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~~ v«,,~ , 

.. +IHS dn:tft, , , 
TInE D: clDLn PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT ~ 

, ' 	 I'" 	 'S'''0\~ Co~ 
Repealing TitlelV·EFoster Care and Adoption Assistance apd BlOck ting Child oteCtion 
Programs ',' I 

t . 	 i. 

,p,.D~stJl '.' '. :. . '. I '. .', '.' -) •.• '.I' " , ' '. ...., .:, ': ,.,.,. " " '". . 

Th~~illre~s the c::urrem entitien;lem progJ'aJll fQr tile Fpster ~ Program and the A • n 
• ',", 	 • " ;",' , ""': .;,",. < ,'" .,,' ',", "" ',' r, .•••. _ "'" " "',' • 7 ,'-' I " . 

. . 'AS~istan.ce ~ogra.in,auth6r.~'under'Tjtle IV:-I;.~fth~ S~A, ~itl~ IV:-E provi~es for federal' . 
. , ' ')iai!i~ip~iio~' In.'~.~#)s~.rei~ed ,to'pl~ciri$ .·a¥·#j,l!!aini~5~Jdien' in foster care" if the child would 

'." 'be"eligible to r~ive AFDC.payin~Qts;.Uncler cunent Jaw~ il state may claim a share of the cost of 
, ;'.', :, ,~l~c,~j~~ ~iI)~;J1!?~ ,ea~'e~i~!§!~.chil~," ,!ll~~~~£Pti9n ~j~$l~~~O$fam. provide;s federal, 

, " .p'~lclpatl0n ;~,Qn~g01!l~ .CfIS~. assl:S~ce to pers.9hS.who~opt JV~E ~hglble childrenWlth "specIal 
, " needs" t, ~~c~ as chiJdr~ri with speciif medical needS, older children, and minority children, who mig t 

not be adOpted w~thout the availability of tm; support. I " ' 

. Thebill also rq,eaJs ~e Title ,IV-E In<tepend~ntqYingProgr~, ~hich S1JPPOrts foster children in 
thei~ trmsitJpnto in~~ndent livfug;)h~ ,Title,rx:-J.JguI4Wel,rar~ Serv,ices Program. which provid 

,.. furids th.atstateS carl useJor a'Wide,Variety of cw..ldptotecti9n~ctivities; tbe recemly enacted Family 
pfeserVation'and Suppgrt Progr~"a'cappea,eniitiemeIii that'enables states to provide cooununity

. b~ed serVices to c!?-ild(en 'at 'high rjsk,ora~~e o~ ~~g!ec~; an~ j~ number of other programs related t . 
, ,~hil(fpr9~~cdop ;m~fw.~ffarr;,iI1~lud,~rig the, ~#rlI~,Unificati~n prograw.)he~doptionOpportunities 

, Ptogram. the Ab~doriCd Infants Assi~tance_Pr6gt~•. tl)e <;risisN~tSeries Program. the McKinney
,. '/\ J' .', " • '" '. • • - ,'. M, - ; '.; _ ~ •• • • j"~' t - -. • , 

.' A~t Family Support Centers, g,ran,ts for the Investigation an4 P,rosecution of Child AbUSe. Children' 
" Adyocacy Ce~ter:s. and'programS fui1ded,thr9ugh the 'Child 'AbUse Prevention and Treatment Act. 

'new child protection blOck grant '\vouldbe established in place lof these programs. 
, ., .. 	 ".' 

DIscuslion . 'I 	., 
,', Elirrunating't!leIV-E foster Careind ~doption Assi,stance ent~tlemellts arut 'replaciDg them with a , 


" cappedblqck gr~twill ~crea.s~ ri~lt to, children,~ hiIlcie,r reform ~f state'child protection and chil 

, , welf~e;sYst~Ins. , .the ainQUilto( tbe'block'grantiS 'set at ,$4.416 biU~on iii FY 1996 compared with' 


" 	 ','. "',' ,', " .. " ' " ',,' '" ,,, ,", ,' .... " I, ,,'" " , 

,:,~".,$4.7q bil;li~ll:,gtat 'Woul~~ve,~n, av.ailablejf~l!~rit.prog,~ \yere'continued. The block grant 
«.wq~l~ pr~Y;~~e .S4.,6819illi9ri,in FY 1997,~~9~3~illi6[l ip~,19?~, 55.253 ~illion inFY 1.999., d' 

" ',$5~SS7 blllIon m, fY 7000. ,Over,.five years, about $2.7bdhon of federal fundmg to state child 
. 'protection and child welfare systems will be lost. ' ! 

i 
, , . /' " . ,. ',' ,,', . i .' 

The capped ,bloc~ grant Jeopardi~ hundr¢So.f!bousa.,nds of~hi~dren, ,When ,child welfare systems 
'·';~v.e,less rri~;>ney',rR()recJ!iIClren'gounp~o~ected. ,state'progr~will be put mextrajeopardy by th 

":, ~te~ar 9.ftb~IV-E elltl~leriiei.lt pr~gr~'. .It :Is, very,ditpcl* . Cpr.States'tocoI)trol foster care costs . 
, ", .	with~ut ~sking severe '~ to chJldren., ,state )~W~' appr9pria~~I)i" ~eq\lire;Courts to place children ~ 0 

fQster care when they wIlt not be safe ,at home.', The n4mDer of children who cannot be left safely 
, .' 	.,~! i/~ "'~'". . . '. ' , . ',' '.,., ,-.": ';;, ~,". . '. ' ',I .::.. " . 

, ',,' .,theit oWn h'Omesi~' influenced :by :,a, ninnber ~fWic<>.Jit~ollable !lDc;I unpredictable factors, such as 
" .:' "jroWqi in,th~'c!lnd pOpul,~i9n:'t1i~mtolUltofdrug ~,eby'par~~ts. Jevelsof family violence, the 

" , Dlunber of ab1JSed arid neglected children actually being identified" and increases in the number of 
, ' "fanulies in poverty.' ", . '.., . , , ':" ':" ,I.' ' " " ' , . 

. " 	 . . ' , 

" .·,"Because the Personal Respo9SibiHty,A~t,re4ucesfunds hI AFD~, SSIand other programs that' provi e 
.... ·.basics~pp~I1,top06r'·childr~~:i,~<i~amlI.ies/}tJs 1iitelY~ttp~.~eed for fosterc~e and other ' . 

, '" protective, ierviCe$ \1V,il~ ,increase evell ,ritore "~ ~g~t~therw~sehave.been tlte case. In addition, 
" children in foster care now reCeiving SSI payments. instead.of IV-E,foster care' paym.ents', may

,"' . 	 , , . . 

http:elltl~leriiei.lt
http:AS~istan.ce
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become 'ineligible for SSI upder Title I.V of~e Personal Respohsibility Act. 'ibis will resultm add 
W;)~ i.u the states that must be met through'the child protectiori block grant. 

, 1be pr~grantSbeing c~ts~rye ,the ~ostyuln~rable cllildren inJ,ociety, those who '~ve'been abused 0 
.~',negl~tc:d~,in 1993,'ri#,rly 3~,1)i()h @dreitw.~re,~rePOrteq,as'labusedot neglected; this is 4 percent 
. '. ~ "qf~~ ~e sI:il~repw,:~e U~t~~~eS.' Q!er 1.'~~'tl.iil~r~n.9~e ~ti year ,froin abuse or.negl~t~ 

.'B,etween19~8aQd'J.,993,tPe~10~1r,ate Qfreport~cbi.ld abuse~ neglect rose by almost 2S ' 
•• ",., .- ,.' ,', .:.~. w',", ..... ,,' . '.' ',' ,.C., ,·t, ", '.'. '" ,,' .' ,'" ~ .• ,'< :", ""1 ' : •. \', . . . 

'pcrc:ent,"Iq .1?9.~ 'al9De.. ~ ~,l)i?ii,c~~~,,""~reJo.\I'.ld t,?".be 'negl~~,p~ysically,abused, or sexuall 
, abUsed:' puring :that same periOd,the total number of childre~ iii foster ¢are increased·from .340,
" .\ .': ;:,••.••./;. -'. ,'""", ,;:, "'",'~ .. : r"';""'- .,i..'··-·....,'.'; -'1'-=""( .~""!- .....,,,.>:._ . J" ,.:,'0,"7 ",' .. ,- . ' 

, ~o over 44Q,OOOrthere'wasa fifty petcent.inC~e,in the numtiCr of IV·E eligible children in foster 

, " ','''~,w~. ,M.or~v.er,:~c,~14i~iicomipg"tothejtteDiiO~~C?.f.'~~,.'Ch,nd'pioteCtio~system have increasingly. 


'::'.' '·se~ere'physi~aqd,emot~orW.prObl(:~.· AbOu(2S'percerit ofiCbildren entering foster care are unde 

'a year of age and many were, eXposed todrugs in utero. .r' . . ..' ...., . ' . 


'J • ,Jbe d~let~ri9us ~ff~~Qf JlOverJ:Y,o~~llil.d!eh and, tI1e~~Jamili~, ~~, well documented, according to th 
, : ,'. Natio~_~~earcll c;011Il~il .. Chil~ ~treatn1ent is}iispr9portionately rep9rted among poor families, 
:', .. aiid'chilc:i riegiect is 'fot#1d mostfrequeDtly amonj the Poorest be the pOOr families. Poor children ar 

. &Iso more lik~iy toexperience'seve~e violen~. '" j, ' ,'. ' 
Th~re is u~ous ~greein~rit that stat(~hi.l~ welfare$ystemsl do pot respond adequately to the ne 

'" " ofcQildren~,TQe proposals in thep'~rsonalResPQnsibilityActiwil"'worsen this already serious 
- 'sihlatio,n~ Fh-s( th~iewUi.~ecoDsi~erabiy less ~ds 'available to stateS. Second, ,eliminating foste 

., _" .'~. •• _.' , • ..•.. • '. - ' . _,' _ • 1 

.. Care and adoption assistance ,payments eliminates. a criti~ safety valve for the states. 

~tate cQil~~c:tfaresy~tems ~vebeen ~bl~to cope Withth~l~gl)itude ofthe 'problems theyface.. 
,,'~e'silliatiQn :is~o'~xireine ~t CO~~ 1n ,'~~ ~~es,~~ ~~. Di~trici Qf <:ol~bia have found that the . 
. " ~hildw~~fare. sY$!eIil, ;viola.t~s,..$~te,an~leder,al ~a'oV~ d~igi:t~ to protect abUsed and neglected childr n~ 

, ::". ," ,The~e, eou~ ~ve deie~ned~~'c~I~~1\lJ.Ilde~ag~.rcy 9le; cont~?e.;to be ~b~ed, both ~t home 
. ,', ",',.and mfoster ~e.rwentyst~tes~ve ~nter.eid,,~9~e.nt.d~pree,s~~tt~ major madequacles, ' 
; , '.' . including the.inapility to evenJ.nvestigate,nianyrepo~ of childabuse,'the inability to provide . 

.. ', ' .. '. chiidrehwith baSic ~e, and. in, some ~iaxices,a failUre to e~eripiovide children with a casework r. 
Ins~veral'stateS, 'coutts have 10Und, ii' necessary to appoiJii mQniiors to tim the system.. 
'. I 

,The diffic~ltYstate~ faceis,tha,ttpe' demands on thechi~dprotectionsystem are enormous and ' 
'i~owlng. To c:i~at with this cri$is, 'stateS 'need adequ.ateresoutces to investigate reports of abuse , . 
,1?~~TP~ly,~, s~~"tIi~t,,~~ildr~~ ~9 }'9i:ie~i~t,~',Hfe{ihr,~~~~g~~tuat!O~';; tQprovide ~ervices for pare ts 
an~ I:bdd.r.~n~; so, ~t .more :~l}II~~e~,~, ~~~.~,~~ly~ ~elrl,Q~ho~es; to provide trea~ent for 

.' ~hlld~enm fos.t~r care,'~Y9fwhQql eVIClencesu~~tantlal emotlo~ problems and educatiOnal " 
. ~',' ',' ",deflc,encie's' ~d to ~suppoff progt;ains ~t'help preveilt child labUse';' it 1s wrong to provide help to , 

'chlldfen only affer they ,have 'been abuSed orneglected. '. i '. , .. : ". ' .' 

~manys,t~t~s~Joster care,c()s,ts, ~e likelyt~,cons~e,a largrrand l~g~r,Share'Of'the available'ch' d 
p~~tectioii r~s.ou~¢es. ,F~w,~~fu~~,:'r911!~ .'¥' ~\.'~~~~l~ .~~ supP<?I1. othC\'r critical activities: investigat on, 
of reports of~bUs~ o(neglc=pt~ pr~vision ofs.(:ryicestoma~thln cl1ildren mtheir homes, subsidizat on 

", . '. ," " "" ··,i"' . .. " .... ,', '.' '.' ....., ".' .' I,' ..... '. ,
of,.theadoptionof ~1ii1~r~n,.who"A¢ed n~w.fanill,i~~and preventi9nactiviti~. Moreover, the .loss f 

..' '"0 " . ' '.' , " .. " , . - ., ': .'. " .' '" ''''~''':'''' .'. .. '" . t , . '", . , . 
iiloneyfor prev~n!iop pro~rams ~~,~~1lnity~b~~, fatnil~ support ,and famil~ preservat~on ' 

. pr.ograms would lIkely mean that more children wdl.be'abuS~ or neglected, which would mcrease the 
need for foster care. ." /, 

I
I 

http:c~~~,,""~reJo.\I'.ld
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, ~e J\doption As~i.~talJce, e~ti~lem~nt .enabl~:s,~es. t~ ,p~~ce fo~ter ~hildren. With~ia1 needs into . 
'.adopt,i.ve '~OlJl~,.: A~opt~on';lSsis~¢e p~yJn~lttS ,~v,e i~~~ed by 254 percent nationally from 1988 

.·I~,)Ls,~tat~~,havepla~Il1ore ~qItlore.~hil#~li)~3doptiveho~es, ,It isestUnated that over .. 
.-' ':. JOO,~ faJil;i!!esn6w.:r¢ceiv,e~~·pa~eht,S. '~'~~y will r~.~ntitled to state support until 'r. 
: :chiltk.en·rea~l(ageeig~ieen,· .l!o~evet,:eliniiDatmg tl1e'Adop~ibn Assis~ entitlement and inClud' g . 

.' it ina capped block grant. coUld'lead 'to slW'p cutbacks in effo~ 'topIace DlOre. children in. adoptive . 
homes. 	 i 


. . I . 

.,Fi~ly, the. repeal of Ti~le IV-E means that states wlll.1ose f~eral funds that are now available to 


.' . ,h~lp stat~ develop information systems't,o .trlck the servi~ th~ Vulnerable children receive. ; . 

. ' ::.:. 'Die~(fpnds ~e.cJi,~i#).io~~lpjh~~~~ ~;~~.~(~dren in out-of-home·placements and . ' .. 

.' ....... ~~r4mate tI1e'!llultt~le~ervl~,ab~~ ~,~e~lec;ted clpI~lneed, UDder current law, federal. ,,'. 
. fUrids cover·75 pe~cent ,of the costs of developmg information systems. '.' , . '. . . 

, ..... . . I· ". . . 
. Purpose and Use ofFuods;PeiWties and Limitation on ~orcemeot . 
. ,'.." 	 :. i 

Proposal , ' " . "I ' .' ", 

The bill would allow states to .use the funds in any mm.ner they choose to accomplish the purposes 
'.' .'. specifi'ed itt .the, ia,w, .,These are to: (1)' identify and~sisf fa.rriiiies attisk of abusing or neglecting .' 

t~~ir'diil4ren; '(~) .O~rate a,system of, ~eiying repo~ on'abtise or neglect; (3) investigate families.,," " ''', .' : . c ,.'c .. __ ". ': ". 'c ........c ','." '., .. ' '., ...... ". , ....... "", ...... I...·, '. . 


. r~rt~d !lSaDus~v~br neglectful; (4)provjde"s\1pport, trea:tn:lE~ntan~ fa,mily pr~rvation services to 
, famili~s' wh:i~h are, c,rc aIea~ dsk:of,:~bUsiilg ,o~~neglecim:g theirc~lldren; (5) support children who . 
. . . . . , , . :" ; ,'" '. ~', , . ,,: 	 '. "'-.' ",' ,.... . ': " , . t, '/ <..,,' ," ,'. . ' • 

,~~stbe .r~~~y'e4 fr9m or~~9tJ~~~ :~ith:~~~{ ~anul~e.~.;(~~~~}~;ly dec,isions about pe~ent '. 
",' h:vmgilrrang~t:nents for chIldren; and (7) prqvld~Jor ongomg.~valuatlon and unprovement of child ' . 

. ';protection'Iaws,reglllations an«(~rvices. 'fo~ tbe:firSt tWo yean"of tlJe block grant, states are.. 
, .' .. :require,t'toJnaihtain noil~federal spending levels equal to theif~on-federal spending in FY 1995... 

, " ,"., A state wouI4.l>e eiigil;>le forfundsu long u,its,\lbmits a Plan\ to HHS with infonnation on how it 
. .'.: "i~tellds to.\1Se.the fun~ to.lI1ee.t,the.se pUrPos¢S:;: lncluf.lini'des'dipti6nsof the procedures'usedfor: ( ) 

.. , re~iving repOrts ofchild ablisec,r'neglebt; (~nnvestlgilting ~~fh c~epQrts; (Cl protecting children in 
, .':,'.' . f~liesi.nw.~!~hchildabus:~ or 'negle~t is 'foU9~' to' ~ve Qc.Curr~;· (D) re.moving children from . 
. . '. ,',.' !i;ujgerqps ,s~ttiligs; (E) prot~ting childreriip fo,ster we; (P)' promoting 'timely adoptions; (0) : 

" ,protecting the rightS 'of families; (H)' preventing child abUse aiid negled;aDd (I) establishing and 
. responding to .citizen review panels, . 1 .' ',. '1 , .' '. . . ..' ." 

, ", 	 . • I ", 
) 

The plan must also pr:ovide'certificatio~ ,to. HHS~tpr~ures'.lfejn place in the state for the . 
Jollowing:'(Jrrepo~ii1g ,<if .abuse ,~riegleci(mchlding a ~9ryreporting law); (2) investigatin

.".. . . .. .. -- ., ,. . .' '-- .. " .~, . ".... 'I . .. '. . 
: child. lib,use .and neglect; (3) removing. and plaqtrig·. clldaitgere4. children; (4).developing, and . 

.... , .' 
.. 'pep~i'2allYr.eyie\vhi~; .~e ..~~~ 'fof... cl#lm:,eI)Jll~Q,~~rr.. '~e"'#:t !i~l ,l~ .to perlnanent placements; 

., . (~) hpJ!pritl$ eDsJinga~()pdo.li ~.s~$tance'a:g~ee~"ijts; (6)·prQyi~~. independent liviDg services; (7) ". 
r,e~p'ondingJQ reports of medicaln~glect of disabled mt'ants; 'and (8) .identifying quantitative goals for" 
the state's child protection programs. ,. '.;,'.:,.1., 

. .• .•.YihlIe 's~tes 'wo~ld haye.to ~e th~e tertifi~donS,~e bill ~pCc"~fieS' th.1t the SeCretarY may only 
"; .' detelTl'iine whether. a plancoptai~the required elem~nts; she ~y not' review__ the adequacy of the, .. 

procedures described or "'"hether tfiestatfris carrying out the ac~iViti~' it certified it would undertake: 

i ' 

http:eDsJinga~()pdo.li
http:to.lI1ee.t,the.se
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.'. 1 " .. 
The only penalt~es~ ~ei)ill relate to illegal use of~; faihlre ,to, submit required data, failure to 


.... ,i~ihtain .l~v.els ofstate :effort fOf" thefirsi ,two years, and violating interethnic adoption provisions. I 

. . .~aUdit rm4Sthat.a state h8.s U$ed'flmQs~"~~er 'notauthorlzed by this part of the Act~ the, .' 


. ".,' . . . !' . ". .. ..... . '" ..' . .• '. ..,.... ' . '. '1'" . . 
'$ountofillegally"sperit fl.ln$ ~y bewithheldfrpmilie flext year's funds, although no more than 

.. .... - 2S"percent ~y be withhel.d from. :each 'quarterly pa}rxgent:' .Also, the a,nnual grant would be reduced· 
. •... .' .by '3 percent i~ a ~iate faU,s to s~tit.rii~ requiled ~ r~,ns··witl$.6 monthS (although the penalty 

. ;<wo~Jdbe r~cm~~ i(th~'st8te·.,~bIni~)~~,t#rt),e(ore·tlle.~.ofd,le following flScal year)~' A· 
'. state f~und to violate the·interethnic adoption pr6visions would lose all of its Tide D funds for.the 

period of the yiolation.!. . . t. . . . 
. ~A clearin$hOUSe ~ ...ot~iIle· ()D !;Di.ss'ing aDd. ~way chlidren (Jun.eruli operated by the· Department . 

of Justice) is authorized at $7millioo"peryearwithin HHS..j . '. '. ... .. 

Dlscwsion . . .' . '" . . .'. • . .• '. . .' ...... . .( '." ........ . . ..•... ' . . 


