u theé- *Pmnce Committee on April 26
iricluded expert witnesses; the' m:o:i.ty ‘of whom strongly

- sypperted maintaininyg: the entivlement status of foster care
and adoption assistance,. 1nc1ndinq ¥r. Wade Horn, former
Commissioner for cxzudxcm. Youth-and Families in the Bush

 Administration. This was compelling: test&mny and clearly

illustrated the {mporeance of a: £edora1 role in protecting
'chxldxen from abuse ax;d naqlwt'-"* T

‘We a.ref-dml SOTi . th 't-}thev need ia:: the camplete
range of parvices to. abmm& andneglectad children will
~ increase in the fu ure bnted on mcem: t:ends and due +o othel
policy changes. - R ‘

‘”l

‘ mur‘.msp ] hm doubled, J‘.& tha decade bctwean
1983 and 1993 fremw 97, 3?0 o 232,669 and this rise i :

- expected to continue.’ About 48 percent of children axe :
currently in foster care bacause ofineglect, which tends to
increase as family poverty increases. -If.only five percent of

: tha children who m‘ b‘o cut-q££ from Arbc undor the House—

e
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pgasod pill nm p:otectiw urvim maddh:&annl 280,000

children would £lood the system. Sich. an .increase would
ovarwheln a mtm tlu_ ;i, : -

Attached im a cNATt | mumtiw‘ ‘:h- potormal gzowth in
the need for protective’ sexvices. p:.-ipu:od by Patar.Digzre
Director of the Los Angulas Lounty'] t of Chil Ldun and

ramily Strvim, who mt.tﬁec b-fo:t m E'inance Committea.

Aa you lmmr, thn cvn:t-s luw ud tc inuzvtnn in foster
ecarc systems in 22 states in order to assure the basic .
protection of children. - Given the Surrent record of states,

- we believe it iz ss&entizl to: nninmiu -fedaral support and
fed.ral standards !er ’ahuuud anct x«ma ehildwan.

Researchers alsa .,u my am 125,000 to
150,000 ‘children. w1.n~.~ onphans upen_the _death of their
- mothezs with ATDS. i:rthl ‘next decsds. . Currently, if relatives
are unable to care for such children, ;they are temporarily
. placed in foster care when perenta sre hospitxlized and unable
- to care for them. Upon the daath of 4’ pavent, scme children
will have no othtr option mn tosm: care.

In order te pzotect chi.ld:on dbquate funding for both
prevention, protective services, md fanily praservation as
authorized currently uude: *itle. IV-B:must ba maintained. It
would be common sense, to continuethe: ‘Gommunity-based planning
ascarted under the. quuy YPrewervation: provisions of 1993 and .
to 2llow.the Department. of Haalth and Human Services to push
ahead with its plm-ct 10=-state dmnst:at&on far greater
flexibility among ' c:h.is.d wlfm uarv&cas. o

, As states are: oxpocr.ed 0 as m;.,xxw ro:pons:.bilmien for -
social services to needy childven-and: families, we believe it
i essential to mafntain national standarda and £ed¢:al
funding for abused and. mlecm chﬂd:en

Sueh children nrc"ﬁvum:m. md-daaam ouxr ccmpasuon
and support, and we:waat: td work with you 0. maintain such

fundamental safoquuda 4.‘03: c&t!.ldren 10°. A9 a.t-m.sk of abuse
and maglnct. s ,

MAY 22 195 17:23 | 202 456 eooR -PAGE. 882
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WEST VIRGINIA ..

JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV ‘ ‘ -UUOL/CQA‘

'reform. While I strongly support genuine welfare reform and

" continued federal protections and requirements for states to

- program where states could annually flip between a block gran

~effort will be whittledmaway during the legislative process.