..Con.~m. that s~te. child. welfare.sy~te~.werefailing ~o protect children aDd to provide' stable 

....... .'. periDanem hQp1es led Cong'r~~,Jo'passthe Adopiioq As$isWice.and .Child Welfare Act of 1980: 

.. >1)lerejYl1Ssitq~g·b.ipartis~:,~~r~nieht ()lr~:'#eed(or ~.. f~erali!ole'in C;hild .welfare.. Only two 


.. . . Congressme~ ·dl~sented .. ~~~e. of the maJ~~probl¢ms~flth child welfare systems, the Act was 

'. ' .. designed to ensure·that there would be sonie federal moriitoring lof how states were using federal. 


funds. J 

.. . :1 . . 

Under curr~nt law, states are req'!lired to comply ~ith a small nUmber of basic.standards in running 
. ' .. , .' '. , ." .' ..... ..' '. . I '. ".

" .·9tese systcI,IlS. ,F6{~xample, 9telaw t~uires~tthe state,d.ev~lop a case plan for each foster child, . 
. :,. '., d~cribingthe reas.o~ for'pl~~emen.~ and the plan fot' rewuting ih.emwith their parents or for '. .... 
: . :. '.' .pr:oviding:~~tn ~ith' aI:lother pe.~~ilt home;~t si:ates:aS~ur.e jwt all children in fost~r care receive . 
'. . proper ~re;'3rid ~t the'status of children in f9ster care be revi~wed~~r,i~ically in state proceedings 

.to determine that the ease plan. is being follow~. States that fail to f~llow these basic procedures can 
be penalized. , .,' .1 . 

I .' 

.. .' .' . I.. .. . 
The Personal Responsibility Act requir~~ stat~~o ce~ify thatth~y \\fill do ~y Qfthe things requir 

. ':::bycurrent law,butthe bill eliIniliat~saIiYfede.ral.nl~~ of.holding·sta~es ace6untable when they fail 

. ' .: .' to perform.adeq~telY. :. A.~~telleglecilpg, its resPo~ibilili~ to ctulclren would. npt be subject to any 
,I . 

; ': 'mo.rlitormg orj~~naItic~s,e~CeprwhenJf~·ial·a~4.1n4~ntifiedrrau,d or use of funds for. illegitimate 
'.',:' pu'iposes.The f~deraI g~ve11l11lent's r9.JewQ~i(lbeieoy~to·cQ~leciing information on state 


. peifo~ce measures', with no'authority,to take anfaction if the data indicated that a'state was 


performingpoorly.. '.' , '.' .' . .. " .: . . . '. /1 '. '.' .'... ..:' . 
" . . .... .' ',' , ...:- -' - I _ . . 

The bill s~eII1S to~,swrie .that HHS ha.s ~n over-regulating stater child welfare systemS. In fact, . 

, .' . betW~en ,1980 ane(1m. ·HHS.never.issUed'regwad9ilstb.8t ptoylded states with guidance as to what 


. .' '. ,'requi~ements .iljey we~e ·~xPeCi~. t,,? meet or b~~:'~er..could ~t(comp]y with the 1980 legislation; the 

. . onli re~l~ions adopted' simply repeated the lan~ge of the statpte. ~S's ~nforcement of the 


. requirements establishec:t by .C()ngies~·oftenwas not rigorous and was misdirected.. ' 

. I 

There is no q~esti6n mat the federai 'role ·in· ~hild w~lf~ could be 'sub~tantially improved, and, since 

': .: ..i~,3, ~S ~·begun.to. \york cOOperativ~W!;j~ stat~,~ to.)i'!pi.tabout,cotppliance, with the 1980 . 

,.,wi'~out. th~ri~e~sity for ~~~I~ies.."·~~.,n~ ,H¥S ·prQ~s.~:~~~aCili~~ed..by leg~slative' change~ .. 


.' . Congress gu.4~ last year. :These chang~s,authOrize the. OepartJDent to, take a f1e~lble approach 10 . 


. .m~nitodng state' compliance and allowing' HHSto work' .With· states to correct deficiencies; rather than 

.'. rely exclusively on penalties. ..... . " .' ~ . . .' '. . t . .... '. ...... :'., '" 


. . . I . . . 
. 1 . 

i, . . . . . . 
I· .... '. • • 
.EfiNpD~-,ftJ~YsE"'~y. I .' ...... ~. 

' '.... ~.,. 
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~et, despiteproblemsin,enf9rce.m~t, fed~ral requirements ha~e led to many critical improve~ents
:\. ' 

, ".' ~ec:hild ':Velfare s:ys~elDC?,ve.r tlle'~ast ~S'y~. Alls~t,~ ,chil~,welfare officials who testified in ' 
I, :" )anuary before' th~,Way,,' ~d. ~~,s.u~co~tteed~ ,QVersig~tatteSted to 'the importance of the 
, , t~eial~reqJlirrinen~'.,' ~~,c~~iin~ed f~iJ~r.e.;~(~fsta~es, tQ»np,rove their child welfare systems' 

,',in~icat~ ,tliat ~~ful~ri1orutonng,of,these'sy~t~reri1iiris ~iritportan~. , Witltout outside incentiv' , 
, ;"',it is extremely dOllbtfUl igat r;iiaity,)~te $Yste.~ :",iltt~eh,~ P9~ '~~ere.. children are tniIy protected 

f,.sa r~ult, ~ourts ,will need, to,eontiIiueto step ~n to'illnth~e' systems: CoUrt oversight is a far les , ' 
'desirable 'alternative, than a mwungful federal.s~e partnershiP: in improl;mg child welfare. 

, '. 'Cftlien Revi,ew Panels 

, I'", 

,Proposal ,',,' ' , 1 ' " 
" ~tates would be required to establish at least three citizen revie~ pane}~ that would review specific' 

,cu.~ ~od~te~~~$~te ci>inpli~ce\y')~ ~e)tate:p!~,a.rid ~Ylo~¢rs.~~ the p~el wishes to 
estabhsh. ' ~llethe panels would be requlrec.tto make a, reponof thelr findmgs avadable to the" ' 

,,' 'public, they lUlv&'no' further powers.' tniu'plan for the: black grant each state is required to describe 
how it will establish and respOnd to these panels. "'I, 

Disc~ssion ' ! ' ' , 

,'I ' , 
'" Increasing cit,izen inv<?lyement in th,e, ch~ld welfa~e syst~m is a tpghly desirable goal. This is, a centr 

; ". pUrp<?se of several of the programS tha,t would be ,repe~ed by ,toe bill. However, under the proposal, ' 
the citizen r~V'iew'p3.peis,would have 'a very'limited ro.le., ]tis *riC1¢ar to what cases citizen panels ' 

, "wouid have access. ,Most impOrtantly ~ the Citizen 'review panels would riot have authority to hold " 
, states accountable. ' : 

" ' ;" 1 , " ' , 
" The evidence from a,number 'of ~tates is that the ,r~!;)I~1Ille.ndatiqns, of citi,zen panels have been' ignor 
" bY'state officials., These' panels are iiot as9bstinite for baving~ome ultimate federal 'ability to ensure 

,that the requirelJlentS ofthe law are being compli~ with. I ' ' 

Data Collection and Reporting 'I 
\ 

"Proposal 1 

, ",' , ,1 ' , ' 
,Aru)ual statedat~ repo~ wc;>uld bes\\blllitted t()HHS.Th~y woul~ inc~ude aggregate state-level data, ' 

'" ," ,'sucbas qie :n~~r of.chil#.en~~\Is~«(a,rldne*l,eC~edid~rp$)·espltin8. n:~m child abuse arufneglect, ", 
" ' . .' the number of children in foster care, and'the number of families who received services. These 
, statistics"cOuld be'detemuned through actual counts of childien or could be estimated through , 

, .• '_ , . I" .., -:. ,_ ~. .~, ". . '. ",.b ' • " ' i ..' ',"" • _ ., I. '. ': 

,', " ',saJ#plirig. Additio~, da.taeleltlents':\VQw.d ha:v:e:t9b~approved t>ya majority of the states. States 
, "" ' ",,,,- ' ,.. , " " " .. , , '"'' " "'" j"

,," ',", 'would also, provide'data' lDd.icatiDgtne.ii" p,rogre.ss ,to~ard ,achi~ving, the goals 'specified in the proposal, 
, ,':' ::,' .. ~ wellaS'a,suI1lllliuj' ,feSponse'io' thecit~Il' t:ev,iew 'panels' 'fmdlngsand'tecommendations., The 

',' " ' ,", Secretary 'Of HJjSw(;uld 'issue an'arin\iaI report of this data and provide it to the publi~." ,,' 
",' "" ' ,;",' 'l, ' , " " 
, " : "lTnder :tbe provisions of this b.ill,th~ ,Adopti()n @llcl F()~ter Care Aptomated Reponing System " 

",,', .:' '(AFCARs)'wouid'beiepealed~" .~sJ;rogram<,providesir1divid~ized data on the experiences of 
,',' ch'ildren in"foster 'cate..;and ad<>pt'ive 'pl,aC~eJit 'ip ~i SO states. ,The progr~, is just beginning this ' 
"year'and will provide 'the first national'view of the .foster care P9pulation. i:' ,', , '" 

, I 
, ! 

\ 

I. 

" ~~,Fok1~12tH 
, .~ . 

I " , 
, ,I 

.- . ~ ~.: . 

http:p,rogre.ss
http:lDd.icatiDgtne.ii


:
• 1 

r 
ANALYSIS OF THE PM (H.R. ·1214).~ t:OIIIinuid' . '. I Pag~2 

.' The proposal. woulg provide.56 million.per year to cond~ct !l naliOnal random-sample study of ~hild' 
.. wc!farc.m· addition, 510 million per year 'would be authorized for research and training in child 
. weMare,to be spent at the See,etary's discretion. ,j . . 

.! . .':' 

. " Discussion ' . . .: . . ~ '. ~ I ' . . . 
~Collection of m~anin$ful ~~ by the states is impo~ to'imprqving child welfare systems. 

. H9wever, th~ aggregate data. ~. wo~d ~ repqrtcij urid~. the p~oposal will not provide a clear 
....,. ~nde~tanding of which children the states are 'serving and whether the states are reaching the 

" ...... ,-,,',.- ., !

.' " .. ' established goals of protec:tingchildren.. 

:. . " Fo.I:. ~e Cong~ess ,or IiHs to 'ad~tely as~s'ari4monitor s~~ performance, inalysis of 
. . . Inclividualized ctat8such'aS thatinAFCARs is: ~ed: ··Without individual-level data, it is difficult 
... :>, ..t~ ililderstand whether ~¥cifen ~~'bC:in(serve;d in(tproi~ted ~eqUately within the states. Important 
~ . , : policy and pra~ice. issu~-sJlch as how IQng different types of children stay in care before returning 

home' or being adopted-cinnot be addressed through aggregate ~eporting. . 
I , 

", Though the bill P'Qv~<ies some.fund~g.for clUld welfare,~esearc~ and training. the funding is well ' 
, :.' belo;wtllai .UndercWTe~ilaw. ')ta~#arenot litce1y ~Q:in~r~e ~eir own contributions to research as 

, .: '., federal .fundS are cut bilCk. Therefore~ an important sour~e of learning about the problems of these 
. . vulnerable children and the effectiveneSs of pro8r.ams 'awed at h~lping them could be lost. ' . 

FundiDg aDd State AHoImentl . 
. , ,',

ProposoJ 

.' .11i~,~loc~grant woul9cQnsist of!W() componeri~s: most .ofthe funding' would bea five year capped 
\ . .: •. ,." 'entitleinent to the s~~teS. Wh'ile. in each year, $486,IIliIlionof the total WO\1ldbe subject to annual 

:.:, . ·appiQpriat~ori;.t9taI fwjding~q~1d'.~.S4.41~'~illion i.nfY.l~6"s4.681billion in FY 1997. $4.993 
."·::..bnijon ul'PY 1998,"55.253 billion iJ.lFyI999~~ 55,.557 bllliQri in FY 2000. The block grant· . 
.. :. ·~",:fwlds would'be: BlIOcai~ tQJlie' stllte~b~ed 9n '!heir proP()nion. o(th~.liigher of (1) one-third of the 
.....,.. '. ,.... . .• '" ......... ~" ". . .. . . ..... , .. ,. "·1·. '., . 


'.: .. .sta~e's amo~~tof fede.r~obligatiQ~ for. select~c1liJd welfare pr10grams for FY 1992 through FY 
, '. '. 1994 ~r'(2) the state.:! ~#~lit'of.~edeiat obligations ~or'th()se'p~ogriuns for FY 1994. The proposal 

, would provi~e no ~ for IIjdian tribes. The proposaJ dOes not addres~ how states would receive 
. paYment for'legitunateentitleri::lcnt, claiins incurred iii earlier fis~ years. . '. ...' 

.. , .. I' 
" .S'tates would 'be requited ~0~t3in their !9.95 l~v~l of speD.ctingon these programs through 1997;' 

"J' • BegiiuUtig in 1998~$~tesw.9uhfbe~~10\V¢i9tr~fer upto}O PetCent of funds from 'this block ',: 
'. ".<,gr~t tooth~r, block'ifantS, 'including tllo$e~re8.iedby.thisJ>ill asweli as.Title xx and any food and 
.:;,' Iilnrition'blockgrant'tha.t'~y be created iIi the future by' Ute 1~th Congress. ". :'" . 

. ~ '. 1" ~." 
. I 


Discussion .'
.. "1 

. .' . , .'. .',.' '..... . r " '. . . , '. "I ". .'.;.. "';. . .. ~. ..' 

, '..!h~ ~()Wl~ of~ebl~k g~arit is ~.et,~t$rt4J~;,bV!io~. ~ "fY,1.~6 ,compared ~ith s4.71~ ~illion.that 
," ..... wQuld ~ve been aV,a,l~able l,f~urreiltprogr~,wereco~~e4.9ver five years, 52.7 bdbon of 
. '. ". ,fe(ieralfunding to~ta~e ~hildprQtecti()#·~ystems.wiU be.lost. 'ThjSts'areductionin federal funding of 

.' 'IO'percent.. · The ability of~t8tes to' tt~fer funds oiJt ofthis bloCk grani'increases the likelihood'that 
state child welfare systems will lack necessary 'funding. 

, . 

. 

. 

.' . 
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.By distrib~ting 'funds based on a s~te's receht proport~01l9f ThleIV~Eobligations, the formula ' 

:" '!":'-,'~~~sat~ ~f have placed large~iu,Itt>e.ts '~f~hildtfPl:in fos,ter'car~' or Pave succeeded in making 

, :1argfcliiliJis:foF'child phi~nj~nt'~ervices ~d ~dn;,hlistration:Many ~tateshave highIV-E claims fo 


" .' " C!u14plac,e.me.nt s~rvi~esan~'~tration bCCa1lSe.tJt~Y have:used these funds to improve their " 

, ':-' cas~work sysiems"8Ji(to pro~idepreVeDtiV'e~,iD-'IlQln{serV~ces:TheSe states would get more 


" ,",n:1o~ef~et~e,-':f,it.!~IJblock.graii(,!~\V~~s~es.;,"J.~j~y~·~o~ ye(Jised'administrative funds for , 

, sys(enrimpto~elDeritwoql,dgetJess~ , for eXarripJe. 41s~eSu:e juSt ~ginning to develop computer 


systems :'wllicii: WQuld'be' eligi~lef()r'~ial f\ilid&ig;'fUiiauig,lhat"ould' be,repealed under the 

," '" I, '," _," ",', "" "", I,'" ,,>,' ..,' '", , ,,',', ".. "'~' ,"I,: ,",

'''I>roposal.' As ,a' r~ll!~~~tat¢S' y,.i~ ,the,g~e.:atest.n~ ~y have, access to the least amount of funds. 
The, current' inequitieS among ,the staies>"ouldbC ftOZeD ih plafe for the next five years., 

" ' , , ',' I" " 

, ,The formula wg1,tld greatly' disadv~tage mo,s~ states ,~~ for ieaso~ beyond their control, such as, 
" • ' ","', ' ,', " , .. ' >',,' " '" - "I" .. , "' " 

", chailg~si11, popul~tionorm~reases j.nw~of~~rio1lS4c1rl,ldabuse. will need to increase ,the number f 
"~I ~~Jlii4renpla~,in: f()ster we." In,,~di~ion~~reatmg • .'(ormuJa'based?n paYmentS to states for any 
, 'C?rie y~JoC;lCS in pracep~oble~,cr~ed:beCa~~' ofI'V-E foster' care and adoption's inulti-year " 

': ' Claurung pr~ess: Anystate'~iili'many'back cim'inthesel~ed' year will' have a dispropOrtionate y , 
, , large share of funds i,ri' each 'of the five yem of the block grant. ,,' , " .. ' 

HistoricalAnalysis ',1 ' 

If~"block grant had t>een p~qnto,effecJ in~ 1990, based on lfuilding levels in FY1988-and , 
,', ,esc~ated at'th~<same,ra~e~'~e propo$edbl~(*,g~ant~states,wo,til~~ve feceived 49 percent less 

funding in FY 1994 ,than they"ac,ttially reCeived~ "Ov~rall, states wc)uldha,ve lost $1.5 billion dollars 
"",of federat r,mding ill ~t'yearatone.EveJ'Y'statebut:onewouid.haveiostfundmg under such block 

,,'-. g~t. ,1:hebigg~$tl8sers' in'd~l,larterms~ould,hav~',been'CiIifo~a (losmg $356 million), New' 
,'York'Oo~ing $31() IIii1.lioh), Pe~ylvarua:(losmg $fQ~ riii1li0rij~ and, Illino~s(losing$lOl million). 

, " ,", ",'n." ' ,.,' ,. ',. '." I ' ' 
'percenta'gc'terms.-the biggest losers wouldllavebeenMassachusetts (losmg83 percent)~ Hawaii 
(losing 80 percent)~ Indiana"(losing 72 percent), and Connecticut (losing 71 percent).
." I 

,This Cle~IY sho~s ,~t a child protection block grant~, even Jith increasing a1l6cations over five' : 
, yea~s ~-:. wQuldhave fPc potenti~to draIn3tiCally cut ~e~nding to states. A block gran,t cannot 
. ,~ .:" ,":anticipate gI:~~'inc~il~a~liseand' neglectc,r in' ~e need'for foster ,care. If states experience' foste 
, ';" " 1:8re ~aselc)ad growth beyond that 8s$urned iIi ,the capped amou~tover the next five years, they woul 

o 'lose 'nlillioriS"ofdollars in federal child welfare ~ding. 'j " 

Medicaid 

.j •• 

Proppsal 

As with other children, any foster child 'whose fanUly'meetsth9s~ requirements for IV-A eligibility .
, ,:that were in effect.onMarch 7, 1995 would be MediCaid eligible." ' ..1:. .', 

, '" " Ii,' 
,'- ',', . Discussion ' 

.,.' ,I
,', '. ,', Tht?bill would require States to ,cot:l1inue judgingt.i~icaid eligibility on IV-A standards from Ma,rch .',
"",7, 1995 even ifit,sitbseqU:eqtly,c~~gediis AFpC eligibilitYrequitementS. This wUlpotentially.' , " 

, 'create a tw~tiered.Medicaid eligibility system in eachstaie. ' . ' . . ' 

i . 
'I 

1 

,', .' 

. ,. 
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Interethnic Adoptio~ 

ProjJoial '.' .' . 

· The bill r~eals the MUltietlmi~Placem~nt .~ctand sUb~titllt~lreplaceme~t langUage:. A state found 
". ·.~ve discriIninatecfwouid lose all of its Titleifbloekgrant fwidS'for thepenod of time during whic 

· the violation oc.curred. . . 
,'.: 

.Discussion . , i 
. ..' . . . I .'. 

. ~Multie~c.. ~,a~~e~tAct.provi~esduts~~es o,~5;qt~r;enhti~ ~t'receive Federal ~ds. shall 
. . not deny, .c1elayorQt.t1~t\Vis~disc;:~te in'~g'~osi~rI1Il41 adoptive pl~cements on the basis of 
~ the ra:ce~, ~'.~~~.or ·.nati~~Qiig~ o{~~p,r~~~ti~~R~~nts,"~fr~echild... 'The Act further .provides 

. . . •... that a state or .oth~r~nt~ty mayco~~der the. f.~, ethriicltyf. or,~ultural, background of a child and. the 
'.' :' 'capacity 'of prospeqlve:Pate~,toi1Iee(th:e~eed5.'p(~child""f .~tba~kground as one of a number 0 

.,' :', '~ .fa~t~rs i~'~~gpl~c~entd~~;i~Il$;'P.r~i~i~g ~t)t did pot, d~lay-'or.deny placements. Finally, 
:' :::tlle, Acpequirestliafstatesan4,9thet eiltitieS)na.kfa~tive effQrts t.O recruit foster and adoptive pare 
, "capa~leot~e.~tirig~(n~e<fs:of ~~ c~J4Rnn#ding pl~Cc?m~~~'StilteS ari~ other entities violating 
. .', Act a,e' subje(i.tosanctionsp\irs~ant totitIe VI of die 1964. Civil Rights Act. These penalties range 

frqmcomplial1ce wio.. tOfuJf tenilinationof -~'1 .. . ..... '.' 
Th~ propos~pi1l.inctudes essentially .the same prohibition as provid~ for by ~ultiethnic Placement 

. 


. '.Acf~ Unlike that A~t? It CQIl~ns ~o language disctis~ing wheth~r or how the background of the child 
· may be considered." Italso does not address recruitment' issues.. ' ," .' , 
'. . .... . j 

. Under the· proposed. bill a. state that .violates the prohibition shalt rernit all funds that were paid' it 
:under the cC;hitd ,Protectio~Block Gi,a;ntduring'ihe periOd. onUegal behavior: 'This .proposed penalty 

, would meiiIl tllat'a state would lose aIfFedentI' funds provided to the state for use in supponing foste 
',care, adopti6n:~and child protect~on activities based' on.a shigte ~ct of discr~iion. . 

. . ,I, .' .< 

",' 

i • 
. I 

I 

'> 
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.. .' r .Purp(}sc 
" .". (,hild· \\'d·f;uc:.'S~·r\k~s.l1m~ rrn~i(h.·{JJor·itl·Titli£,1v2n .The p~posed Child Protection ~1~k:Grant wOt!ld· 

., uril.,..... ~il(ial' SC:Plrii~ l\i:1. ;sri: ·tlcsigill·tI tn hc:lpStates, _.. replace current law under: t.tle IV-B., :'TheptirposC'of 
,; , .~ rnwi\lc: (hi Id·\\C:II~ni:;';c.. r\ iI:~< family ·hr.....st:r\'~ltirin. anti· theChild Protection Block Graof is to: (p; 2~3)' 

.. 
; --' \~"'. 	 ~nmlmlllil~ ~h;I_......(1 family-. "ur-rt~tt·sc:ni(c:s.· . , . '. - . 

-" -" . 
" .' (I ) identify'a,tld assi~tr~mmes at'risk ofabusirig:pr, ' 

:' r ,'negiccting:t~eirchildrei1; '.' -- ',' , . :, 
. -" . \ -' 

-'~~). oPerate ;~~st~ni- tor ~c~ivingr~~rtsof~b~se,ot' 

-,' - .. 'negleCt 'o(children;' ' '. . " .... . 


" 

:':' : 

( 	
0) imp~ove theintakc:,assessment;:screeriing.·and· 

.~ ~ , .., 	 irivestigationofreports of~buse arid n~glec~; . 
:1 .... 

). 

t;. .', 

:-

,'(~) ~nhan~e, the gener~h:hi:ldpr~tective system b/ 
, hnproving risk' and~ safety 8$se~ment' tools. and ' 
protqcols~ ':' , ' . '. 

'. 	
" . 

; 

I 	 , '(5) imp.rove·h~garpreparation arid reprc¢sentation" 
-. ". , . :',: :ind';ding..,pr~edures fo~' appe~ling' ~d respondirig"to. . ... ,. 

" ' , . \/appeals' of ~ubstantiated, 
'-

reports of abuse 'and .neglect; " ...., ..- -. 

. . " ..' ' .'. \ .' . . ',' --,' , 

, (6) 'pr9vide support, .treatment,:and family. pre~rvation 
: J 

.' 
services to 'families which a-'e~,Qr are a(risk of;ab~sing 

, , 
or, neglecti~$ t~eir .:children; . . :, . 

. (7) support children who must be :remove~ frbmoi' 

. 
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" 
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, 
. -/" 

' ..' hcm-, , " ( i IIlfl~nt I;m . T d.-Ucscription()f Pr.ovislOn 
" 

".:-
. ,. 

, W~{l tann~tlive wiih,their famm~s;' (p.263) 
i. 

,. (~ .. ' .', /"" 

.... : 
" 

.·.·U~)\tmike iimeIY',<ledsions a~utPenrianent li~ing . 
\-: ... arrangements for 'chilarenwh~ musL&eremoved',from . 

_ or- who cannotiive 'with their famili~s; ., . .' . / . .'~..... 
, . 

. i . (9) provide for contintiin,r evaluation, 8r(d i'!'provement'" ..' 
.'\.' "". of child protection'law~.regulalioi1s,and,servic~s;: / . "J1,' 

'. • - _ ' ....... f ~', \ ". • • ". 


!', . 

,-
i" 

./ (1O)~cvdop and facilitate training protocois for, .- \ .' 
" ·individuals mandaledto·report chiJdabuse'Qr negl~t; .' ......-
'a~dc, )'" '{~~,' -",,'f" ~~ 

\.. 
, ''- . ,'.' . -" ~. " ' . c2 ' ..... , I"

'-..---, I' (1 J)c;leveiopandentiaricethe'capacity of c()mmunity~ 
.;. :".' . . baSed' programs tointegr:ate shared .Ieadtrship strategies ' 

.. '. . bet~een ;parents and,professiorials to' pr~venr and. treat 
chi Jd' abuse: and' neglect iaf. the neighborhoOd level.· (p. ' 
1~~F',-' .-.:.~.'.. '-, --- ' 

"'.1' 

2', Eligible States 
( 

,", a.lnGe~er~1 ·;ro.be,~ligi,~I~ for funding upderTitle' IV~ri and'I\I-E~, ,A~ "Eligi~leS~aie,"isonethat has s~bf!litted,toth~-;, . 
, , ".States must have, State' plans. (develo(led jointly with . Secretary. not later than. October I. 1996 and every .

'. the Secretaryul'!der,"Title,lV -B. andnppro,:ed by the. . three' years thereafter, a plan ( ~ ~escribed below),. 
Secretary under.Titl¢ IV-E), In addition~ to_receiv~' which has bee,,! signed by the Chief Exec;utive.O~cer: 

. .1. 
funds under the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment o'fthe State, and contains 'information and certifications 


, 
" 

Ad-(CAPTA). State;' ~~st comply .with certain' (,' 'asdescri~d'below, (p. 264)., ", '.
' 

.. 1 requiremenlsincluding submission (lfaState pian. . . , , ' , , . . . 
• or • • • • • - :, • ' I ~ 

'. ·1 
''''',t 

,".(. ... 
C- . / 

':i<" r" 
,. 

<.) 
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" 
;;;', 	 .'~.~ i " <,.' 

" 

",h~l,n 	 (';" rC!lll ~l\\ , ,.' I}cs!-=ript,i<m or provisioQ, ; 

-	 1 ' ; ,...' , • /' , 
" 	 ' , ,h. (lUII'inc' "r child Pr~,tccii(},11 Pro~ral11 ' , S,lail~~ nH~"'II);I\l', .. lhlh'~~\l'lIarl''''":>r\ il'l~" (,lali '"A,State plan mustihClude' ilJformation ~n (he ',State's , , 

,f ," 	 • 

" 	 tk\dcll'l';litlillll\~h\'l1jl' Sl'l'r~'lar\: .11llI'llIl'- rdc\:ani , . d,lildrrotCdion rrogram.' ,including State adivlties and 
Sia,lC: ;t~CIK'~ -,\~ 1~I(h' prt,\ hk~it,j. :~iii~ll>~l~~"l(y , - procedures· to he used for: ,(p.264) . ' " 
admini"lfali'lIl .alld, \\ hith lk'scrihcs "('nil"cstn he 

.. , 

rro~:idcd '~l1lt~,co~rarHJc lIfcas ..\h~;i: c;i:(~iccs \.. ill hc ' (I) recCiving:and' assessing:reports of child 'abuse or 
)',' .. \'.~ilahf~; 'amoli!:! m'lIllc:rl'us '(~ihcr -rClJ,uircll1cnts,' - negiecti' ' 

" 

," 	 " '. 
, ",i~'lc:ltldin~ 'e'lc'l~iYfi-\:tkmFchild:pn~lccti_nn" ,,~ 

" ~. 	 -~~ , requ~rcrll1:6Is,' H1C Slal~ plim al.so m~lc;t flfed itHmy , (2)' invesligating such~tepofts;
j ," 	 " '.', . ." ..(',thl·rrC(luii"C:l11enl":' slich tlsselting le,rlh a ;S-year : ,,-, ',,' ' ,'_ ' 

" ,statC:ll1c-nl' t~f ~nal~·i'~lr' family pr~sc:r:v;;tit'n ~l1(i rarni~y: " '(J)with-respCct to families.in ~hich:abuse or'neglc:ct 
~~sllrrnrF;U1(J-assurill~-tlic-;'rc:\'ii:'\\' ,!'f-rrc'grcss-til\vard :: --,'-' ·-:-has-beet:t:confifmed~providing,serVices or referral Jor 

'J, ' : ihll ..t,~ual,'" -I:or ti~stcr-Cilre-'I'IIL'dnrlilm nssislancc~. ',' ~crviCcsfor fa!1lilies.a~d chHdren, where the State' ' , 
, I, 

Slatcs '-flllsr suhmi( for arpw\ al.. I itle ''I\/~ E rla!,,_, ' olakes.it deterroihatiorJ that the child ma{ saf~ly remain, :: 
" 	 , rrm idi'n~ fur it ",sler care and ailortinn <lssislance ' with tile family~ , , 

;, :rrngrm;l 'ililll satisfying, nUf11crousrJ~luircl11ents; " The, 
" , '. ,,',', ("hildAhlIS~ Prc:n:n-tinn and Treatment. Ad' (CAPTA}: , ", (4),protecting ,children by removing them' froril 

--_"'-"'-~'-'--'" :-~ .. ~~~'- ,-',-'~':'-:-"rdluires~'S~'lIest(rh'lve,in-ctTecl':'a:la\..;'"thr-(~rlJtting~:----':'clangerOu's,-settingsan(l ens.uririg-~fa~ri placemen(in a 
_, ' ~n()\\,ll •.-ud :susrcctcdchild' ahuscand neglect as well as". ~fe envin;mment; , ,,' 


rr(,\:~dingltlf ,rrul1Ipt tli\'csligation of childahuse and, ' ,'" " -. ",' 


neglect, rc:rnrls. :amung manyothcr,rcq~ireri1C=nls. ' ,'; (5) provid,ing trainiri'g for ·indi~idualsmaridatedto 

"'.. " , - ", ,repOrt suspect~d cases of child abuse or. neglect;, 

. ,* •. ' '. ' • ".- '. 

" . ,. 	 :: )'.., 

,:! (6) protecting clliidren ,in fos,ter care; ,,' 
"\. 

-\ ' 

, . ........ , . ~', "'. . 
, ~'" 

, (7) pr~moting lim~ry· ad~ptions;, . '. 
-	 . ' . .' 

, ' 

--.: 
. '(8)'protecting'the rights of familitis,- using a~iult 

'" relativesasth~ .preferred piaceri'lent for children ..' .'~ separated from their p;lrent{ifsuch relatives meet, aU 
relevantstan~ard~; and' . 

" , '\ " 

-, 	 ,1'1;June fI;-19961~:OI'Jlm rage" 	 -' . . ,," 'ff' . .'~nf'·l' .• ,',.', ".""il" ,Ii-": " .........., \ ". ~ \-<l!,t~'IW~hdD ~:..~ ;'W·.Jt~_ ~.~"'1!:: \":.•~ 
......~_ i .... ~"' #.:i. ~,~,",'~. .:' , •. j,.' ..• tr*' .'. J. .. 

• ~ , > , , 	 , ' 
\' ' ... ' 

" .J, 

http:olakes.it
http:families.in


" 

: 
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~.. ' 

' _ '. 

'. '",.,ltel11'",.: ('lUll,..1 r .1\\ ' 

,,' 

• I 
,\' 

_ '.' ~ . 

De'scnpti()n of I)rovisi~n 

" 

'.: 

:~ " 

,< 

'; 

( ;.~. 

. :", 

.. 

, c ..l~ertific:ttion~f Stale' ";aw Requiring,lhe 
;', Repor.ting'~lf l~hiNAhuscal~d ,Ncgl~'et ' 

:, 

J (l rcc~i\ l' '\"ilkllmkr Ihe rhiltl Allu";c Prc\'c;llion and 
, , IrcallUl~iu Act 'S!ill~S l1~llSI h;in'~'lll1\\iilclfecllhai 
pnn-id~s f(l" r~'pottiill! of kni,\\',~·.antl: SIl~PcCI~d_ 
insiancc" 'nf child :Ihuscal1t1 nc.'I!J'cl'l , ' ' . .'. ',". 

- ~ 

.:(<)f pr~~i:ding service~ aiint:dat preventi,~g child,abuse 
,.and ncgle~t ' ., " .., 

, .1 . 

1·' 

Each \St~teri1ust ~e,rtify 'it has in effect ,I~~s that", , 
(equire repOrting of child 'abus~ and .neglect.'(p.26,5)'~ 

,., ~ 

.',,' 

do <.~~rti ficali~n of :I'r'lccdurcs f(lr Scrce;lin~. Pnder C ,\P f>\! SI~ie.. aJsn: illust ha\-e n' pr"'grml~ to 
,Sardy'Ass~ssn:a~nt., ;mdPron'lrt I nYl"Slil!ali'l11 :', ill\' eSli~alc.'aJJct!'lI~tl.n"'.~'f ahllse or IlCt! Icci. nlust 
, , ' ' "prl~"l~ne, CUilndciHialily, of reeeml,,; amI I)mslpr.ovidc, " 

" " ' " ,~'~-::--~ -'I'hai ~l'\~'r~ '~Ih-li'~l·a(lrlii:i!lcl·"~~t.(d"'lliil\"hed ~in a court. 
,,' ',' .,,'p[tln·l·,lill1~is rl!flrc"l'l1l~d hY al!uanlia:n"tlljiem~ " 

, J~~ch State must 'certify it has in effect ptocedur.:s for " 
'iheimmcdiate,scteenirig: safety ass~~sl11ent.,and prompt' 
.fnvestigation of childabuseoi. neglect repOrts'. :(p., 265): 

., .•.. 

'" 

~- - ::.... 

, ' 

e;, Certification' of Slah:'Procedures fur 
, Removal : and' ,Placement ,c:lr~buselr (lr,~.:: 
Neglected~Chil,dren~ , , ,. ,. _., 

! .' . 

, . 

Tel receivc flll~ding undcr:'itlc .I\I..H and IV-E:of the ", Each Slate ITlllst certify, it ,has in ,effect' procedures for '" 
'Sud:" :Sccurity A(;I'.SI:lles "lUSt. comply, ~\'ilh certain ;. the 'removal' and placeme~t of ~bused or negleCted :',' 
,J~f(lCc:U~lfCS- thr remu\,lI(c,;(c:hildren rn~'ritllCir' families - "children'. (tt 2(')5)' ' 
\\'heflilc~es's~~~<" ''-,-',-:7'-~'-'-' ,-7C'~~~C---'-,' ~-.'-

, 

/, 

'. ~.' . 

f. Ce'rtificalicln of Pro~isio~'s'for I~mun.t.y 
,from 'Prosecution. ',: 

... 

, lJnde;: ('APTA~ Slates must ,have a law in effect that· 
pnwidc,s imrilul1ity fr«lm, pro'secuti{l~, I(~r reporters of , ' 
abuse, or 'neglect" ' 

- . .{-. 

,'g. (ertificationofProvisionsand, Procedures' , : No 'provision. ' 
,.. '< RClalingtQ 'App?als ' " , 

;, 

,') 7 .. ", 

, , Each Staie:'must certify it,haS in effect laws ,requiring, 
. ,,"immun'ity from: prosecution under State and I0taI)aws, . 

,for indj"iduals,makinggood'(aith repo~or suspected 
orkriowncases 'of child abuse or 'neglect. ,,(p. '2(5)'" • 

, '..' . ' - 

, '., .",',/, 

, 'Each ,State:musf certify.th~t no lat~r than two years ' 
',' after en~ctment itwilf have" ia:a,effeet laws and ',', "' 

pr~cedUi'es affording, in~ividualsan'opportunity to 
. appealal,1. :offiCial findi'ng of abu~ 'or 'neglect. "(p. 265) 

. I . • . 

I 

,./ 
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" ,,' 
.,. 
" 

, '<'\, ·ltem , ' ,~ '( ·'il.lI-.·I-"~,TI""':.""h-\----""""""-- ~scriptlUn of Provi~ioll 
" '" .""'-' ,: 

I' 1\ :. 
"',h. ('crti Iicatin~ ..or:SI:t'~Prnc~dl,r~.s lilr:'; , !ilrl'(l:j\ I.: Iimthn~ ll!'til'r Illk I\, ·1 'anti f\' ~L\,f (he,' ,Each, Statem~ste~rtify it has in effect procedures'for' 

, 0 pe"'clt"ping '~nd Rc\'ie\\j,l1g Wrillen elan .. for: 1 'Sc1l'jal 'Sl'l"l,lril ~ :\t;\., SI~'ll'" mu'.\,lt·\ dop 'l'a"l' pl:ins fri( , developing ,and 'reviewing written plans, for the,~'J ,,'-
Perlmmenl Placement' of RCtllO\~'d Chi li.licl~\ : l';,d, dultiihai.;ul' rC:;\ 'il·\H;tL.11 .I~·a ...1 i:\l'r~ "j\ IUc;lllhs ' pcri-nanent placeillent ,of 'each child removed from th~ 


" , ',and,'l'nnlain ,,'pl'l'iljl'll 'i'li~I!II';~li',lU. family that:, ,""', r ,', " '. 


'J .' 

. . .- . . 
, ~. 

~ 
~ ; '. 1 

, " 
,. "(Iy specifies the go~1 for'achieving a: permanent , 

'.: ,." ,;placcmeflt for the child in a timely fashion; ',. 
.1-,' , " 

" 

", 
.,' 

,,' 
, .'", ': " -'," '; ,', " " ,',.,'. . " .' '" ' 

(2) enslJres"hatthe planisrevie~ed every,slx,months;-, ' 
".: ',and' • (' ' ' " i'" , ' 

, .... ! 
.-" 

" 
_ 'L ~_ .~ _.~ ___.........l~~~........: __ .-:_ "'::_. __ 

" *'! . \. . ' 

'.;" " ,.' , (J) ensur:es- tha~ infor!,latiOil about the child is' gathered>:,' 
.t,- \. 

-" 
. _ regularly ~tnd' plac;edin the c~se r~cord. : (p. ,266)- .', 

" 

", , , , <. :' :'~, ." ,'.' " ~<" •'.:: , ,.-, 

I: Certilicalion, of SlatcProgrmlJ to Prt',,:ide' , . , -:llmll'r J ilklV.L S'a'e~'rl·~cin~ C"'prc.ll cnlillcmerit ~, <Each'State must ~e~ity it h~ in effect a pr~gr~' 'tQ:,.~",,~~ , ',: 
-'. ]ndcpendcnt Living Ser\'iccs' ' .', ~r;~lils for in~lc'r~ljllcn!~'li\il1g ser\'il'e5, . '.. ~'. provide indepe~deniliving'~ivh~es'tC)16-19 year"'old.. ". .'

I ..,. 
'_ ",' . .... I j , 

---.~--:- , ...: ' , -" -':~.yout~s-(andi-at -~tate.:option;-7youthsup:to-'age~2-2}-wbo~:~.~-".-
-~: 

"~rein th~ fQster care,systetitbu't have no family to. , ' , . 
'," '":" 

.....- ' support them. JUriderthe bill,. Stat(!s also will continue
" 

i' . to receive capped erititleinent. grants fhr IndePendent 
::-~. ' 


',,",'
":. . ,Living' services as un~er 'currenflaw, see.p. '19 of this 
-, 

" 

·document.),- (P: 2(6) . 
, 

, " j. Certificatiori' of SJate Proc.edures'to . Under CAI,lTi\. Slal~s 'm:ust havep~~lccdi.Jresor, .. EachState must certify' ,itha:~in,etrect pt()c~duiesor . 
Respond to Reportil1gof Me(iical N~glect of . 'progrmils(prholh) lorcsp,ond tQ rep(lrts of m~diCal . " . .. ,progra~s (or 'both) to,a:espo.nd to reports, o fl'l1ed ical 

. Disabledll1fants . . ncgh:cI of disabled infants, . neglect, of diSabled infants. (p., 2(;7) . '" ,'.' \. . . , . ,"."" .
,', 

" 
, "'. .'. ".:.' .' . . - "'. • " , , I _ -.' ;", /. ,_ 

k. Identification, of child Protection Goals· ~'nd~rTille":IV-E,' Stalc's mtlst e5tahlish specific goals' . Ea(:h State must outline:'the quantitativego,als of the 
~,. - . 

" 
for Ihe,..max imUill numher: '0 f eli g i h Ie ch i Id rc~, who will " , State>child .protection program. (p: 2'68). :' . 

\ iC,maiil in fosler care for more thah~24·months.' . . ,,' 
, ; 

-: 
-,. ;

.~'.

" 
' .. 
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'" .' : :, 


, ~. - -':r'· 

.~. • t· ;.-' 

. " " 
~:"" { " 

,- ,, 

.,' 

,lh:111 ('ur Il'II' .I .• \\" I)cseripti<'''I~ of I'rovision 
, 

\:', 

:~. " • • ,w 

, :~, L'l~~rliI1calinl1'or eha~1 P'r~,il.~Clinl; ,Sfm;tI.u~I'" t 'n"~'r ,til!..,:' I\' ·11. ,,-.r',Ii ....-;lI ~l·.ir' "l;l!lnnll~~-(ln(lf,aner With respect to fiscal ye~ts ~gi,ntling on or after April 
~, -. .:.' ~ , ,'. " 

"/' , ' 

; :\ruL I'. '11";h.~I.lh.' rl'lil~'lllli"l rru\j,t..· a"",ii;iilccs:that: , ' I.J9Q6.S..a~~s,must certify that:they"have complied/ . 
" - , ~'" ; - '. '.. • >" • - • ,'" '" ~ ':' - i ,with thes,ame ch~ld ,protection standard~ as 'ubder -', 

> ," ! ... ; " (I , ih~ SI;;I~~' ha~ (,;m'rl ..;lell.;ui in~ ~'nh,)r~ uf "ifehildren ' -,current law., Standard~,rel~t~d lo:~bandoned,childten 
\\h;'~ hdc,rc,,'lhi: ill' i:l1111~\. hili.! hl:I.~11 ifl-fustcr 'care " '," " .rnusfbe:.met'cby, October, r.1997. (p. ,268) , 
ll'nder'lllC:,rcsp"'il..i'hili!~"I·'flhl.'S(;Jh: rpr sixl11unths or', : 't•. 

more. \\ hieh dl,:'lc:rmilh.'li::' (i) 111l: .1rprnprialCI1CSS of.' andI, ," "', 
, :'ilc~essil~ for~ Ihl'., fnsICJ:,:(.ir~pl:u:c:rnclli: Iii,' whelher the • :. 