Nnited States SDenate

WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-4802

1

Q ‘ ‘_! m February 15, 1996
Dear @“L_Dxesiﬂeﬁf, : o
. We share a deep mutual interest in- protectlng chlldren,

and it has been exc1t1ng to work closely with you on a range
of issues for children and families. I am particularly prou

of our work in 1993 to establish the Family Preservation and‘

Family Support Programs as part of the historic deficit
reduction and.economic growth legislation you 51gned into lat
on August 10, 1993. As you know, this initiative is a five-

jor

year program to be closely evaluated and an early, study _shoj
it i{s quite- promlslng ) -¢mwma§~ e :

It is dlsturblng to see that Famlly Preservation and oth
fundamental federal efforts for abused and neglected childres
are jecopardized by some of the pending proposals on welfare

have worked hard, to promote action on the Daschle bill and t}
bipartisan Senate bill, I believe that child welfare is a

separate and distinct issue. At a point when we are

considering time limits for general welfare, it is essential]

to maintain a strong child welfare system and full entitlemes
to foster care as a fundamental safety net for extremely
vulnerable children. .

During prev1ous Senate debates on welfare reform, I work
hard with Senator Chafee and others to protect and maintain
current law on Chlld welfare services and foster care. We
worked in a. blpartlsan manner, and secured support from a
range of Republlcans

Unfortunately,-the House prevailed in conference with it
block grant approach for child welfare. Now, the National
Governors Association (NGA) has also endorsed block grants fq
child welfare programs. While the governors did endorse

have 100 percent "maintenance of effort," I see real problems
with the NGA optional block grant proposal '

First, I thlnk it would be 1mp0581b1e to administer a
and an entitlement. This could easily encourage states to

"game" the system to draw down more federal funding and creat
confusion in the child welfare system which is already

struggling to cope. In addition, I suspect that many of the.

stronger NGA provisions -on protections and maintenance of
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implemented and.studied. It is worthwhile to note that our

.means maintaining and strengthening our federal commitment i

February 15, 1996
Page 2 - -

You may be assured that I will continue to fight hard in

the Senate in a bipartisan fashion to maintain strong federal

programs for abused and neglected children. I am fully
committed to our Family Preservation initiative, but I know

it

will be a real battle to prevent block grants of child welfare

programs.

Your Administration has been. helpful in its strong voice

and leadership for the children unlucky encugh to be abused,

neglected, and in dire need of the help that can only be found‘

through the child welfare system. I write to urge you to
maintain a firm stand in opposing the pending proposals for

block grants of child welfare programs and foster care. Thgre. -
is no reason to|tie welfare reform to the elimination of the
safeguards that: the child welfare programs prov1de to childy

nationwide.
Our Family Preservatlon 1n1t1at1ve deserves a chance to

program includes a demonstration project for 10 states to ha
greater flex1blllty between child welfare and foster care
programs. This'is the right way to explore 1nnovat1ve
approaches to enhance state flexibility with careful
evaluation to ensure children remain protected.

Mr. President, I will do whatever I can in the Senate to

maintain the strongest possible federal commitment to progra
for abused and neglected children. Your continued leadershi
and strong support on this specific issue will be crucial.
know we agree children must be protected, and I believe thig
child welfare and foster care.

I will share these same. thoughts with members of your
Administration involved in the discussions aimed at reaching
consensus on welfare reform, and welcome your direction on
child welfare and family preservation.

As alwaYs, my warmest regards to you,'

/Sincerely,

JohnvD. Rockefeller IV

|

The Honorable William Jefferson Clinton Vg'ﬁw. A B QPO q

President’

The White House' S ’
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue ) w.ﬁ 4 3 6‘3’2}
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- ThomasR.Corper -~ | " WASHINGTON OFFICE . - " :

- Governer S L 1444 North Capitol Street, NW, Suite 230

LR ' o ' ~ Washington, DC 20001

. Dirsctar - + Phone: 202/624 - 7724
D . Fax: 2021624 - 8495

J. Jonathon Jones
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'FROM: _éﬁ&@ Office of the Governer |

State of Delaware

'#‘efnPa;ges: ’ ; 5’ (mcludmg cover page)
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Please note: The pages comprising this facsimile transmission contain conﬁdential
information from the Washington Office of Governor Tom Carper. This information is .
intended solely for use by the individual entitly names as the recipient thereof. If you.
are not.the intended recipient, be aware that any disciosure, copying, distribution or