,,' 
" 

" childcnuld Il",hlluM-he rClllrlled'lll Ihe rarcl11~ :ofthe ' 
\'. " "" '" .'" ' 

, child ur '~h~)uM ht.' ':rc':ll i'(-'r ad(1pli(111'(lnllhcr~ " ,.. 
___ ",'::'~~p..·rm'anl.·lu pJac'cmc:nL .md:(iii) Ihcs~r\'kcs Ilcccssary'to>~'--" • ~--,~:'-:-

j' . ' ';,dli';iIC. '1Ilc- rcit'rn CI(lfl~cflild (lr.lflcpla~cll1cnt 9nh~~",~-" 
\ child IC,r ;uluplion or..Icgall£mlrdial1ship'~ 

I, 

'>-' w'\. {. ." 

-' 
'-

(':!, Ihe Sln!c:, is,upCr:l,lil1gtn Ille snllsfilcti~lI1,oLth'e' 
',', Secrcl.uY:c'i):'a ~f~lc\\'i.d~ inl(lrmaljnn syslenl on',1,- • 

" 

'______ ..~_- -ellihJrcil \\Iw arc (lrhiNe h':en ,in'l'nslcr'care in ,the fast ,', 


-"~,,,,,,,-"-' -t --"~~-~--; :.:.- ,,' ye~tr~'( ii, :~'casercviC~~~~);'lentfor-eacilalirdrecidving" ' ,-'
" rO~lcrcat:'elllulcr 'Ihe 'stipcr\'isiun',(if the .state: -(iii) a' ," 

r,'~cr\'icc prog,rm)l: desilmcd'lo hClp child~e'n return"to 
,', fami,lies fron~l which' they -'~ave he~ra rernoved;"or 'be / 

nhlced for adhption; (iv) a preplacel11entpreventive" ' 

service'program'designedt" h~.IJl childreri'at risk,' ' ..... 
-, remain'with thei'r,families;and ' " ,,', : ' 

\ ' i " 

" (J) th'e'S:tate ha~--revi~wed Siatef,olidcs a~d'procedui'es, 
.: 

,- ...., in 'effect for children ahandoned at hirth; 'and'is, ' 

-implemenling «)~; will irrfplem~nt' hy (ld6ber '31. 


, 19?'6) such~ policies,or procedures to enable permanent 

,(Jecisions"with iespect,to'the placernen't ~of such:' ' 


\ .. , ,!=hildt~n tohC;"made ex-peditiously:. (Fo'r fisc~1 years, 

. " , ~ . , . . 

" /' 
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" 	 .~ " 

"",....., .. 	 "' 
, 11c:111 ." ('II11l'l1l 1;1\\ 	 Descriptinll or Provisio~. . 

'\ 
.,:' . '~l'~il1lill1l!' ~~"J'~:' Arril .1, ..,I,,), Ih~,,,,"; ""'lIlllaid" \\-c're' 

'j'Ki.'111i \~' t"lIntlin~ fl'lllli'"'I11l'IU", Ilr;i.1 Siall's: had .In mcd 
", . III ohll" In fl't:l:l\l' Ir.l'i,: 'filII: lilll'~h·.Hitll';llm:ln, and 

.J' .l 

i 
,,' 	

T .\\'l'rC:.(I1I I \\11 as sl't:till.n "~7r~ilh,;":li;lllS l . . . 	 . 
',. 


..\, 
'" 
m. C~rtifica'tion orRcasn",ltll~' Eff",Is' . ntle: IV./·Stille: rl:;l1snlll~lrrn\j.l.lC': IIIal;'· i~ ·c\'~ryca·se.. E~c~'State .mustcertifyth~t itw'ill m~k~ reasona~le 

" 
, 	 ,IlCf(lre Pt.lccrrieilt o(.cliildrenin l:clsterCarc: : . rC:ilsnna~lc cll"ri... ·\\illilc: Ijl:itl.... (I\)rr111f· I~llhc' ,". :,eflfirts J{rpt¢vent the. placemento(chil~ren in fost~r. 

,; ~. : r1ai.:C:l11l'nl·01' ",hild in Illslci't:.arc:. i" rrc\'cnrnr . . care and to 'make. if possible for the:cbild, toretum 
.dliuil1i1lc 'Ih... ,ICl;llrtlr rCI11,O\'al ol I,ll~ chiN ·'~nndl.er . home~~ Each State nllJst ~ls9certify, that it provides 

. ' . humc:.' anllcnlhlmal.c il; rlls'\ihlc: furlh.: childlo.scrvices fQr,chiidren an~ families'where maltreatment· . 
::, ..- .... - ~ '-'-~~"- . 

~". -rcil-I'II"lt:~ flCf ,hl'llIl' ,,',-_. - -- . " --', ,·has'heen' confirmed 'but ,thcCchildo reinainedwithjheL.---~~- 
, . :' 	.' " ' ... familY;{p. 269) , ', .. ;' 

'. ' 
• \ ~ • , ~." ".' t'," f '. • ' . • • '. • •••• 	 • , • • ' .. ' , ",' , ': _ • • ' : 

.n. ('erlmdlli(lnor-A~~ignl11C'ili tp SI:lIC "f ' ..1jile IV'. r Slilll- plan's' ri1uSlrril\"illclha.t~ Where.. Each State rrnist certify it willta~e all .appropriate , 
. Child Sur'pol'! Pa) ment's . '_ \ .; aJ'rwpfi:ill'. all Sl~'rs\\.ilrhcwkcn .. itkhiding . steps. j·nCluding.cooperative·efforts, to Secure an '. '" 

. '.' , , . __ ' ...~. (,IH'rt:fi11i,:C clTorls,\\itt1:Slalc AFf)C'mld tltild support,as~ignm~nt ·to the State of:ahY'rightsto:sUPpOrt. on/ 
. . '. - '-:-cl1f~;ccllicn('agenCIes; .htseclIrc; -ail ~assigllnlc~1 of any --"~"-\~bchidf o{eachchild'receiving~foster~carecmai~ten8nce~'',

. 'righlsI«l slrrporlofa dlild recdvillg I(lstcr.care.' . paymer~Js.. (p,,269)' , . 

-'.--.~'-, 

.....•. • : .... nlainlC;'imnt:c ray'mcl~ts .under. 'I\Ilc, IN·E.. 
.·f

'" 	 ,. 
) :." .... 

-' ";\ 
.~ 

.p. C'erti I1cationofCon~denti,ality and , ',l)nd~f' l';APTA: State plans mlist ~iovi,de for. meth~ds . EactrState mU$tcertify 'tbat 'it has Il)effe~t . 
;RcqiJirement~.To·r .Information .I?isclosure" :to .preseJvcconfide~lialitY· ()f rcc~rds.'and requirer~:ients ... '. requirements for.disdosure ofreco~ds only ,to specified. ' ; 

.. for- pro~'PI .disclosure9f relevanUnJormation to . :individuals andentities,andproyisions thaf~lIow for .~ . 
. I!ederal. St.ate~·or localgovernmcnls or enlities 'with a' public -~isClo~ure 'of findings or infonriation~aboLit cases,..:: . 

." 	 'need for·such·inf(lrmatioriirfordert.o protect children . of child abuse/or riegiectthat hav~resultedin'a'child . 
frOTh ahiise nrncgiecl. '::;' '. '/ fatality ornear fatality. (except:thafstich disClosure ,.. 

/ .~h~11 no~' includeidentifyinginforination about the, "J' 
_il'!dividual ini\iatiltg a~eport ofsuspected chiid. abuse or, .' 

.\ 
: . neglect. (p;: 270) .' -: . '. .'. ..' ;," 

-', 

.' ' 
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hem ('Un"'IlI'1 ;t\\ ' ; Dcs.;nptinn,of provl~iQn', , 

J,' ' ~' 

~: 

", 
. . 

, ' ' 11."1 )crcnni.nilti'ons· . Stall; 'Irlll' '1 \' :1' p);I:ll' arl'. ,k~(:It,pl'tI·i'"illll~ ~\ ith the' ,,' The ~Secrct~ry :~f l.ntS' must-determine: ~hether'th~ '. ' 
'.' ,SC'l'll'lar~' Slatt' i ith.'lV·1 1,I;m" IHII"thl' ~!ppr(\\-C.:d' ,',State plan ir.tCludes. the ,required'lT\aterials and" , , 

',:$ 'h~ .lhl~SC't:rl'lm~ .. ·"111C' _Sl'(h.\tar~I1I11'''t 'a'r'j"trt'\C ally 'rlan : ccrtUicaiions(except nlaterialrelatedt9:the- -" 
;'. ...•'. " thilt l'(;mplil'o;'\~ ith ,sta~lIhi~~ prm i~it"'.." . ',' certification of State pro~edur~s to respond to reporting 

-: '.• . " .", >.. oLmedical neglector di~bled 'infants): The Secretary .. 
...... 

, " 
,',can~o(add, new elements beyond' th~sefistedabove; (p' 

'.' 
271') ,.. 

, ,:' '. 
, .:' 

,. .' . 

!. 

:~ J.:' Grallts tn;StatesrorTilild pf(~tcctioll 
.,', ,; ....... , . 

~-':...-,~ 
'";-,.'. -"-- ,- -' ;- -- -' , 

, .' ~:, Funding' of lJIo,ck .Grants_ :

'. . .".' 
" 

\.' 

( I" 'Entitlement Comro~cnt· , :1 ill«;,1 v,·n of the, S(;ch!ISe~uriiy.Act c(ln!ainsht)th ". '. Ea~h eligible, State shall ,be ,entitled torecei~e from 'the 
", ~. 

dj'~creti(lnar{and,caprc~erilillcrncfit ftinding, for . .-'. . ,'Secreiary' an amount ~qualto 'the State ~hare'of the: .." . 

, 
, 'helping Sti.ic~ 'rrn\:ide a~si~tance t(l trouhlcd ftlmilies ... ' .' "Child Protection Bl.ock' Grant for t,he fiscaryea(See' '.' " .• 

, 

. and-thdr-children;' Ofcapptd .... cntitlc,lllent.funding,,: '7~'~,·~.~:'O·child, protection :am6urit.'·' asdefined'-beiow)~A..set.;-,,--;---...:-- .'.:, .....:....~.:---::...........,.-,.--~~~ -t --. -;~--

'jlUl\'idcd :ro'r fumily pre~cr\"lIion ~md 5t1print~'I. pe~cent.,· aside i,spr()videdforlndians 'equal to.lpercent.ofthe 
. is rcscr\'edl~lrlndian~:'" "" .' '''' ",entitlement; moneyn()wing' into the block grant. (p.'r,'.' . 27 j) " . ...,.. , .,' .. . 

<; . 
: .J . ~'" ~:. .:,'.::--.' ', .. '- : 

c 

, , , . , . " . ~. ", '. ~' l' ,. .'. _ '.. " , 

,"J 

.(~) Authorizaii~nC~)I11pone~t '. or di5crctiom.uyapprorriations provi~cd for chiJd' .:'.'Each. eligible, StateisalsOgiven.funds~qualt,o the.,. 
'.wClfare services the ,Secretary may provide funds .. State share orthe authorization'comPone.ntof thebloek 

directly'to Indianssuch amountsequaf to,O.36 percent. . grant that is appiopriated~each year.'lndians.aregiven 
of arrt9priatioris if! fis~alyear 1995. ",'. '0.36 perc,ent 'of theappropriatedmo'ney'nowing hito' . 

.: 

,,' 

, 
". 

.' " th,e blod~ ,grant. '(po 271) " ' 
',r. 

.! 

j" h.,.'LimitationS on AuthoriZation of .For'·childw~lfare ~ivic~s'under Title flV~Il, $325 Fund~ for: the authorization compOnent, Qfthe block. 
Appropriation's ' million is 3uthori7.cdannuaily...' . . grant ~nd~r' this section ate noOo ,ex~eed $325.million .' 

,each year~.(p. 272) _ .", ...,,'. 
, 

.'- : 
" 
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Item 	 . ("rl~"'f' a\\' , .' DC5~ription of provision 
(. 

; ; 
.', 

c. Deli'ljlions 

, . " ' "," ." . . '. "" ',I ",'. " -, . .'. . , 

. (ILChiid l'r(llel:lion'An~clunl for ran)jl~pn:-,;\.·r\aliclf1."mlstlf'plirt, ""~r\ i(\.·s' $~~51 ' The·term "child protection ';allJountlt . means: $240 '., 
" million '~:lIIlhnril\.·\·1 "i.. I YVII)(,; ,\.:"~o nlilli!lI1in FY'.,· .million foi',fisc:ai-y'earI997; ,$255 miiliofl for fiscal ., ! 

{. 1I)1J7~:iilC.J S~55 milfion, in FY li)t)ic> . 'yeat' 1998;.$262 million for :.fiscaJ yeaiI9~;:$270' , 
.; ;' ':- - million for fiscal' ye~r 2000; $278 milli~n for fiscal' ';'

1< 

,,~ year 2001'; ,,$286:million for fiscal year 2002. : (p.27 D 
, ' 	 .. ,' 

, . " . . . . . . - \ 

.... '_.,:, (2):SlmcSh..re ~t:lh: lillolllll'IIIS li"rchilJ wcl)ilfc ser\'ices arc h::iscd on·: _The term "State ,share" means the qualified child 
Ihe 'Statl': schi Id ptlpUhll iel"! illlJ pl'rc;lpiia Im.:nn~e, ' ,prot~Ction expenses of a State divided: by' the' SUI1t of -, 

" St:ile allnlmcnls,Ji'i 1~I~llily. prescr.\';llin'lilllli support are, ,thequ~lilied ~hild pr<>teciionexpensesof an of the: ,. 
-- "-h;''i~~l-onlhe- ill"ufi~tt,f chi Idren i'i-Ilic-,sml~tcc~iving .:~Statcs':-;(p;27I)' -' - - - - -. . ".' w-r: 

}"lld SI:imrs, ,"", . " " 
" I . '., 

" (~) Qualified' (hild I'rolccliofl, ' ' ..',The'term "qualifi~dchildpr9tection e,xpenses" 'rriean~. 
, .' Expcm;cs ' ' ~- '.' . . Fed~ral grant,s to the State" under theChil4' Welfare," , 

~ !.-:ServiCes'GraQt.aiuJ the Family"PreServation ~d ,.~,_~_.~.~~-__.____ .... _.w __ 

--~--'-'- --7SuPflOrrSeivicesGrant~inC.,liscal-y~ar +994 cc)(-the-' ..--:- 
" . ,'.. average of 1992~94.,whjchever is,greater.(p. 272) 

. - - ,'. " .,\ -' ~ "." ", 

d. 	i)etcrminatiorl of lri'rormation in dete.,nini'n~ ~ri1otintsfor'fiScalye~rs 1992 tl1f9ugh 
,19~4.':the Se~retaryshaiJ'uselrifor01atiori.liste~ as '. 

,.r' . actual 'amounts' in . the ;Justi fjcation' for Estimates !for' , " 
Appro,priation'Commitieesof the Administration' for " 
Children 'and Jamiliesfor fiscal years 1994 through' 

'. ' 	

,1'996. '(po ,273) , : ,/ . ' 'i' .,
~. 

, , 


, ;; 


, '> . ',,:. 

. ~ 

-. 	 -'".:~, 
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'Item ~t-'III"""II r ;h~ h('~{'rinli(ln nf Prnvi~;m1J 
, :~.i ',.' 

'.",' 

,,-,

.c; 'll~e llf (iranl I ·'iil~l.s m,,'" t~· i",,''''I,'( , ':p,.i 11,,;i:,ii,j!! alltl 'pru!llilling ;thc 
"'.," .. " - : {. 

J 
,.; '>. \\d IarC' ull.:hl idfl'n . .r,",\ ,,'nl il~!!. unni..'c:.,,'ssary,. 

~,

"1.;'J';U:ilioIJ('I,dllltlr,,~n r,"m.lhl'lJ I;~'illli,,'~. ,rc!\turhlg 

.. ' " ":hil~j~':n'tP:lhc:irf;lfllilic .. illli'~~h'1\c il"'l'l1 .' '. '. 


remu\ C'd ' , , 1:1I~'li I~I prcscn .,li''I1 . 

,', " ....., .,' ., " . ~l'~\'ic:l''' ". ,'C:Clmn~unil~.h;"sc;d l:lIuily ~ilppprt 5crvice5· . \, 

Ii' pr,u,iHlle tl~c \\l'Ha'l'i'ng, t,r d'i'I~I'~ll an,) 'ramilicsand, ' , 
" 

"\ -, 
. It, .ltll'fC'i''icparl'llI'':' i:Cllii1~knl'e "Jul wlllpC'teI1Ce..... A " 

, Slal~ !t~, ~~JU'dl fund" 'ml' ".lid.: l"ilder i'h! ~ ,sedinn may , 
.~ 

,.i.' .. lIs~ ..u~h' rlln,l~ :in '.,~ly !'Him,ler tNIt the Sl~iie lIec"ls' . 
~ :.. 

_\ -  ,.-- ,:~ -''.' ~ "ppull'ri;ul' h'-:~ll(ml1pli ..h Ihcp~lrposes..,ul:':thisp&1rt; ~...-(~. ." . . . ,! 

," '.: ' 

c
.'t. "', (-riming ofExrenditur~s i;w\'isit\~'" \;lrYlln~ll'r prnl.!r;~I~l~· 'ttl he ,r~'phl~cd.' . " AStat.eto which funds'are paidund~r~his 'section .may , 

,';' · use the money in an.y rnanrier.t~~·Statedeerits . . ' 
" · . appropri~te toaC<:,ornplishthe purposes O.f this part, but" . 

~--t.~'. 

,'\ 
·the~(unds-must:-beexpended~n<)t :1~te~'U1an the:end'or~- , 

" the,imr.nediately 'suc~eedingJiscalyear. '. (p. 27~) '. 
.., ' •• ,';, .• r' \" ',: • 

/ 
"::, . '. ,

g: 
" 

Rule of Interprct'ation' f:t'r~prolit fostcr, dlrc providers ·arc'lInteligible. for' For-protJt. Toster 'care facilities aie'eligible to receive' 
,', " '" 

~. ", iFederal rlmding undc{nt.lc IV-E, '. . funds"from ,the block grant. 'or under TideJV-E.. (p, 
~ ~ < ,I, ~' , "' 


-;- ~ 
 · 2i3)., , ' ;, ." 

h.:Timingof Payments' .. ~Jndcr "rhle IV-11. the' Sccr~tary makes payments to: .. The Secrelary must makepayme~ts on a quarterly 

"", . States p<;riodkally. . .' ...' ,.'. basis: . . 


r 

" 
" 

'," 

, 
'\ 
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Item 	 \1I"l'lIl .1\\ .. Dcscriptic.)nllf I'rovislon " ~: ..... .' 	. 

;.,~ 
/". /-" -', 	 /"

0"'. , ...... 
'i.. ,icnailics,' 	 Sl:l'IIOI1' 11·~\'oLthl· S'~~I.II'S~·tllrlt~ ;\(1 r~llllircs:t'~c :n') ,For misuse of funds. If ana~dit,d~termin~s,that 

Sl~l'rl'I~I!~ ·1t·,.l· ....I~lhh,lf hy 'rl'l.!II1.1I i, ilia ill'\\.' Ll',kr;,' ..any al110unts provid,ed to a~State havebeen spe'ntin: 
\.' ,I 	 h·~ il'\\ ~~ 'll'ln 'J('f" l'h,lhl \\l'II.,rl·. \\ hid! \\Iluhlill1nw ' 'vi(llatio,n of this part;, the Se<;retary-titust reduc~ the' 

pl'nahu:... It., .mi... u...l· (II' rund ... ,· Hl·~III'lIi;ins arccxpcclcd gr~nt ()thcrwisc'payable for the ,next fiscal y~arby ,the' " ' 
:,. ~. 

\. 	 1o. hI." ptlhh ...lil'd duriliJ! Ihe ... uil1ill~r. (If '1')1)6., .rthis " , : mnount of the rriisspent'funds, plus 5 percent.of the, ,.' 
. \ "... . . 

,pro\'isiCln.\\nuld~n(lLhc afi':l:h.·d "Y Ih~ rrorl1~n') / . 'gra~t: (p: 273) ,'; ." .' 	 ", . 
. ,/-, 

/ 	
. (2)' ,r:orfailureto'mai~tain:effort"lf States fail to 

'/' ma~ptain' State spending equal to State expenditures . , 
' '" 	 .. undcr Par~ R ofTitle ..IV in fisC~lyear ,19<}4, the' , .. 