- use of the contents of this transmission is prohibited. If you have received this = . '
transmission in error, please notify us by telephone lmmediately SO we may arrange to

'retneve this transmass:on at no cost to you.. R . :
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The Honorable Bob Dole, Senate Majonty Leader L
United States Senaté. - |
141 Hart. Senate Office Bullclmg
' AWashmgton,D C. 20510 'I

. The Honorable Thomas A Daschle Senate M’monty Leader
- United States Senate - :
" 317 Hart Senate Office Buxldmg
. Washmgton D.C. 20510

o ,’Dear Senators, R

R As the Senate turns us attention to the 1mponant issue of Welf‘are Reform we want to
take this opportumty 10 applaud the work of the Senate Finarice Committee to maintain the
~ federal commitment to child welfare programs. "AS professxonals who daily encounter families and
- children in need of child welfare services, we appreciate Senator Packwood’s reeogmtzon that the -
_ needs of the child welfare sysitem should be dealt with separately

* Over the nextlfew years we anuclpate a stram on the current system :

#° Children needmg services are entenng the system thh more senous problems than -
C o we have expenenced hxstoncally - l
. ! Tt :
.. The nurnber of adalescents in the '.lnld welfare svswm 1s mcreasmg Typlcally, tlns
, age group plaoes the greatest demand on our tyemces

. The reform by Congress of economic benent programs wﬂl have an unpact on
w0 child'welfare cases due to our expectatxon that addmonal ch:ldren may requxre
BRI famuy preservaﬁon or protecuon semcec

Includxrg clnld welfare into the block grant reforms at thxs time would preclude our abxhty
 to keep children safe because of the reduction of existing and expected levels of federal support -

~ for the prograrns we administer. Today, child welfare services are a true federal/state partnership. ] B

We support continuation of that partnership and will centinue to oppose the inclusion of these
* servicesin a block grant. We support the decision of the Senate Fmance Cormmttee to omxt chlld -
welfa.re pmgrams from the proposed block grants : . : '
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The Honorable Bob Dole, Sehaté Majority Leader -
The Honorable Thomas A. Daschle Senate Mmonty Leader

. Page two of four "
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‘ 'Si;iﬁerely,

M ‘t_‘:*‘;/%’ ' Za.
Kenneth M. Fandetti. - R Nancy L. Rollins -
Acting Director C .+ Deputy Director

Rhode Island DCY&F e ‘ New Hampshnre DCY&F

‘George A. Milter ‘_ S S - ThomasP Eichler
Director o o . Secretary
" .-Oklahoma, DHS . P - Delaware, DSCY & F .

g cf‘ ),

4'%& & TP

Carmen Rivera o B :‘ " Peggy Wallace ‘
Secretary - I - Commissioner

. Puerto Rico, DSS -+ . | - .+ Kentucky, DSS



JNBR 'S5 earleRMc oo T R P -

‘ The Honorable Bob Dole Senate Majonty Leader T
The Honorable Thomas A. Dasch]e Senate Mmonty Leader .
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Ko

MartHoﬁ'man, MSSW MBA L Karen Perdue
. Interim Executive Director " R Commissioner . '
- Texas, DHS .. Alaska, DHSS

. William M. Young AR S - _Ifiﬁfen Beyé
.+ Commissioner -~ . | . .~ Managing Director
- Vermont, SRS . . i .. Colorado, DHS

J
|' B »
[ . .
|

Se=m oxwm, RN

i
i
i
H
H
s

f',susan M Ghandiér, PhD. | U Alvin C. Collins. )
Director =~ R «Secretary B
‘Hawaii, DHS St 0 Manid DR

)
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- The H&'nbﬁble Bob Dole, Senate Majority- Leader
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The Honorable Thomas A. Daschle, Senate Minonty Léadér

Page four of four

- June30,1995 !