/~:~ ~- -', _ ....,.: --r-'-- __ --.: • 	 '/ ,Se~retary'must reauce 'the,grant- payabl~ under this " - --. - -; -- ~."",,:.:--, 

..:.,--	 scciion' hy a.namounrequalto-the~pn!vious ye~i's." 
'.:, 

:( 	 , shortfdll in maintenance of effort.· A: pemilly ,of'S' 
,'. 	 '~.'-	 " 

.' ,percent 0 rthe State: grant must' alsO be imposed:.,.. $t~tes 
..... '. .) ,must, maintain, 100 percent ofprior effort in 'fiScal ye~rc;;.;';"· -" 

, \ J997 a~d 1998~ and75·p,ercent in fisc,alY¢aFs J99.';(: ' / 
.. 


-,-~'-.~--'.--.. 
 ,'.=: ....... ; .....tHr~~gh ~7Q.o~.~."..,(p~" 21~) ~. "'. '. '- .,

'. 	 '~, 

...• -	 0) For faitureto~'~ubrfiitreP'ort:-lf the', SeCretary " 
. detertitiraes that th'e St~te,haS not submitted :mandatory " , . 


/' . adoptiQnand foster care: data rePorts 'within'6 'months '.' 

" 

r 	 . 

\. 	
, 'of: the end of, ~he fiscal'year, the SecretarY Jl1us~ reduc~ , 
, by',] percent 'the amount of the StBte'sb,lock grant. If 

~.. 	 . ' 

"i. the report is ..submit~ed 'beforettAe eodof the '. :' , .' ,
" -" 

I' 	

imm~diatc~ly, succee9ing fiscal year, the' Sec.retary· shall 
rescind the ·penalty.(p. 274j , 

./ .. 	 , . 

, 
.Ex~eptir.(the case of faiiureto' mainta'in effort" the' . 

". :\ 
Secretary may not impose a penalty ifthe " ' 

'determination- is made that·the State has reasonable 
J 

, :' cal!,se, for faili~g~ to comply'with the requKrement. 
~ 	 , ," • I ; , . .. • 
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Ttc:m" 	 "- , , t, 'lUll'lll r .1\\ , "', ',: \,: ;, . Ucscriptkm pf Provis!on 
,-: ,. ,": . 	 , . 

" 	 - ... : .', I '. . ~. • .~: ....)
',-:-' 

'~ :' 

.:.- .' '. r'urth"cr, a State nlustb¢ infonned:i;lefQreany penalty' is,,' . 
; ., 	

.~.'~ '.. imp(lscd and be gi~en af)opporluni~y to ~nter iri\6 a / . , ~ . 
.f ".' ~ P. 


~. " 
.. " 	 1.; .. 	 • corrective. cOnlpli~nce 'plan,; The proposal inCludes it . ;,
:,' .' .. ~ 

.' .. series of ~e~dlines for 'subrilissionof such corrective'· '. > 

.', ..: ' 	 c~mpliariceplansand .r~viewby -tbe Federal. ... . r: 
i --.;- , 

j .• 	
government:· No quarterly' payment can be reduced, by. "., . '-! 

'.. 
,-. nlore than 25 percenl; penalty amountsabove-25 . 

'.\. ..,:.: 
'. 	 percent mu~t be 'c~rricd' forward tosul,lsequent·,quaners ... 

;". 	 .' ',' ,(p.275f =.; '-' : ...... ,.~ ... . 
',I -."" ! 

, • j .".. " .' ,I, . '", . 

... ' 'j; Tr~atment oLr....rritutic!; __ _ 	
" 

' .. __~J~ach,territotY.isentitled·to, ~eceivei from jbe'Secretary~.~·-,- ~--.' ,- - -;-,-' ~,-.-~~ 	 . ~ -------.-~....- ........... -~.--"---~ ~~ -.. -" - " 

'. ? 

., 

.. .:<' T~r any fiscal year anamoun(equal"tothe toial. . 
\ .' ~o'bligations' due, to ~the territory:undei)heS~ial: 

1,.\ 

>,', 

. Security Act'Jor:fiscal year' 1995,subjedto .the' .. 
·',n1a.,datory·c~ilirig amounts· in, 'sec. 1108 ofthe Social 

_.i': 

" , Sec'iirity Act;. (p~ 277)-,:. " . 	 . 
- .' ('. . 	 ., . 

:; .. 
",---<""-,-'  ........:.....--,
";-~---'~~ ...~--.:.. & 

. -:' k; Limitation c;n Fe~eraIAuth(l~rif' I.;.' 	 .. Except as.expressty,prov!ded ,in t~i~ Act~ the Secre~ 
> ,"\ , , may not regula~ethe cOl:lduct. of States, under :.this part. 

,', " " 

, . 
. ·or enforce any' p~~vision of this'Act: . (p: 27;7) , . "''

z'·· . 4. b~ta.-coll~ctiori and Reporting:: '.' , 
. r . 

\ ,. 

~' , , .." , " . . , ~"': .\ ,', " 

'. ~ .'. 


," 	 \ 7' 

a, ,National Child I\buseand Neglect' 'CAPTA requiiresth~t 'th'~ Secretary' shali.throughthe .' , Same 'cisC~rTent law, 'except references to the' National 
. ',Data$ystem " ' ,.' . : National t.'cnteron~hild· Abuse arsd NegleCt.. eSJablish;' •.. Center ~~ Ch!l~' Abuse arid Neglec.t are d~leted:' '(p. 

. anafional, data cr-Jlect.ion and, analysis ,program: whieh' " 277~_' \ 
" . coordinates existi~gState child abuse and neglect .' . \ -'. t-,.. 

reports. inCluding: standardi7.~d data on ~ubstantiated,. ' ' , (,~; 	

".:! '" ',as weII,as: fal~,' un foun~e<t. or. unsubstant iated :reports. .\ 
,', ~ \.' and'information on the nUrilberof.deatns due'to child 

. t 
• 	 i 

. abuse ~nd·neglcct:' State -cilildabusearid reporting , . 
" . information must be:·c'ollected. analyzed. !J1ade. public. 

," .. 
;,

'<~. • - • 

.:': . .) 	
, 
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HCIII! .• , fuu\'ul I :1\\ ',' :. nne pcscripti(ln of Provision . " 

.', " 

" mIll illt\'j!raIC~I\\i~hli ....t\·r '~arc ilnd ;I'tl~ .t'IjcHj diU.., 
. .. , ' ,',"" 

;.;. 

'. 
',': " 

b., 'Adoption Slid ,FnstcrCare, ,U1ll .' ,111 P)Kt, Ct!l1j!rcss c.stahli~I""·'lthc ~;Ilinl,;d"ch+mry " . ,the-Committee' pr~yision . leaves ~nalteredtlit ,cur+ehr' .:... 
.. 

-'.: , Analysis' an,d Itcporting' 'System' . Cnnllilllt~'cyn ~\d(lpt it iii :1I,1I h lstl'r . C",re InfClrrn~lt ion to 'Statcdata,reportingsystern on child protection .. Tht" . , 
..... ' "',' 

~". ... ,~. 
\ (AFCARS),' .. 

~ 

/ . assisi·I il IS ill dcsignirig 1I nC:\\'l~i~inrrdH:n~i\"e' ';.. , entlanccd 'furtding ~te,of'75perCert~ for'the:SACWIS ' 
" :.nati';h\\ ide ~1i1li1 ~nlleclit~n,,\'stenl' \\ ilh'fu'n s\'stcm ,.~ \ system is eXtended: fori additional year" -<p. 277) " 

'( ".", il11rl~rl1\~nl.ni(ln: e'<rl~l·tc~ It' "he wrllpic-tcli hy\)ctober
.~1'~t)I., fhh\e\l·~. li'rlal.rl·gtitatinl,l~ 'w~'re'rui~ issued until 
 , .. .,.-..) 

, . I k(~'rnhcr il"c,', \\ilh' the: 'fk~t :triinsmissi,n.n u( d.lta'due' 

·~f\b~. J t)t'~, :\U Stiltc~_'lfe.:.i1t'~(r.ilftil'·ipilt'l1i!jr:i -'he, ~, 


..;": 

-,c" 

. -. 

'- . 
l\llnpilt.ll1 :ll1\I'lt,"ter ('arc Ail~li~ sis and Ikpnriiilg . 


-,'. S~ )tl'llr cAl'CARs J.' III IS iscurrcl1tly muIIY1.ing;the
" 

\' .,' . '. firstlliltasets tr:irhl11ifti;jJ t~rnm ·iheSlatcs. 'The tinal' 

,\ :".
· rulcs~ require, se:rni-m;nui.! repprtirignn, ..1I' child;cn .ii) 

" 

i"sh:r"cilrc;: , I he.;' 'lIa(a c,nllection'· is c:I1ild i,md 'case' ,. 

• C"" . "": . --~.-- - -, ·.~rcc:ili(, aiilJ-is,jnl~rnlcd-tq.:.y.icli.La~serl1i~mlnuaLs·mipshoL.~----; 

of child' \\(;Ifttre (rends ..- .lfis also in(clld~lJ'IO y'ielcl ," 
i-rlr(~rmalinn.ih~1 \\:iJI'cnahlc p(~licyn.1akcrs to,"track" 

; 

1 ~ , "chiid~en in Clue and find oul lhc'.h;asonswhy children' ': 
'Ci,ICr.f(ls!Crc:arc:llll\Y long' children· stay ,in fosler care,' ,:: 
<1Itdwfmt happel)sto,childr'cn while in'foster.car~as ' 

.' >wcllas after thcy, leave f<.lster care, ' 
· . . 

" , .' ',' 

..,-,'" 

-':' '.~' "< In 1993. Con'grcs$ a~th~~h~~d~ e~hanced funding of75- ," 
" pcr~en~' for hot'h theAFCARS systell1 and (or several ..... 

~ ~ . 
J · a~ditional functions nol .orlgin~lly I cnvisione~' as 'part .of :/ 

f ·AfCAR~ capability;.,Thcscnew functions~indudcd. \' 

cleclfoQicdala exchange within 'lhe State,. automated .. ' 


; data collection on: all chlfdren ,in foster: c:.ire. collect,ion 

',iind:managemcnLof information necessary 10 facilitate :' 

. ~ .., . , " . 
r" 

.,-.. 
. , 
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I...... ; ! I, ,;. ; Ii h ' . , , 
......... 

-.> 

I· \: 


."~ .

tldl\l'r~ "I d,il,[ \\dli'~~'l'f\ in'"a"',IJ~'(ktl'fll'iJic ': 
dI0hihl~'li'.r ..t!lh "l'f\ in·... (as,", ru;~l1al!(·ml'nt. ·casc" . 

" rlan ,·k"..IIlriUt.·;,1. :11,,1 1.11unilmin(!, ;i"ll inf(~rn~atjorr.· 	 .':<, 

" 

...:I 

{'. 	 "". 
'l· 

" 

"sl'nl~ih: (nhanJI.'~1 11Ir'lHi,~ ~)f 7~ j1l'n:cllt I()r this 

" sd(';mld,ila: S) Slem. \\ I;id~ IIIISl:..lls the' S't.lIc\~idc . " 


"Aulomall',ll'i1i III '\\'d far': Inl'(nma.iull S\stc',n 

'. 
 ,.;.,:.:., 

, 

'" . 	 :(S,I\C\\·I~). ~,p.in..s Of' (klohcr I.J9l)6:· 
:.  -,

"c: 'Addition~llnf{~rmati(ln i. T~c :Sccretary.may require 'theprovision ,ofadditional 

j 
',' ... 

'.'. 
inforrn~tion under die da.,ta collection sySJem i(such: 

. ~ , 

:_\. 	 information is agreed toby ·a majority o(the Sta~es. 
fp.-278f ' ,: ... ',... . - . T -'--,~- ,_.: ' 

.. ~ 


." 

~. \. .. "~f' 


, ..~ 

'. (L Ar:iriual Report-l,y ti'c·Sccrctary . The Secretary shall, prepare a rep9'rt, b~Sed()n 

'~ " ,: '.:... ,ilJfotn1ation provided. by the:States, ~o 'later than six, 
, .. , 'montlls after ti!tno:nd of each fis<;:al year:. ' (p. 278)',r, 

"'.' .' ".' .. 

--; -",--._. -. --'-........._---'.-. -,.,--'--..- ~--, .."-' _J.. ,..-' __ " __ 0._' 

.5: Funding for ~tudie:;of<;h:idW'=lfate 

~ 

: ~. N~1ionalJR.8ndom'Sample St'udy of ",opro~'isinn; . .TheSecretary. is entitled, to rec~ive,tor'eachof'fi~al 
....• . Child-.Welfare '~ '. ," 

years 1996 through '2002, :S6 million to ,condiJcta 
.,. ; national study based on ra~dom' samples of chjldrel1

' .. 
.-) . 

'. 	 :.·who.areaftisk ofchitd.abuse or neglect,~dSlO 
"', miilion for. other 'research .. (p"21?f ,'.' : 

'J' 	 '.:-, 

"b~ Assessment of State CoiJrts' .. For~ach. of .fiscal yc~rs 1996 'through '1998~,the Same, as current Jaw;r~uires that no funds be ' 

. Improvement in' the' Handling'Qf :' Secrctaryis'entitled: to reccive. $1 0 million for the exp~nded later th'an September 3(); : 1999. (p:, 279) 


-< Proc~edii1gs R.:lating 1.0' FosterCareand as~cssment ~f 'Slatc courts related to foster care arid -' 


.' adoption, .., . . '. " 
.' AdoptiolJ 
'.' 	

'. ' 

j 
,~ 

.!' 

, ,
JUl'1e II. 1996 12:01 Ptl! 'r~ge 15 .. V()!, ,y r l;\( -,,' 

, ~' ' ' 

;>:r-l_.:'S 	 ..,> c 
_. :'t~ ~.~ .~. v!

!l P.H'f; n T /1" ,:d \·.:i lit! .ltit.:, Llll fo 10 (ll~hi(\f' 



',' .'.~ . 
. ".~' 

" , ',' r:, 

-'',',,' 

" 

" .:''j  ' 

.. ' 
.' 1." ~ . 6, nefinitions 

,'a,. Administratiyc It~\'i~ws" Ih", lerll1··..thl1i,;~,t~tlli\ l'Jl'\il'\\ ",1'Il'ill1" a,le\ iew or a , Same as current law.(p. 279) 
chi,ltI's sl..ll.J~: C1r(·Il·iI1 paukiralinnby, r:m:nls' " 

" ,qll1t1l1clC:I.111~ <1 rand tlr,arrrt,lr~iall' rcrs~lI1s, ' 
. ,-' ~ - , --:', 

, ' 


';'".~ ": . h:At!ortioIiAs5ist:CIIlcC Agreem~iU , :', The Icrl1l'::adt.lri'iotli1ssi"t~ll1'e, 'Igrc,cmc.m''', nleim~,a .' , Sarrie~a~,cuiTe!1t,law.(p. 219) 
.-, , \~ ri"tlefl, hinliii1!!/,,!!rCCmenl hCt\\C,Clllhc State and' the 

'-"' 

,,' :f 

, ,r 
- 'prt'Srl'.cti\'c ;hiorti'\c r.uc,nls ur i1 l1lim~r ~hilJ whi,ch " 

spl'ci lies Ihl~ 'l;lilire,',Uld' .imolmt(!lany rayment5. 
I 

~,,·rh~es. mtil.il.;jisi;mcchi hc]~r(l\ i~lcl!~'ll_~I~ ... ,the,,.' 
, ,agrl'l'ml"ill "~',ld st(rUlal'cs,ihatthc~agrecment, shall 

"~-. ' 'rl:main,in enl'el rl'!!ardlcss or the SI~ltcir'which ,the, 
-.,' 

mh'l"!i\'c 'rarCnlS .uC,' r'csidillg 'at ,any givcn, time . 
.";: . '. . , '. , " ' ~ 

'/ . ., ....: 
" , 

c. Ca5e Plan', 
",." 

" " 'I het,-:rl1l~'casc' pla.r( means i1 \~:rittcn d(lclln~cn~ \:Vhich Same as current law. :CPi 280) 
~~:,-----,.,~-c:---".,.--,o,-".·:'· ." , -- ~~::~'il~\·I~,dcs:~a~descrjptit'll..(}r)heJYJle,~lr hcimc '(U', .~, 

instituti:c"il' inwl1ich,a child'i~tn ,he rlaced~ including a '" 
:.\ 

discll~sit)n of thcaJlrrorriatcne~s,n-rt1le ,rlacemen~;,a " 
ddcrirtiun or ho\\' ~he ag~ncy r1an5to iillrl~mcnt the 

.r .,"nluntarY'rilaccnlerit agreement m;:,the j4dicial " 
. :. I'dcte{mination madc.,with re~recuo,thechild;' ~nd a -, 

", cOl"ypf the 'heall~,: and edl,cation rccords'oflhe chil~. ' 

'. ,'. d. Case Revie\vSystem' 'the 't.c~m "~ase revie\y system'~ means arrocedure' ror, Same, ~s current 'law. (p. 28.1) c 
.' as~urj'ng tflat:: /" , ',' , '. 

" .' .~ 

, ,(i) each child has a,case rlan cJe~igned to 
\, "', , adiie~'e rlacement, in~the il1~ost arrrorriate setting th~t,.~. '. 

is consi~tent with the best interests or the~child; for a 
childrlaccd at Ii distance, from the -rarents. Ibe case' 

• -. ".... !, : ~~ 

, ,.
-;, 
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1 

. ~ "',I, 
I 	 '. ...; ..... ' 	

~ 
..' 

'.~' , 
... , 

L 
-/; 

, Itl'lIl ~ 	 <'tllfl'n,·IOl\\ .:, (~cscriptiQnof.Provi~lon 

" 	 ./ '
. " 

.. ~'.. plan 11111'( l'\..plain\\h~ ','hiit I.~ili ,II,,' 1'I.."~ljl1h.·rcsjs('f 
tI1l..·. di,lll and.'illhl' ",llIld j, p);":l'tl lit anllthcr;Slalc. ,Ihc. 
l'it~l' plim nUl..t;rl"I;'irl~.a\·a""·\\nr"l'r·hc.;1H ihe: pare:llls'.'- ',' 

'. State'h' ~isil' thcdlild .it lI.-a ..1 C\l:n I~' 11I0111hs or, " 
" .' ,'. rl·:llu~rc',i.t C:;isC\~nr"er: fn~1ll the Si'II~.in\\hi~h:ihechill(• .! : i' . ....... 

I 	 . ~ .. " . hashe:cnpl:u:e:~llc;l'\isil tile: child :lIu'hcpurt to' the~: . . 

. parcnts ~ State:.' '. ., , \ . ',: . 


"" <". 

( . . . 	 ,( . 

. ~'. '.1 . Cii , 'he: slatus'of did, ~I;ild' is rc\ ic\\:cll ;irleast .-. 

'/', , .. 
 ,ill~'l~'l'\~'r~' ~ixill('ilth~ ti, ~I~tcrr~,jnc,\\'hctit~r ~he '. 

, .plal'el11l'nt, ..houi'dl.'()litimll': '. 
' .. ; I 

~, (ii'j)a dispCl"iti(~n:t1 f,c.uing n.lust.·ochcld 'ft)r. 
; 'e:a."1 t:hillli" roster (ar~'. nn.lnlcr·"~lar~1 R, nl('lilhs~ner .. I 

ihc nrit!in~llpl:tt:cmcnt. a,id tluFlcss ,fh:tlllCI:,lly lh!1n . 
~...-: 

C\'l'fy,12 'nmnths, thcrl'·aficr,.t(ldl'te:rll1iflcthe fUlure 
:~-=..,.:.........---.:'.-- ...----. ~,·st:,tus·nf-tllcl'hildi ,.ind "'-.-•..... :-'.-.:-.-----.:. ... '.,:~.' :'.' . -- --..:....--~.---.-----.-- '. ---,-",-- .~ 

',. . '" 	 . - " <-' .. 

" . 

. (iv)achild!s health and'edtl~alion record must' " , 
f,C reviewed' and ·lIpd~tciland. ~upplicd~k;the' foster ~are 


:., 

" 

.. pro\'i~cr al"lhe l,ih1c~l~each placeme,nt of the child. ',.' 

" 

" 

. ' 

e,. C~ild-Care ~ristitti~ion 'The t,erm. "child c~reinstit~tion".m~ans a lic~nse~ Same:'ss current law, 'except the word.~·"t>nprofit" is 
-',' deleted. , (p: 282) . . . ." . . , . ,- . '. n<;mprofitprivateor public facility'which'. ' ;. 


" .)
, aC'corhmodates nomorc·'than'25 childrcn.Tlleterrn" 

j ..docs not ,apply to detcntio~ '-racHltie.s. forestry c~mp~•. 


~ .''', 

.. ' 	 ': :'trai'ning,schl';ols. ·or ccnter~ for delinquent children. 
" 

. (" -, ' 
<~. 

- " 

. 
f 

.> 
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.~ ~ .;I ~.' .. ,.' .' ~ 

..... 
",j' . .:,.".:.':\.- '.' 

'" 

, ... '> 

.:" 

IIem ..·· , .' 
:, ·tll.II."" T.1\\ IkSt;riptinn ofProvh;ion 

" , /' 
" 

. 'J. h)!'Ie,r Car~ MainicnanccPa~ ';1\:nl~ . Jhl" IdIU ~~hi'il.'r l"an: m.;111111.;1l;IIH:1.' r.l~ I11l'l1f,," nl!.mns: . : Same'tls ctiirent law. (p.~ Z&3) 
,pa~l1l\:nl"(lo l"tl\~r'lhl' l'1;,lol ;1~m,Ldulhii'I!' shdlcr.: 

' .. 
'. ,la,H ,,"rl"n""i1m. ;-l'hl1ol ~uprlie~. 'r'-~r"I'''lal ihci~lenials. 

:~. an\! liah."" il1"ur;il1":l,t~'r "il;chiJ,1 ;ail'! tr;.\e(to the.·' ) 
'. 

.' ,l.. -- l'hil,r-S htll~'l; I('r \ is.'·;uI'''', . 111'lh~ l':t~e "I' i:l~titutional. 
./ .. 

l';irt.' .. Ilil-'Il"rr~,' sl.alli.ld lIdl' Ihe kast ';iahll' COSls'll.f -" 
;HlllIi l1i~tralinl1i~fuJ opcr;ii inrl:to,-p~o\jtlef~'r Ihcehi Id ~ s 

; ,.t. , 

hasic nl'eds~p~..'l'.i;ll:n.les<1pply In.l'<1s(.'s in. which bftth , . 
" '. <1. part:lIl.m~,I·.'·.chihl.m: placed in Ihe same fucility,: ' ( 

. . 

':g. '1:.ustcr,Fam·ly~ Ilonlc, " . . ·ti'l·,jl'nil~:~~t~l"lerfainiJy'hoille" meails,~ h('~l11e''''(lr~'~ :.Same~as·c~rrent law. (p.284) 
. .' j.' -". 

'hilllrl"11 \\ ho mi,,,t· I~e 'I~mrllrarily remn\:ec.i fnljn their' 
.j.. . ~ .tlinil~ .1;llnie '\\hi":11 j" .1j(~nsl'J(;rh;'s.h~,cn:apprtiVed .by '.' 

< . <. " .. ·~lhl,'"pr.fI',pri;llc~St:lIe agC'~q'" , ., 
. ' .' . ':' ....--'"" ..~.,.,.. 

h, l'areHt$ .... -, .,." :. ". i IU.'·tl·Wl "parcilts'" rilc~lItshi~,hlgi('a.l ur adopiivc . Samea~.current law>(p, 284)_,;-' , 

._-..--'- '-.-~~-~ -----'---~ - . ~:-:.-'--'. -'-.-, ~+-~~rarC'nls·(lr-}~g"r"gi.I;',rtlial1s;~as-dCtl.'rnlinc;d-by"State-Ia\y;-
\ . 


../' .'.. 
., 
" 

i. State , " :fhe I~rril ·~Stntl.''' "{eans Ihe' 50 States and the District' .SaJ!le as current l~w.·· '(po 2~4) . 
. \...... '. ~lfC(·dumhia.· '.' .' '. 

' .. \ ~ '-, .. 

.' 
j. ·Voluntary Placement. ;rh'e term. "voluntary placement" f11cans (hat the' parents . Same as current law. (p. 284) 


.,: 

'. 
or guardians of a J:1linor chiJd have requested the' 


~..:.:.assistance of the State and have voluntarily signed an .' ,. 
.'. agrecmentalJowingthe.chil.d to beplacctl outside. the l·" -' 

home.: . ' . ,. ., 
:. ,: ,,' 

'k; Voluntary Placement' Agreeme~t ,J The term "voluntary placementagreerhent" means a . Same.fas current la~. (p. ~84)
"l', . 

. ;written'bindin!ta'greement betwecnthe 'State ~nd -. 

'I. . Jlar:ents"or _guardi~ns Ihal spcci~es' the Icgal stalus 9f 
 " 

./ 
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',Seetio'n,70l.· Conro~minRA,mendment~' ':",;, rr~)\ isi,~'l / , This section makes a series of techniCal ,and' 
- -.w..;;..;:-'.;.. • '. '- ' • _ - • 

\,'. ::-;:-. \;onfor~ling am'endments tCtthe' Soci~I'Security Act aD~ . ' 
. ~ 

the' pmni'bus Bl;IdgeiRecondliation Acfof' 1986. ',(po
':. j, 

",; 284) -, " ' , " ' 
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('mll'''II .m' D~5C~iptiun,o(J~rnvisiOl1". .~. 
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~~ . 
: Ch:.'ple'r2,. 'I·'n~'t'r (':,llrr'. ~.\(Ii.(l'inrt· :\'~i'I~~n~t. ami frult'll~l1denl t'J\'ing Progr~~s

'-T', 

,r . '",Sul,rti:lph·rA." -( :nnr.tri'Uin~ ,\n~~nthlu;nl\ In 1';I..I'i-:,(,( ;fillc 'I,," '.' ..
!-:t'> 

."; ,... : ;~. 
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, . . Section7U. eo~rormirigArne~~lme~I!It 'Jrp.~2K~<lnl'" <. ,c', / '" : 

.: "., _. o'.., :, : . """'". ~'" " " ' . ' _ ~, \ . ,j' - • "', ~ • • ,. _ • ""' • .". _'.~ _":- A ,:-...- ~ 

''''~'' '. Note: .The Committe,.:' propOs.il 'retains thc pt~lic~' 0'1' clIrrl'n', 1:1\\ \\ ilh rc~:trll In the fosler carl'. iI"lllptintl. assistancc~ and independent livi~g progtaJ11~ under:'·Title IV-E. ,Thus, 
, '. opCn-endcd. cntitlelnent' tnatching 'ful1ds;\\·j·U. cni1l1nu~ tn he ',a~'ail"hll'Tor nlai,ltL:na,u:e' pa~ l'lie~lt""" mlmi;listn;live and childptace~el;t ¢osts. and_ training expenses for both'foster 

'.':. .," :¢arc;.mil adoptiilR as~istance. ,~Thc'indcJlcndl'jlt Ih in'~ prn~r;"l1'\\ iii ,colli imiL';a~ ... ~ari,,,·(I' t:l1iilll'IJ1Cnl:llcm:c\'er~ the State' plan required for Title IV -E unde~ current law 'is, 
. ': . : ..' "enns(,lidalcd inlt.'· trl~ .si~gle'StaIL·plmlrcll'lirt:(f.I"('r the' propc.'l·ll ('hill! PWI«::·diul1. 'I Uu'::I.., (iwilf ," I'll ad~lilinl1.thc proposal: dCletes'a currentlawpro·visibn· requiririgthat a, single 

,~\~~;~~~:f~t~:'.,iJ~.'ag.cncy'. alhl1iilistcr,hoth 1 itlL' ·1\1,-1\ :ind :Iil I..: i\ ,·1: ~ ,:.S!;~IUhlr~, 'l'I~r~·"c.:l·~: h.....Stale a,~l'llq:~ :arl'c.:h;1I1gl'lito'''St;1te.~, . i . ,,' , ' .. ! ' ' 

. ,:-'i~a~'hcr"'~h;l~l illa~in~ 11~,"~e~(l~;-t~chni~~,i. ~;Illcn:ln~l'i"" It, ·c.:t~;rC~11 la\\: ~l'dIUI1 7,"1' III, thl' pr.llpn~al r~,..t.~te·s ~i,l' .-~t'at~itor~--~mvision~ ,aut~rl~irig-IJ~~ foste~' ~ar~, ad~pti~n' . \ ... ':-, " 
.assistanc~. 'and,:in!1l'pcndcriLl \iilg prc,grml1s. ('P:' .~'J6" .Ihl·"i'·prn\.i"iph~c.·""lilbh ..,h Ille :rurp~'''l'lIf iillc I'(E. "nd, define eligihle States a~ t~osC that hav~r' submitted, pla~s:' , , . 

nl~ciing' till' rcqui~cl11cllts (~r thcrhild·.Pr(~ICdioJ.1,1 Jluc.:k (;r..nl •. ('.tirrenl liw; pm\ i;,illris' gU\ ~rnint! Ihe tlpl'r~llitln' 9rfoster care. adoptio~ aSsistance. arid ind~pendent living, 
~ith i)ecc!'sary' tc~hl1iCal charlgcs;.,;c rc-c!'lahli!'i,cd'in Ihehilt" Ikli.l1liiu;,~ l'~irr~tlih' .found .in I ille fv ~I: ,ue moved to the definitions section, in the ·Child protection ,Block 
(iralll (sec ahtl\'c). Likewise. data coHcction prm isillilS c"rr~l1ll~ in I iill' 1\',-1' arc 1110\ cd' 10 Ihc ChUd,'protcction Block Gra~t. " . - " . ' ':~ : 

~ ~ '.' . -~" • " " ~ ~ ," ,"' . -_' . .' , • I > ,. ,'. 

""_... 7·~~·~ '-;~'~I:~~t!lCri! are., . sllhstanth:e'din~r~nc~s .hctwc'c,,' c'urrcnl'li1\\i~ill1'thc: .pwpl~sal \\i~h 'n:g:'~d -t() fostcr'-t:.lrc( p~, 28~). acloPti~~;ssistance (p.288), '~nd in-d-e-pe-'-n-d'~e'n-ttiv.i~g~.Fi~f: 
. Ti'ile lof thcpr(lp(lsal'repla~~stheAFD(' 'prngrmnwitil '3 hlc,ckgrant'li1r··ll'il1PUrt.r.... ';;~ssistillit,;e'IC'r Needy Families, wll,ich aITects'eligibi,lity for,Tjtle'IV~E. Undercurrent,·,,·, 
"Iaw~ childrc~inust hav~ ,~en r~movcdfr6mAFD(,~cligihlc,f:~l11ilics 't(ihc~cligif:tic rt;r Titlc'IV~F .~s~istance~ :The'proPo~lestablisheSlh_at chitdreri.rt.ust'be'temo,ved·from ':. 
:families that wbuld 'have met, eligihility standards for ArDC :i!' in efleet on Ihe':day hcfnrc enact,incnt of these amendment,S and adjusted (or inflation in accordance with 
rcgulatiolls issued.hY the Secretary.! '.' '...' . '.'" " , ' '" . . ' " ' .~ '. . , 

" !' " ' ."'., ": ,··f, . .. :, .. ' , , ,. . '} •.... ,' ,. ,.'. _'. '," ' " .' :' 

, .-'""'SecC!'nd~ t.lle term "nonprofil" is deleted from reference~ to private child care institutipns. including in, the definition orsuch institutic:lRs. This change is consistent with the 
rule' of int~rpretation un4er the Child Protection' Block (irant~- which st~ates t~at this part sha1l'. lIt';t: be interpreted to prohibit shon- and long-t~rm'foster care facilities operated 

~,for profiti(r(;mlreceivingfurids;under .Part'S or ,Part E .. : .' ;,." /'., '~, ", " 
':, ...., ',.,. :. ,,' "~ -.'. ,'. . ',- .",' , ...;':':., , ... '.'. , .' ,;' " : ".' : . , " " ;.' <-',' " ," I. " " ' ,.' :.' .:. .,,'., ,; ,.'. "" "-'.. " . . .'" 

, . ': :Third.. the propOsal provides States-withf)ear of enhanced fltnd.ing (at 75 pcrcellt rather than 50 percent) to. 'complete implementation of th~ir, Statewide Automal~d (;lJild 

" ..Wclfare·lnf(nmation·SY$teri1~.(SACWiS):(p. 293) . ' '. .' " , " . , .'. . , .'. 
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. I,lem, «'lIIh'nt I ,,~\ . , '/ Description ,of Provt~ion ,'-~ ';" < • 

'':'., 

. " '. , 
, " ,""-.. ' 

(·h .• (lrt'r.~. ~lh('t'illlnt'nn~,"." ~ 

" , f. - ' 
,"" 

, ~ ~ ,",'.. ' !>. ,.Sect'ion7) i ..SecretariR~ Sub~i!'l!'liun o(Legildati\:_~ , ~il pro\,'''lon. N~lr l~tc~'-,than90:days after th~';datfofenactment,- the- . 
• ,'l"~ ~.:" 

~~.1'ropo.!'Ial:for Technic~1 and Confnrming . . " ;,~ , , ~cctct~)fy' of'}(ealth an~' lIuman' S,~rvicesri1tist.submit-: 
:!. ':,' 'Amendment!'· . ' ,". ,ttl CongrcssaJegislative'proposal providing fOf, ' . , 

" ". ", technical and:cQnforming alTlendmen~ required by" the, 
" 

• ~ ,>' ' 


:'. ; 

" ~ 

" .' changes' ma~e in this subtitle of the 'bilL' (p.30I) '~,.'
" , ~"~ . ~ . " ~ 

,. ," 

~ : ' ...' " '. ' " ,.' • • ,,_'.' ,~ , '•.- ' , i, ~- .', ,. _ . 

':"'" ; ..Stceitni .7.12. Sen~e oqhe (-~ongre!! Regardi~g::' ,No rr~l\i ..i4~n, This scction~xpressesthesense·'of.the·Congress that' 
,,: -c.;",;;;~,:;~JJrn~iy Adop,ti'onof ('hildren . ",".' . ,:'t?O -~'anyado~table~c~ildrcna,re'spending io() 'much 

. ~ !; '" tlinC_1n ,foster care.' that .States .must take steps to 
,t' 

~ . r ' '.'. increase the. number'of chjldren :who are -~dopted in a." 
" . .. ' timely manner,·and.that States could achieye.~Vingsif 

'. theY/offe.red inceilJives'fdr the a~optiQn'or special .. 
needs,~hifdren•. ~mo~g. other provisiQns.. (p.~ 30 I )', " ; 

". ;, 

~: ,-_'.__:._'_',_ . S~~'i~,!If 7J~~'''J:fec.i~ l>••~;_transitlonR'JI~!L':::'~".-_.'_.'~~~~Lprtwisinfl'~_'~ , ; ,,-The changes ri1ad~. i~'.this-subtitle':witt-~.efTe~tive'-on---;:.-c 
,'~~;r'~,"" ... ','. ,.... . .: ......,. . ','. '. :.: ,.; ,;,' , .. , .. arid after October' 1. 1996..~Prov·is~ori·s that 8,uthonze .'. . . 

'-
'~and appropriatefundsiri fi~aiyear:~1996for"reSearch ~< . 

: . ~nd co~rt im·provements. arid. cer:tairi ,technical and' :. .
. ~'. .."- ',,: .co~fof'!l1ing 'amendments are efTective, upon en~ctrrierit.· 

, " , The' proposal e,stablishes transilionrule,S 'for' pending 
.,_ ..•. claim's, actions and proceedings, a'nd ,Closing out· . ! . 

, 'f
~ ;,

f.'. :', '" , ..", accounts' for programs that.· are terminated or 
" " .f 

. " 
. substantiaily m69ifiecl. '(p. joi) . . 
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-1' .: IiCIl1 Ctir,h'nl:l ....- .. - , l>~s<:riplinn of Provision' 
• ~,,< 

" 
,""", . ". ~ ". .: :' 


'.',.' . 

,.~ . 

,. ~. ~IJI)tillr n,~("hi1d and"aniih S~~'icr' lU~n:'Ii(;ran'
. ,.:'. .,~ '. - - , ... . 

'.. :fhe hl(lck :~fa~I,alld associated a~livitics: undcr'S,ihl,ill~Il'arCInot ul1tll·r.lhc ·it~ri,dili,ihn,ul'.'hl~J"illlmilit:(:,Cln Ways and Means:. :·I:heCom.mitteeswith jur'isdictlon'~eihe" '. 
II(iuscEcollUmi,c'alld 'E~ucationaH)pp(lrtuniti~~ (.'(1I111nilll',~ mlt!' Jhc' Sl'l1~iIC-':rilhllr ;l~l(" flm,,',IIt"!{csiHIfCCS('Ul1l111ittce.. The- Child-and Family Services Block Grant c~~ated ~y . 

.,.~lIb(ilk'n ,cnils(lli.~ntes tl.1C full~).\\'illg progral~ls ii'ln;"., siilgk'hl,'~k,l!ral1l'" I h~ Chi1~f "hlls~ Prncllllnn.and .lrcatnient Act. the Abandoned Infants As~ishu1ce ~~t~adoption' 
.:,; ',opportuni(iesundcr Ihc'Child AhusC Ph;\,~l1ti(llrand, IJCilll11Cll1 ancJAtinpliil11·Rcfnrm Act ..lhcl:l,nily. 'stppurt centers 'undci the' McKinney- Homeless Assistance Act,. 8i1d the 

.... " •.~ TCmp(lJiuy ,('hild C~rc ,8t:'d (risls Nurseries ActThc Chil':l an\IY;lI11il\':,Scr:~'iccs: IU,~ek (,ir'lIIt. has lile' S<ll11c State ,plan 'and'certi ficationrequirementsas the .Child 'Prote~tiori 
)_.. ' 

BI(lc~ 'Or.antcreatcd hy S'ubtitle A.::·Thet\v~l :nI(lC~ {iriulls ';jlsnhavc li;cs;Ullt' llala l'Ulk~ii(ln;a'~(I-'rc~lriing require;:"cnts fnr chi'ldab~se.. inCiden'ce dataandJorth,:"" '> 
impJdnclllalipn of foster 'care 'mulail(lplinl1 'Irm:kii,g SYSICI1JS, lhc( ~hildal1llrmllily'S~n'iccS Block <iranl,is authorized at'S230million for fiscal year 1996 ,and "such ~~ms' . 

'". '(IS rhay hc ri~c'e,ssa"'y";arc aUJh(~'ri!cd ~hrfiseal ye.ul 'J'J7Ihroug:h liseal :ycm 2un.2:, , hllc 11~'flllc (;hildand l:arnily'Services'.Block Grant provides' that fun~s be available f~t' 

.:rcsearch. 'dcn1(lrisira,(i~lI1s~: trahlhll!.an,\ltechnica~.i1ssislal1i.:c lilhc:lh:r rr"ttel c!1ililre:n Irnin 111aitrcallncnl. . I:)mils:urulerihis ~Iockgrant also will' e~tablish,a ,Nati~)I1al:' -', . .'. 


-;' ,',' '. ("Icaringh()usc, ·Il~r: Inl(lrm~ation 'RCI;lr'illg In, «(hih(A-husc.rfl;\,laeJcl1I~liislr;i"ihlf~rml'j~ 'f!li lI,e'dcn::hlpll1CI1I"lf inn(l~aiivc programs. p"o·vide'technical'~s~istancetoSt8t~sto ., .. 

assisl wilh childnhllsc"inv_estigaii,lIl imd Ihetc~Jminali(1n rifparclllalri~hls rruccc(lii'gs."nd PJI1\.'idc tmiriingJorprofessionals in. related·fields.;· For these Titl~ II activities,. J2 

,. pcrc~llr(!.f (he S230.million pr~l'vidcd'; for ,this BlockOr.ml is; ilUlhuri,cd, Ihc~1issillg rtlildrcri' s:'Assislal1~e Act and th~ Victims or Child 'Abuse I\Ct!Jf1990 -arC both' ' 
rcnuihorizcd. (pp. J()4-336)-." '. '. '. ",' . " .' .. .' . ',' 
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E~1inul.l'd Child .·rnU·c'iun lIIen'" (;rlln. :·\lIuf8linn\ rnih.. r WaH and Mean!; WClrare Ret'onc'iliation 
".\-'. . -y - . ',- _ -, '-M ".-', "'~_,,. ,',' - ... ' <', .,' ",.' ~'-- 

" ' . . (AN~ui.. in2 t'l'liIUI,iialiun ·M' ..\u,hi.. :ilil,i"n I.r''''·f", Uj'(U,jUn:I"'), I~und!l, S irithousands) 
.. : '" , ~ ~ • .' f - - • • • -', • 

! 
. Slale ..h;ue I,r . ·c /, 

';' ··lii..I"ricill,· .: " . '.: . '. \. ',,' . . '.' 

Slale t\I'('llllilurcs . jll"" ""'S ,'ll)i!Q ... 2000 2001·2002 . 
Alahalllil . . ~ 111.'1':' ··'I!.~~;' . 11.(~t. ., ;II,t.(.~. '11:82)', '11.982' ·12.140:'· 
Alaska· .' .02·1.1: ' 1.1t.lt UU" . 1.,:I2i '1-.44.1 'y', 1;460, .. ' ' ..1,479 
I,\rh~oria- : ,,' '.I.77I·,I,I,!I.1I 1fI.:!II.I' .·10.321 " 10.467,." "10;607: 1'10;748"'J 

Ark;j"sa~ ,': 
nV ' .. (..~R7.ft,7ft1. . 6.R42· . 6.935 . 7,028 . . 'i.121. 