‘Edward A. Feaver
Acting Secretary - A
Fiorida, HRS s

JohnH. Sarb .
. Administrator

Nevads, DCFS * =~ =~ |

Jean T. Soliz - -
. Secretary o
Washington, DSHS |

%, st S e b e e o

i
d -
;o

. .cc. ‘Members-of the U.S. Senate

Gretchen Lewis
Secretary }
West Virginia, DHHR

: VAR , _ '

(‘hexyl Sullivan .
Secretary .
Indiana, FSSA

. “Paul Drews -

Deputy Administrator

~ Oregon, CSD/SOSCF
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The Honorable Bob Dole Senate Majonty Leader . ‘
- The Honorable Thomas A Daschle Senate M‘inonty Leader -
© Pagetwo offour . .
June 30, 1995

. Sincerely,

.24m«._azf_ﬁama_

\ KennéthM Fandeti =~ & | R NancyL Rollins
- Acting Director “it .- . Deputy Director
Rhode IsIand DCY&F S o ‘New Hampshire, DCY&F

 George A, Miller - S Thomas P. Eichler
Director ' : o S Secretary
Oklahoma, DHS v S -. - Delaware, DSCY & F

. Camién Rivera o [ T Peggy Wallace
S Secretary . o .+ Commissioner
L Puerto cho, DSS - 7 . Kentucky, DSS
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The Honorable Bob Dole, Senate Majority Leader

The Honorable Thomas A. Daschle Senate Minority Leader

Page three of four !
June 30,1995 ’;

Ma:t Hoffman, MSSW, MBA
~ Interim Executive Director |
 Texas, DHS

7oy

William M. Young' B
Commissioner o
Vermont, SRS '~ l.

Seom Choldly

Susan M. Chandler, PhD. |-
- Director : :
 Hawail, DHS |

- Karen Perdue
- Commissioner

Alaska, DHSS ©

KarenBeye
Managing Director -

- Colorado, DHS

AIVinC Collins .

- Secretary ,
Maryland DHR
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The Honorable Bob Dole, Senate Majority Leader
" The Honorable Thomas A.-Daschle, Senate Minority Leader
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June30,1995° |

Edward A. Ff»:a'ver_’ y | 8 " Gretchen Lewis - *
Acting Secretary % . Secretary '
“Florida, HRS e West Yirginia, DHHR

JohnH. Sab' . . . . - - CherylSullivan -
Administrator = - Co T Secretary
" Nevada, DCFS' B .Indiana, FSSA -

v

~ JeanT. Soliz T 'l | 'PauIDrews o o
-Secretary - -© . - - . Deputy Administrator

- Washington, DSHS S ‘ . Oregon, CSD/SOSCF

" cc: Members of the U.S. Senate
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;remlnded of ‘thé "importance of protecting federal programs for

. officials on this- objective, I appreCLate the Cllnton

- this part .of an otherwise seriously flawed bill would malntaln

-vchlldren. 'j;: .

Dear-

-reform package, which preserved the entitlement status of

'protects the provisions. promoted by President Clinton in. 1993

JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV - s : e
© T WEST VIRGINIA ' ' : '

- H
. i

i ﬂamtzd a%tatz,s :%matz

S WASHPNGTON DE 20510—-4802 o

- June 20, 1995 .

‘

I am wrltlng to ensure that you and the Presrdent are

abused and neglected children’ durlng any negotlatlons or - .
discussions of - welfare reform.. Having worked closely WLth HHS

Administration’s ~efforts so far: - L B

S~

We: achleved one vrctory for chlldren when the Republlcan 'VL:fTﬁ
members of the Senate Finance Committee retained the current . .
law for. Chlld welfare and famlly preservation. in its welfare. . .

foster care and adoption assistance for. chlldren with specral'
needs.“ Senator Chdfee and .I viewed this as a priority, and:

at least part of the safety net. for abused and neglected

. K
.’\
o
4

Malntalnlng current law in thlS specrflc area also

to make new investments in family preservation and famlly “ﬁ'}@fﬁgfd

'-Support through the historic budget and economic plan.  This,

: and.is popular among state off1c1als and Chlld advocates

made a very important step in help to. children and families

across the country s

.gf Leon, ‘as the process unfolds to attempt to ‘enact ‘ ";_i..ﬁ{fgi,

effective, worthwhile welfare reform, ‘T am wrltlng to

hlghllght ‘the vital importance of. sustalnlng these crucial

programs for. our most vulnerable children. ' This will. ‘build on”w

© President Clinton’s strong. record of.achievement for Amerlca s.

gﬁunsafe lngthelr‘own'homes

nchlldren and famllles facrng some . of the toughest problems.