California :,li333 . ~ ':. bl.ft~Q:; b".ln, :'t.(~.nQ7.· " "66'.995.61.892 .. 68,190. 
:-- ' " ; Colorado' . . ·1.3·I.f : .7.17K: 7.H.i· 7:665 7.769" '._. '1.873. \ ',' Ui17. 
, " , ' Ctl"neCli~ul , .n, 752 ....~.n '. ..~ li i '. ·~JR5. '., ':4,44'5' . , " 4;504. '. 4.564 

. " · I>elawar('. . , . .02~.(' . : .11(,1;' 'i:'.III~; IA'2:i" 1.44,i, , 1',461' 1.480> 
· ()i~trictcir Columtlia .' .OIRR. "li''''''I.UR.1 ,"'-/.1)1,17, I.lf2. "1~121 ."J;142 

'r- :~; rlorida ,4 'b2L ' .: ~".·'.II .' 2f,.ft]1I .• c- -, _ -, •.• "i(,:9~O, .." 21.Jl6 ,27.682 . .28,048 
:>. ,. , ~. ,(j('orgia 2.926 It,:I!" I ( •.Rt, 1, . 17,f)l;6 . -' ,lt298 (7.5jO : . :i7.761 

, 'Ilawaii: ., '0'410' !:'nJ _,2,11.1.( .. ·.2Jcil.}.. · .. \,.'2,423 '2,455,' -2;488'f 

0'545 ' HI'iQ : ' 1.1.111 " 3.\78·. f 3,221 .'. . -f::f64~' . 3~307 .• Idaho' , 
lIiinois 4.186 . 2\'i1l2 ·~".I~~. 24.413 ',24;745',.:25,076' ,25,408 

,! ... , ,. Indian.a • /, 2,313' . I:!.QRR -IJ:olJ2 :'13;492 ,c'" , , .. -13;675 ~ 13.859' :.114.042 
",' . lo\va,' ,\ ',' ,\.\4.4: b,·I:!l ,/' b:~Ql, '6.673 ,,'. 6;763.··· . 6,854' . 6.944,: 

';"Kansas .~ .."--~.~~---"-.~-- .1:(04)-:-.. '. . '''''---,: ;~·.\('hJ"-:-~'- ~5:RI~1-~ ":---:-..-.-..~.-"':"'5;K8J\--- ... :· ·'-~':"""~.963-> -'-'_',-,-'-'.6.043·-'-,-1----"':-'-'-.6,122;- ,--' 
· Ken!~cky . L79.2· 1O,(lb2, ,uj2K" . 1.0,453. -iO,595 .... 10;731·' . .10.878. 
.toui_siana . i467 -'n.R5I' ._ '''.217. i4.)88 . 14,583'. '14.179 , ' J4.97,{ 

'. Maine " 0.506 .2.142. . 2:9' 7· 2.95L-2.992.;· . 3.033 '.·3~013'" 
· Maryland· . 1.4.96 :. 'K....02 :.R.624· 8.728 . .' .. 8',846 . , . 8.965 .9,083' 
Massachusetts '. . '.1.662 . '.: . . ..9.JJF· 9.578 ",9.693 .9.825. ' . . . . 9,956 '. '.' 10,088:' 
Michigan 3,867-" 2.1.710; 22.285' 22.553 22.859.' .23~f6523.47L'. 

U~85 ,'c ,': '9.459 i, :; 9,710. . 9.826 9,960 " 1O;0?3·10;227':.'•Minri~~ota-
: Mississippi '<1.591. .8.967 ; 9.205. 9)15, .9;442 ' .9,568 9.695 

, : Missouri ' '. " c . n3~'. 12.099 ,12.326 12.474 12.644 12;813 12.98:1' 
Mont'ana ' .; . ,'. 0:393 ' . 2.206 ·2;264 ' '2.292 ': - " . 2.323' 2,354 '. 2.385 "

'. II. Nebraska, 0.675 3.792 .' 3.892 3~939 ' ' 3.993 4,0464.ioo' 
Nevada.· '0.458 2.571' 2·.639 2.670: ,2.7072.743.i 2.119'· 
Newnampshire . ,< '0.346 1.9"5. 1.996.i.020 2,048:"2.015 .2.102 
New Jersey, . -1.864.' 10.464 ; ,10.741 ,10.81011.017 11,165'" 11,313 
New',~exico . ." :0.869. 4.881". 5.011 . 5.0~1 . 5,140S.209 5).77 

'. · New York' 5.716' 3.2.089 " J2.93R33)J4 ;13.781. - .. ' j4,24~ . ;34,692 
-' 

, ' 
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,:'::. SI.lIe,hilll' lIf ..• "~- ·h~ 

.~, , ". . ~ .~" '. "/ .. . h"11I1 kal . .',". 
cxpl'n(lilurc.'i I·'~P. ,'I·'·'K'I·~·.")·· 2000 ".: 2001' .< ·2002 

'. :~ 718' ,I ~~,.~ 1.< ,~"'•. ' ',. 15.n·i 16.069 16.285 . I(;,sao
';.1 : W; ":-" 

~"~,~ ;> . (I.J()(, • ", '. ".' . l:7~ i . I J.7,;,; .I.7R81.RI2·· . . '1.836 .' . 1~860 

"," 
" .. ~";177.' ~".:,~., .... ~(,:777 '27.141 " 27.50S. '27,868 

'f 

"Y'.I 
" 1'''9'' R: ,c,'" . IfH7 ,. R.72()'·· "-8.839' '8.957 : ' .. :,:9,075

"', .. 
"1"" . " Oregon '., ::, .. I-III!. '. :"JI~)": 11.1171 l':~~" ' '. " -7.048" 7,143, .,.' 7.237 

':': "cnn<;ylvania,•.. 4!~.r . ! ~.!I!I I, . 2·("It., . N.KIIR '2S;144' '·2S.481 ,,' '.. 25.8Hr 
,i •• t • '," . .." ' .~~ , '. 

, ,Y . Rhodehlaifd •.. ' .. ' OJfI{ '! .U:I(,· '2·.11111 . 2.12S· .,2.1S4 .' 2;183: . 2,212 
.r.' SoulhCa'mlina ,: ...... ,'. IM7 Q ••It.c) ,':'Q:7111 9.IIJ6 9,970 ....' '~.' H)J04' : ..~<Hij37I" 

" ~-

'South ;f)alwia . 
( 

'.' 0 '~1 rC'8ii' '!'-on'i;O~7 2.08$. '.' .. '2.113 . 2;141. '.- :. ~ . , : 

. ~I'eimessl"e .2.210 '1.:':.1116 . "12.7 n ' I:tllR.1 . :. , 13.062.' I ,. '13;237 • ,13,412',........ 
}c~as> R ~~.2 .lIUII.l.. "'~.2R.i . 49.877-' . . .... SO~SS4 ..'C SI.232... .51,909 : 
lIlah' f1()~ t.,~lIl ';'..HI7 ',6A~" ().SJ2.. :·6.~19 . . ' ,j;,707 . 

,-..t..... 
.... ;..,." Verm(l!ll~ - ':o'2~f' '1. \, I 1.1K7 . . 1.:1111,1.422 1.44t:.· (1,46r' 

; Virginia. 2.i4.0· 1..:'.11 It. • 11.11.1 .; '._ . 12."82' 'T2.6S2.. 12;821' -12.99i 
:..::. 

. Wa~hingl(ln. . I 1146; JII.c~ ~h I t.'21 ~ ILuo ' I1:S04·~n.6S8 . h.sh· 
.'WeSI Virginia . 08117,: 

.J 

~.II\., ~.I(,7· .' 5.229S.300 -'">5.371 . . ).442 .. 
" . I, . ~Wi<;con<;ln., .' 2.007. 11,2h( 1l5(,~ 1'1.102. 11.861 ,) . J2.020: . ...v-:!,;,r-, 

Wyoming O.2J~ . 1.1111. -I :.1 ~., U 70 . '1.389. . 1.407' ,- .' - . .1,426
v' ". \ '. > • 

'---..-., 
". :~... ' - ;-.~-...:.. .. - ",-,--:.-':':.- -~-~.. . J;7if;-'~- ...:.......;.~ ····39S0· .
. : Indi"n set-aside • .... ;' '.' " . .. ".~7(). 3.790 . '3.870 t. "." 

;4,030 
,j ,'.?' , . ." .. ,

TOlals '~(,5.0(m ,. ~RO.OOO.- ~87.000 .S9S;000· 603~OOO ·'611.~ 

; '. Source: .Tahle prepared. by Ihe ,Co,gresslonal'Resenrch Service (CRS) fia<;edon diua In Ihe annual JU51ilicalicin for Appropriations. Adminislralionon Children and Fatnilies. 
• , " " '" " ."..'. , ," " : " .' ~" • ' • I.. .:- . ". _ ~- ~ 
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~, . . . . . , ," '., " " '.- .". '. ., . . " .... ..~the'"ndilln sel-asidewould be 0.36% of funds appropriated under 'the discrelionary aulhori7alion (Ihesame share or'-child welfare funds that wer~paid to li1djimtribe~ in: fiscaJ'yearl99Sl and .1% of· .
_enlil"erneni funds (Ihe same Indian Sel-!lSide per!=erilage as in 'the family presetvalion r>rtlgranl).. r': .... .... ", .' ....' .... . ':'" '. . : :, .' : 
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TO: Bruce Reed. 
FROM: Jennifer Klein J./. . 
DATE: 6/5/97 
RE: Indiana Child Welfare faiver 

I 

As I mentioned to Cathy, the Governor ofIndiana is planning to call the Preside t 
today because we have still not grant¢d the state's ch\ld welfare .waiver. I wanted to 

I , . 

prepare you for any calls you may get. . 

. While HHS and the state beliele they have w~rked through all issues about the 
waiver, OMB remains concerned thai the it does not meet statutory cost neutrality . 
requirements. I have attached a merrio from HHS describing the cost neutrality issues. 

. I , 

My sense (from conversations with OMB staffwho spoke on thf! condition on anonym ty) 
is that OMB staff is fairly, though not completely, comfortable at this point, but that hi h 
level staff have not had the time to fdcus on the waiver. 

/ 
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('~f-~ ,DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES 

,,',~ 
.... ":'·<f'tl~ . 

ADMINISTRAnON FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 
, OffICe of the Assistant Secretary. Suit 600 
370 L'Enfant Promenade. S.W. ~ 
Washington, D.C. 20447 ( I 

\Jl;1 J) w~" 
DATE: April 22, 1997 ,I 

I 
,ITO: Ken Apfel

Associate Director 
Office ofManaqe~ent and Bu~get 

~{J ~ ;~:. ' 1FROM: Olivia Golden , 
Acting Ass-istant Secretary for ~~A 

Children and Families ! 

I, 
SUBJECT: Cost Neutrality Issues'-- Indiana Child Welfare Wai 

Demonstration Pr~ject 
I

The Governor of Indiana wishes to announce the state's Child 
Welfare waiver Demonstration project this month (April is 
National Child Abuse preverttion Month)'. Given the long proce 
we have engaged in with th~ State and our sUb:::;tantive excitem 
over the proposal, we would like to accommodate him. HHS is 
ready to recommend to the secretary t~at she approve this 
demonstration. Before we do so, however, we need to reach 
agreement with you about h6W We wi11 determine cost neutralit 
This memo lays, out our proposal, which we believe protects 
Federal interests at the same time it allows the demonstratio to 
proceed. Career OMS'stafflwith whom ~e have been vorkinq tel 
that they cannot make this decision because the proposed form 
would require some reliance on projections. Therefore I am 
asking for your concurrenc~ in the cost neutrality arrangemen 
outlined in this memorandum. 

I 

As we expected when we met! in your office in 
our differences over the Ohio Child Welfare demonstration, th 
Indiana demonstration presents us with even greater challenqe • 
You will recall that in that meetinq we outlined the general 
purposes of the Indiana Demo -- to test the programmatic and 
fiscal benefits of creating a greater capacity at the communi 
level to provide services for children who must be removed fr 
their families, or who arelat risk of :removal. 

While there'was general agreement that such a Demo could be ite 
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 this project. 'We hav,e now reached the' 
point llt which toe proqranatic issues and the evaluation 
questions are all resolved I with the state and, we believe, wi 
OMB staff. We also have alproposed framework for reachinq 
agreement with the State on a cost neutrality formula, on whi h 
we have been working dilig~ntly with OMS staff since last Aug st. 

i 
I 
i 
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The formula, however, reli~s in part on a projection of costs 
over part of the five-year ~ife of the Demo. We agreed in 
January that we would re-vi'sit the Indiana cost neutrality 
problem once we reache,d thi's' point, so I I am bringing it back 
you via this memo. Ii,

• 1 ' 

No doubt your staff (who ha~e been very helpful throughout thi 
process) h~ve briefed you by' now, so I will restrict this memo to 
the highlights, to let you know how mu~h progress we have made 
just to get to this point of final decision-making. 

IBackground I 
. J 

Indiana is proposing a demo~stration strategy that enhances 
family preservation and fam~ly support services as it expands 
uses of title IV-E funds. ';rhe project,: which has a special fo 
on adolescents, would develop a new mix of services intended 
principally for a subset oflchildren who are currently placed 
residential care facilities~ Indiana proposes to redirect fun 
currently expended for children in restrictive high-cost 
institutional placements (primarily, out,-of-state) to lower cos 

[ community-based services. Case decisions would be made 
collaboratively, at the loc~l level, by the local judiciary an' a 
community partnerShip council, with sta:te quidance. 

. I 

There was general agreementiin our January meeting that it is 
desirable to learn such lessons as Indiana offers, and confirm 
the experience of a State which wishes ~o make such a serious, 
statewide effort. Indianals proposal is unique: it provides 0 
best opportunity to learn about services for adolescents, and r 
only opportunity to learn about the relative co'sts and benefit 
of institutional facilities,! an issue of great concern to states 
and policy-makers. We expect to be ab~e .to test the followin 
important propositions: \ ' 

I I 

1.) Children and their families will be better served 
children are placed in ithe most appropriate and least 
restrictive environment: 

I 

2.) outcomes for Children and families will' be better 
providing first for th~ safety of ~ach child, services are 
provided while the fami'lies remain: toqether and children 
maintained in their hom1es or retUrned home, more quickly; 
and I ' 

3.) The state, its coubties, and the federal government 
will derive significantl economic benefit from the first tv 
propositions. Placemen~ of children in the most appropria e 
setting will mean, in Indiana, far less reliance on 
expensive institutional! placements. Preventing the need f ~ 
out-of-home care and reducing the time children spend in 
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care can also lead to substantial: reductions in state an 
county expenditures. IHHS would share directly in these 
economic benefits, because they wIll reduce the claiming' f 

ee 
economic benefit from its inclusion 'in this project of so e 
children in the juvenile justice system, and non-IV-E 

FFP under title IV-E,_\ In addition, the state expects to 

eligible children in ~he child we~fare system. The feder 1 
qovernmentmay also b~nefit.from ~is aspect of the Demo 
through, reduced charqe~s to or better use of certain Justi e 
Department funds, and non-IV-E HHS expenditures for menta 
health, child protection, and similar purposes. We will 
look to the cost-benef!it: analysis. portion of the evaluati n· 
to confirm and measurel such benefits. 

i.cost Neutrality 

The challenqe-has been to develop a co~t neutrality formula wh ch 
will give us a reasonable b~sis for determining how much to pa 
the state in IV-E funds during the demonstration, despite the 
fact that we do not have ei~er random iassiqnment of cases or 
comparison counties available to us. The State's original 
proposal was that cost neutrality would be determined entirely 
the basis of projections. As the resul:t of extensive discussi 
with the state, and frequent consultation with OMS staff, an 
alternative cost neutrality Iframework has been developed Which 
relies on prOjections only for one portion of the formula. 

Indiana's proposal appears dn its face ~o offer a plausibly cos 
neutral demonstration. The 'Iproblem arises in analyzing the 
structure of the demonstrat~on and its evaluation in order to 
determine how, accurately, to calculat~ the amount of title IV
funding to provide the State during the course of the 
demonstration: that is, how ~uch would the state have received n 
the absence of a child welfa~e waiver demonstration project? I 
is in constructinq this payment formula that we have encountere 
the need to rely, to a limit~d extent, on projection. 

. i . 
The methods used in most of the other child welfare Demos to 
determine cost neutrality ar~ not available to us here. Secaus 
of the nature of this projec~ we long ago agreed with the State 
that random assignment of ca~es was not the appropriate method 
for evaluating this Demo. That is true 'for a number of reasons 
chief among them the f~ct that assignments to placement are 
approved and heavily influenbed by judges, (and'under the Demo 
judges in collaboration with Isome others) and removal decisions 
are made by judges. We do not believe w,e can qet a random 
assignment design to operateiin that enV:iromnent, and the count 
judges (who have become supporters of this project) confirm tha 
random assignment would inte~fere with the judicial discretion· 
required for the child safety decisions they make. Secause the 
State intends to conduct its idemonstratipn project on a statewi 
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basis, comparison counties' are not avai1ab1e to us, either. 

The cost neutrality pr~blem\in Indiana :is compounded by the fa 
that the state has inadequate historical data on which to base 
projections, and no consist~nt pattern~ emerge in the data tha 
are avai1able.(The new SACWIS, which is intended to change 
that, is about to become op~rational in Indiana.) However, we 
were able to devise a cost neutrality formula -- which HHS 
regards as still open to any refinement that can further impro e 
our confidence -- whi€h limits projections to a single element. 
That element was chosen in' part because: it can be based on Sta e 
data which appear to be bot!) re1iable and consistent over the 
past several years. \ I 

Three e1ements determine a State's foster care payments under 
. title IV-E: number of child~en in care :(caseload); cost per 
child; and proportion of children who are IV-E eligible. Of 
these three elements, the latter two can be known in real time s 
the demo progresses. Indiarta will determine the IV-E eligibili y 
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 thispurpdse of all the other children in the 
State). The third element, Ilcaseload, is speCifically intended 0 
be affected by the demo, and therefore requires special 
treatment.. \. ~ 

Component 2 of'the formula 0ftlined below: a.) projects the rat 
of growth of the foster care caseload, to determine what the 
state's basis would have beert for IV-E claiming in the absence f 
the Demo; and b.) takes into: account the effects on caseload by 
setting a floor under the caseload calculation, in 
acknowledgement that the casbload is expected to drop as a resu 
of the Demo, and if it does we will only allow it to drop so fa • 
In this way Indiana will notl pay too great a financial penalty f 
the number of cases in care ~s reduced. ; Similarly, the third 
component of the formula acknowledges that as the state succeed 
in reducing the proportion of children who are in expensive, 
hiqh-costresidential placem~nts, the average cost per child wi 1 
drop be10w what the statewohld have been claiming in the absen e 
of this Demo. I 

The formula has three components: 

1. Actual average costs. 

The actual average titl$ IV-E cost per child outside of th 
demonstration is applied to the number of title IV-E 
eligible children in the demonstrat,ion. This average cost 
will be determined annu~lly during ,the demonstration based 
on actual costs incurred for IV-E eligible children not 

I 
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receiving services from the demonstration.
I 	 ' 
I 	 I 

2. 	 Caseload adjustment when caseload ,growth falls below a 
minimum 	growth rate. i 

, I ~ ,
Caseload growth has av~raged around lS%, each year for the 
past 5 years. While the reasons for this growth are seve 
and difficult to distinguish, we believe that we can and 
should agree on a minimum level of caseload growth below 
which the State would be underpaid absent the demonstrati 
This is because the De~o, once it 'starts to operate, shou 
be keeping children frOm'coming into foster care at all, 
returning children hom~ faster. Either effect of the Dem 
would reduce the number of children for which the state 
would otherwise be claiming FFP, and would result in payi 
the state less in federal IV-E funds than ~ould have been 
paid absent this demon~tration. The adjustment factor wo 
be applied only if the!overallIV-E caseload in the State 
falls below this agr~eq upon minimum. 

The current HHS proposJI is a growth rate of 10.89%, which 
would in effect freeze Ithe growth rate at FY 196 levels. 
Growth rates averaged 18.42% over ~he period FY '91 -'96, 
and 10.89% is the lowest annual rate in that period. 
However, since the gr6~h rates are trending downward, we 
discussed with OMB, staf1f 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 proj ection and r'educe the period' of time over which 
HHS is exposed to the operation of the minimum grovth rate 
element of the formula.iwe believe we could get the State 
to agree to a modification such as ,that. ' 

I ' 

3. 	 Adjustment for demonstr~ted reductions in residential 

placements. I 

The formula further provides the state an adjustment to 
federal funding when itlcan demonstrate an actual reductio 
in the percentage of th~ foster'care caseload being served 
in higher-cost residential placements. Again, this is a 
measure of an effect oflthe Demo which reduces the State's 
FFP be-low the level to which Indiana would have been 
entitled absent the dembnstration. ' This percentage has be n 
stable over the last five years and can be measured in rea 
time. 	 \ I ' 

I 	 ' 

One other serious cost neutrality issue 
I

has been solved by the 
state on its own initiative and using its own resources. This 
demonstration relies heavily Ion initial investments both for 
developing local capacity and for including in the service 
population children who are riot IV-E eligible. Except for a 

I 
I 
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small amount of advance funciiing HHS wil'l make available (a lim' t 
of 5% over cost neutrality in the early quarters) the State wi 1 
provide the advance funding!using local and state resources. 

Precedents- I 
ASMB staff in the Department, in reviewing this memo, have 
reminded us that the cost neutrality fonula for every ,Medicai 
waiver has involved projections. This is consistent with what 
OMB staff told us at the January meeting in your office. 

I 
Your staff have been concerned about whether the terms required 
to approve one State's demonstration prpject become a precedent
for other states. This was la concern in the Ohio case, and in 
fact Indiana did ask to be approved for'a very large amount of 
advance funding above cost ~eutrality. ,However, HHS negotiator
declined to agree, offering !only a time-limited advance in the 
range of the 5% approved for. Ohio. Xt was in response to this 
decision that Indiana re-considered and; to the state's credit, 
devised a solution using st~te and local funds. 