'fvehlcle to:unravel- ‘our ‘work “on family" preservatlon or.-as a’
. {means of - ellmlnatlng the entitlement status  of - foster care and
"%}adoptlon ass13tance.p The basic . federal guldellnes regardlng X
. .:child -abuse ‘and neglect. must be preserved for vulnerable"’* '
. -children..”.One.point to constantly ‘make is that..there is a'’. '
“fundamental ‘difference between “cash . ‘assistance to low—lncome'*v
Q-famllles ‘with- dependent chlldren»and ‘our. moral obllgatlon to”
“protect vulnerable}chlldren from abuse and neglect”‘who are.

.'.»«. Ry ‘,‘. Iy

We must not allow anyone to ‘use. welfare reform as a
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" the need for. protectlve services prepared by Peter Digre,:

‘3h~plann1ng started under the Family. Preservation provisions. of

" 'The Honorable Leon E. Panetta}ﬁ'
- June 20, 1995 R S :
' Page 20 - P

- . - . g

In fact I belleve that the need for the complete range of‘, Ci
_'services to abused and. ‘neglected .children will ‘increase ln the -
future for ‘a variety'.of ‘reasons,’ lncludlng the . potentlal L
~changes that welfare:- ‘reform will cause for many poor-v; .
',households.ﬂ Foster care placements ‘have doubled in-the decade'
jbetween 1983 and .1993 from 97,370 to 232,668, ‘with thls rise
expéected ‘to continue:, About 48 percent of children are .
currently in foster ‘care because of neglect, which tends to . .
increase-as. famlly ‘poverty increases. . If only. five percent of " - .
_the children who may be cut-off fromeAFDC under the house. .. Sl
welfare reform plan suffer from neglect, as ‘many:.as an, SRR
.additional- 280 000 children may need child protectlon.; A oo T
significant increase would overwhelm a system that lS already T
.stretched beyond ltS means. SR , D S T

Attached is a: chart lllustratlng the potentlal growth in

. Director of:. the Los’ Angeles County Department of Children and
:Famlly Servxces, who testlfred before the Flnance Commlttee.;"”
S As you'know, the courts'have'had to lntervene in foster .
care systems ‘in 22 states. in order to assure the basic . . ..
'-protectlon of chlldren.~lleen the current  record of states, )
it ds essentlal to maintain federal support and: federal s s e
%'standards for abused and neglected chlldren.“u‘ e o

In order to fully protect chlldren, adequate fundlng for R
" both prevention, protective services, ‘and ; family. preservatlon U
~ as authorized currently ‘under Title IV-B must be maintained. . /- "
"It .would be common* sénse ‘to continue the communlty-based R ’

1993 and to allow the" Department of Health -and Human. Serv1ces“,
to push ahead with 'its. ‘planned 10-state demonstratlon for AR
'greater fleXLblllty among Chlld welfare servrces.““ o

c These chlldren are vulnerable and deserve our compassron
+ and support,“and "I again .urge. ‘the Admlnlstratlon to pay- .
guspeCLal attentlon to thls set of lssues and programs when any
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I was’ proud to work with' Pres1dent Cllnton in 1993 to help

. abused and neglected children, and I want .to work with all of’
.+ you again. to ensure that these distinct programs are not.
<'{abandoned when we work out the course for: welfare reform.

ﬂ: Thank you very much and best wmshes. f

‘Sincerely,:

John .‘ﬁockefeller Iﬁ‘

' V"The Honorable Leon E. Panetta ‘:“ ‘\0\; \m\bAM o)’a PJ-JO’
Chief of Staff to the Presxdent . .

1600 Pennsylvanla Avenue, NW

The White House: . :..- . . ‘\AW 6‘ ‘»w\p’aﬁ*
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