I ' 
I 

Of the States pending appro~al, we think that none will present a 
persuasive case for basing cost neutrality on projections. We 
already have-agreement;with ~alifornia to use random assignment 
we expect Georgia to use random assignment, and none of the oth r 
possible waiver states (Mich.1igan, New York, California, Georgia
is proposing a statewide dem~onstration.: We can therefore expec 
to base cost neutrality formulae on comparison counties (as in 
the NC, OR, and OH Demos) orion random assignment in some of th 
remaining States. I 
Decision-Making 

Your staff have the comPlete! set of Draft Terms and conditions 
for Indiana. While they andlHHS staff might findsomemarqinal 
improvements to make in the tormula, we Ihave reached the point 
which your staff need an ind~cation from you that the approach
have laid out is acceptable at the conceptual level, in order t 
complete the review and comment process. We would like to 
resolve this matter this week. Carol Williams has been in touc 
with you and with your staff!\to alert you that we need to move 
fast, and to suggest that we schedule a meeting right away, if 
you think 'We will need: a 'meeting or a cd,nference call to resolv 
the issue. 'I . 

I 
1 
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FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION 
I 

Office· of the Assistant :Secretary
I 

The Administration for Children and Families 

DATE: 

I 
I 

TO: 

! . 

I . FROM: Samara \Veinstein 
Special Assistant to the I 

Assistant Secretary for and Fam,ilies 

Telephone: (202)401~6953 

Fax: (202)401-4678 

~/.. 

' 

61;lJ'lu..-J.o 

Wef~Vt-


Department lor Health and Human Services 
Adw.inistrSlion for Children and Families . 

370 L'Eofant Pro~eo.ade. S.W., Washi.nStoD, D.C. 20447 
Phone: (202) 401-9200 

I .. 

I

I 
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June 28, 1995 

MEMORANDUM TO BRUCE REED 

FROM: MARILYN YAGER 


MEETING: 

DATE/TIME: 

LOCATION: 

PURPOSE: 

ATTENDEES: 

FORMAT: 

Informal coal~tion of groups working to protect 
title 4b and ~e during the welfare reform debate. 

I
Friday, June 28 
10:30am I 

Room 472, OEOB 
. I 

To share their concerns about potential capping,
I •block grants, and other changes to T1tles 4b and 

4e during the welfare re~orm debate. And to 
discuss short term and long term ,strategies to 

• Iprotect these t1tl:es. : . 
, ' I . 

•• • IA comb1nat1on of nat10nal and local groups 
representing religious, county, and children's 
organizations!. (list attached) (Marina Weiss aske 
for the meetipg and invited the attendees). Ken 
Apfel and Christine Ellertson from OMB may join 
for part of the meeting. I ' 

. (I .-" .~ .. 

Welcome/Introductions DoriEf Matsui 

Brief Update Overview 
on Welfare Reform 

Discussion 

Bruce Reed 
I ,I 

MaririaWeiss' 
I 
l 
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PoWERS', PYLES, ~R & VERVlLL~,P.C. 
U7S Pennsylvama Avenue, N.W., 'lbird Floor, " 

, Was~n, D.C. 20004, 
(202) 466-6.550 . 

. f' : 
Fac:simlle: (202) 783-1756 
'I . 

TO:Dani Ro~' , 

COMPANY NAME: White House 
----~--------~--------------------------------~ 

COMPANY FAX NUMBER (202) 456-6218 
~--~I----~-----------------------------

FROM:' Marina Weiss 

NUMBER OF PAGES (INCLUDING COVER SHEET) 3
I' ------~~------~ 

SENT. BY: Kelley Hai:rStoD TIME: 9:45 DATE: June 29, 1995
,1"-

, . I' 

IF YOU ,DO NOT RECEIVE AI.L MA1'ElUALS BEING TRANSMl'rrBD;PLEASB CALL 
US AT: (202) 466-6550., TJlANK YOU. . ' 

I· 

, 

Please add to th~ \Vhite HouseChUd Welfare Briefmg List. I 
I 

, .',' I 
, , , 

IMarina Weiss 
, 

I' 

Director of Public Policy'and Government Relations I 
I 

Powers,Pyles, SUtter & Verville,P;C. I ',' 
i 

:1275 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. i, ! . 
3Id Floor 

 D,  C 20004 '.1 

 
 

,

r • 


1 ' ; ,
."IMPOJ.TANT NOTIC~" 
I: ' 

THISMESSAGB IS INTBNDBI> ONLY FOR. THE- USB OF THE INDIVIDUAL .BNTrrY TO WHICH II' IS ADDRESSEr>, AND MAY 
CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT 1$ PRJVII..BOED, CONFIDENnAt.. AND EXPMPT P.IlOM DISCLOSURE UNDER. APPLlCABll! 
LAW. IF THE READJ3R OF THIS MESSAGE J9 NOT THE INrf:1.NDED REClPmNT,'OJ. THE EMPLOYEE OJ. AGENT . ' 
RESPONSIBLR FOR DELIVERING THB'MESSAGB TO lHB INTENDED JtBClPmNT, YOU AlU! HEIU!BY NOl'IFIEDTHAT ANY 
DISSEMINATION; DISTIlIBU'110N OJ. CO'PYlNG OF THIS CoMMUNICATION IS STRICTLY PROHlBlI'ED. 'IF YOUHAVB 
JlBCEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN mtROR, 'PLEASE NOTIFY us IMMEDlATELY BY TELEPHONE AND REI'URN THE 
ORlOINAL MESSAGE TO US AT TIlE ABOVE ADPR.'ESS viA THB U.S . .POs1'AI.. SBRVICB. THANK YOU. ' ,. l .i ' 

I ! 
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TIllS FORM MARKS THE FILE LOCATION OF ITEM NUMBER_l_,-

LISTED IN THEWITIIDRA W f SHEET AT THIl- FRONT OF :THIS FOLDER. 


. I ' . . . 
: THE FOLLOWING PAGEUAS HAD MATERIAL REDACTED. CONSULT THE 
WITHDRAWALSHEETATTHEFRONTOFTHISFOL DER'FORFURTHER 

INFORMATION. I'· ! 

I 
I 
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President and COO 
Communications Consortium Media Center .. 
1333 H Street, N. W. '. 

Suite 700 


 . C. 20005 

 

Peter Digre 

DitcClor 

Depl. of Children and FamiJy Services 

l..os Angole$ County 

425 Shatto Place 


  CA 90020 

  

Ms.· JudjU. Goodhand . 
Director, Cuyahoga County· 

. t>epartment of Children &. PamUy Services 

3955 Euclid Avenue I 
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 0 

 

Maria Jbaijoz 
Project Associate 
Communications Consortium Media Center 
1333 H Sl~, N.W. 

S\lite 700 


 D.C. 2000s 

 

Clifford·lohnson 
Djrector of Programs and Policy 
Children's Defense Fund 
2S B Street, N.W. 

 D~C. 
 

II 

,. 

-r 
I 


i 

i 


,I 

I 


. Dr. Henry Lyons! 
Presidenl 
NationaJ Baptist Convention Inc. 
Bethel.Metropolilan Baptist Church 
3455 26th Avenue South 

  g, FL 3l7f2 . 
 

  I 


. Liz Mbitner 

. PubJic:Pollcy Analyst . 
CbUd ~eJ~ League of America 
440 First Street; N..W. ' 

 D.C. 20001 


. , Petit 
Deputy Director ..-,. 

Cbild Welfare League of America 

440 First Street, N.W. 


  .C~ 20001 

 

I 
 Ka~Ue Pizzigatl . 
DI~r of Public PoUcy 

Child y/elfare League of America 

440 Pirsl Slreet, N.W•. 


 D.C; 20001 

 .' 

       

MariliJU'. Sanz 
Associate Legislative Director 
National Association of Counties 
440 First Street, N.W. 
8th Floor 
Wasbi.ngton. D.C. 2000~, 
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, Barrie Tabin' 
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Rev. Wayne Th~mpson 
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Presidential Committee forHPtl 
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General Counsel 
ChiJdren's Defense FUnd 
2S B.Street,'N.W. 

 D.C. 

V.P. AdministrdlJve and Donlestic Alfain (As of J1I1\617. 1995). 
National Baptist, Convention, Inc. ' ,I G: \staff\kmm\whilchou.... 


First Baptisllnstitutional ChurCh 

3J44 3rd Ave,nue South ' 


,   1, FL33712 
 9; , 

I,  
I 
I"! • 

TOT 


P. 03/03 

i 
I 
; 
i 
! 
I 

, 	 I 

I 
L P.03 

P6/(b)(6)

P6/(b)(6)

P6/(b)(6)

P6/(b)(6)

P6/(b)(6)

P6/(b)(6)

P6/(b)(6)

P6/(b)(6)

P6/(b)(6)

http:Commilf.cc


c: 
o 
7u 
:::7 

g- 12 
0.., 

c: 
c:
! 10 
"0 

.t::. o 
o 8 o o 
...-Q) 

0._6_1_,':,:"~
-Uf 

"is.> o 
E 4 
(I)
a: 
15 
CD 2 
.a 
E 
::t 
Z o IZr::Z~:::~:::;zf:::L;~:;;;+fl:;;ili~:;:e:l;:~ 

1, 
-,----Median':--2~3-ehlldren

Idaho 

r',' Numbers of: Children Removed.from Their Homes 

iii· d-'f; ~'f; ,,<:-'f; # .,b. 0<:- ~~ ~. "o!- .,<:- ~b ~. ~. , "., ~o&~;.. ~ '!:'. ~<:- o~~~. ~ 0<:- ~. ;:l.. ~<:-.",. ., ...~o~. .'" 
~.o'Q~<:-~':-O' ~~'0'o"'~••:-d'~.~~d'~~~o"*'~ +~~o~•• ,~.~~ .~~~~:~o:....~, :f.~$<:-~~~~<t~"~.~ ......~,~ ~~)..... N = 37 

O!-'<:' :(' ~ 0<:- ,.. ~ d u,,~.~. ~ "0...,, '!:'<:-. ,.,... ~• .:t:'> ,.. ~. 
~o .§ c; ~ ,.. .... .....',. o~ 

~ v ~.~ . ~f,' 
chid WeI"'e L..gue of America. February 19fr.t 

't' '~ LSource: N.tionel Center on Child Abu.. Mel Neglect 

./' 

I 



---

I 

Q).... 
:::J.....
. --"0
C 
Q) 
a.. 
)( 

w 

'~ ... 

Per Capita. ChUd Welfare· Expenditures by State: 1995 
I . 

.A 

Highest expenditu re is 

New York: $111.94. 
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80 Median expenditure is 

South Carolina: $36.15. 
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~ -,~-~-. "--~-."·-~[owest· expenditure is'.-.- 
. Georgia: $11.81. 
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BETWEEN;THE STATES: 
ARE INDICATORS 

RATE OF 
DATA SET HIGHEST/LOWEST DIFFERENCE 

STATES BETWEEN 
STATES 

I 
• Source: National Center OD Child Abuse and Neglect 
.. Source: House Ways and Means Committee, 1994 
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COVENANTFOR GOIYS (fHILDREN 

INTRODUCTION: II 

H.R 4, the Personal Responsibility Act (Welfare Reform) is a direct attack on 

I 	 I 

families. It undermines the preservati~n of the family urut when it experiences crisis. 
Families that are threatened weaken cemmunities and endanger children. The time has 
come. The'time is now for the people! of God to stand ~p and sound the alarm that the 
children of God will not be sacrificed :to the false gods bf greed and ambition. 

I / 	 " 
We ask the question ofMalachi 2:1O:! "Have we not all one father? Hath not one God 
created us? Why do we deal treacherously every man against his brother, by profaning the 
'covenant of our fathers." ./ .. / " ,', ' , 

j, I 

We demand that the Covenant be retpembered. We will not yield to government by 
contract. As the people of God, we o'ffer this Covenant For God's Children: 

I ,'I' 

1. 	 , Every child has the righno f~Od, clothing, shel~er, health care and education. No 
child should be left out regardless of the background, age or status of his or her 
parents. ' I, I 

I j 
: I 

H.R. 4 deprives six million children ofbasic support because oftheir 
parents 'age, actions!or background. 1 

2. 	 Parents should be empowere~ to accept responsibility for caring for and 
supporting their children. Welfare reform mustl provide for services that will enabl 
parents to care for their child!ren including me~ical care, child care, parenting 
training, mental health servic~s, substance abuse treatment, counseling and family-
based services. I I' 

, 1, 
I 

H.R. 4 eliminates th~federal family pr,eservation progrant. cuts child 
care, eliminates AFDC eligibility for 6 million children and limits 
employment and tra/'ning opportunitfe1 for parents. 

I 

3. 	 Children need permanent ho~es and families. Felfare reform should increase the 
likelihood that children who !cannot go home will be adopted. Welfare reform 
should include programs that reduce the finanCial burdens on families that adopt 
children who are hard to pla~e or have speCiallneeds. 

H.R. 4 eliminates tht adoption assistarce entitlement. 

I 	 i 



I 

I 	 I , 
, ! , "I ' 

4. 	 Children need support from the~r extended families. Welfare reform should provide 
support for grandparents and o~her relatives who! care for abused and neglected . 
children. ' : I, 

H.R. 4 eliminates the f~deral reqUiremeAts for support for relatives'rliho ' 
care for dependent chi{dren. I 

5. 	 Churches respond to and prot~ct poor families ahd dependent children. Welfare ' 
reform should encourage comrhunity leadership ~nd assist community institutions 
like churches and other religio~s organizations to support families. It should help 
people move from welfare to work based on their needs not rigid regulations. 

H.R. 4 eliminates the cbmmunity planni~g and partnership requirements 
ofthe Family Preservd,tion and Support!Act. " 

6. 	 Children have the right to be p~otected and rais~d in their own communities under 
safe, humane conditions that p~rmit them to rea?h their full potential. Welfare' 
reform proposals should not d~crease the standard of care these children receive, 
but should guarantee that children are safe. . 

, H.R. 4 eliminateS!edJal standards tha~ensure child safety and the 
, I 	 ;

funding to protect chil'dren andpay for their foster care. 
I " ! 

7. 	 Every child is entitled to be prbtected from harrt Adequate funding should be 

available to guarantee the safery of all children. ;" , ' " ' 


, , 	 !", I 
H.R. 4 block grants federal child protection and AFDCfunding. There 
will be no more fundirig even ifmore cHildren needprotection and help. 

8. 	 Young people leaving foster c~e need assistande to fulfill their potential to 
become responsible adults. W6lfare reform should help them get jobs, housing, 
trai~ng and higher education.! .' I, ' 

'H.R. 4 eliminates the federal independe~lt living program for 
emancipating foster yquth and C11~tails 'training programs for welfare 

recipients.' I ) " 
I 	 ' ' 

9. 	 Abused, battered and neglected children need serVices in many areas including 
,I 	 I 

health, mental health and eduqation. Welfare reform should encourage linkages 
among agencies that provide ~hese systems. I, " 

I 	 ' 

H.R. 4 eliminates r~ql~irements for thesk linkages. 

10. 	 Children have the right to be Lpervised by coJpetent and highly trained staff and 

cared for by living and knowl~dgeable caregivers. ' 


H.R 4 eliminales Irai~ing programs jot people who proteci children. 

# ## # 

c:\winword'.covcnanl.doc 
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OFFICE OF TIlE PIU:SIDBNT 
DR. HENRY J. LYONS I 

3455 Twenty-Sixth Avenue SOuth • St. Petereburg, Florida 33711-3560 
Phone: (813) 828·1157 • Facsimile: (813) 327-0240 . . 

. I I 
June 5, 1995 .' I I 

Congress is now considering th~ most radical chaJj1ge in the nation's policy toward 
poor children and families in 60 years. ij.R 4 is the proposal passed by the U.S. Rouse of 
Representatives for changing the welfare system. It will i~eprive more than 5 million 
American children of financial assistanc~ by eliminating f~deral welfare programs and 
making it more difficult for children and families to qualifY for state aid. 

. I . 
, ,i . I 

,I ' 

This bill would also seriously wyaken the systems: that protect abused and 
neglected childryn. States would get much less money fr9m the federal government to pay 
for foster care or services to help familibs care for their children. State and counties will 
not be able to provide protective servicbs to all children tho need them. . . 

R.R. 4, also would destroy implrtant programs t~at have strengthened famili~s. 
Services to keep families together safety, known as Fam!ily Preservation Program, will 
be cut. Funding for the Adoption Assistallce program which provides aid for families that 
adopt special needs'children is also thr~atened. Too many children grow up without 
families already. Eliminating these programs will depriv~ many more children ofloving 
homes. In addition, as families are eliminated from welf~re, many more children will enter 
foster care, since their families will be 'destitute. ! 

I 

As the public becomes more a»,are ofwhat H.R14 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 bare for all children that need , 
protection and will continue prbgramsllike Family Preservation and Adoption Assistance. 
The Senate bill would also eliminate s9me of the provisions ofR.R. 4 that deprive many 
children of financial benefits. I I 

I 

The U.S. Senate Finance Corpmittee bill will ge voted on by the whole Senate 
soon. Then it will go to the Conferenc'e Committee where the House and Senate work out 
their differences over specific bills. Ndw is the time fori our voices to be heard. We must 
write and call members of Congress to say that the pwvisions ofR.R 4 are not acceptable 
because they hurt children. We must tell President Clinfon 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 wa~ we can, on radi6 call-in shows, town meetings and 

I . I· . 
I ! 

RAUl) ltl' 



I .! . 
, 

Our children 'arb depending on u~, We must not break 'faith with other public places. 
them! I'

# # # # # 
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PROPOSED CHANGES IN CHILD WELFARE FUNDING 
I 

THREATEN QHILDREN'S SAFETY 
I 
I 

. I . 
The Child Protection Block Gr~nt proposed by tIie u.s. House ofRepresentatives 

would change the way foster care and child welfare servi~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 governmeqt would give the states a fixed 
sum to pay for foster care, child protective services, family preservation and other 
services. That sum will not grow as the1 child welfare pORulation increases, and f~deral 
controls would be removed, permitting!states to use the fnoney for other purposes if they 
wish. ; i 

d ·· t r ! h' I . I' I IdIf enacte m Its presen lorm,1 t IS egis atlOn wou : 
I 	 i 

Restrict access to fmancial benefits for millions o~ poor families .. 

Make it possible for states to d~ny services to ab4sed and neglected children in all
'" 
but the most severe cases.: ! 

'" Reduce the funds available for ~uch essential services as food, shelter, clothing 
allowances and transportation. I' I 

'" Reduce the funds available for assistance to foster parents. 
Reduce the funds available for Yiolence p'reventiqn and family preservation '" 
programs that help troubled fal1).ilies to solve their problems before they reach the 

. . 	 I I 
CrISIS stage. . [ i . 

Eliminate the federal Independent Living Prograrp, which provides training and 
'" 
counseling for foster children ~ho are old enough to leave the system, but lack the 
coping skills to care for themselves as adults.. I 

I 

'" 	 Weaken court protections for cpildren in foster care. 
Increase the already burdenso~e caseloads of so~ial workers and, with them, the '" 
likelihood t~at supervision will be inadequate. • 

'" Eliminate funds for the training/of caseworkers ahd foster parents. 

I I 
The attached materials further ~xplain the consequences of this legislation for 

abused and neglected children and their caregivers. I 

I 
. . 	 I . 

---REMEMBER!! CALL THiE WHITE H0U;SE AT (202) 225-3121; AND 
THE U.S. SENATE AT (202) 224-3/121--- I ' 

I . i' 	 . 
I 	 ' . 
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, I 
HOW TO ADDRESS MAIL TO YOUR ELECTED OFFICIAL: 

I I , 
i 

All elected officials may be addressed "The Honorable (Insert name)," 

I 
I 

Han. Joh,.Q!The Honorable John Doe 

United States Senate 

Senate Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20510 


Dear Senator Doe: 

Hon. Jan or- The Honorable Jane Doe 
Governor of California 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, Califomia 95814 

, Dea'r Governor Doe: 

, Hon. Joh 
- The Honorable John Doe 

California State Assembly 
P.O. Box 942849 

Sacramento, Califomia 94249-0001 


Dear Assemblymember Doe: 

Han. Ja 
- The Honorable Jane Doe 

Supervisor, Los Angeles County 
Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street. 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Supervisor Doe: 

EXCEPTION: 

- The President of the United States 

The White House 

Washington, D.C. 20500 


Mr. President: I 

I 


During the legislative session. mail may be addressed to the following addressee: 
I I 
, I 

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, Califomia 94248-0001 

WP3:PubI0f'/.95 

I 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS: 

(Representative's Name) 
~.S. House of Representative 
~ouse Office Building 
Washington. D.C. 20515 

I 
, 

ASSEMBLYMEMBER: 
i{Assemblymernber's Name) 
IThe State Capitol 
IP,O. Box 942849 
iSacramento, California 94249-0001 

I 

I 

- 11 

Doe 

Doe 

Doe 

e Doe 

http:WP3:PubI0f'/.95


own 

I 

House Approves IWelfa, I-Reformll 

I I 

iii Le,islation Vicious Toward P 
! 

The House of Representatives passed the' Putting AFDC into.block grants will mean that all . 
Republican's welfare reform bill'on March ensure people are! treated fairty will be eliminated. P e 
24 by avote of 234-199. The bill 'NOuld abplying for assistance may be put on waiting lists or ied 
be devastating for families, children, se- assistance entirely) States will be free to establish thei 
niors, the disabled and immigrants alike. ~Ies and could cult people off after two years, two 
In California alone the loss of federal fund- eVen two minutes. I The bill also contained a score of 

• I 

ing for programs helping low-income d,angerous provisions, including limiting total receipt 
people w:nild lotal $15.1n billion avertive fare to five years, 'barring federal cash welfare ,to r""",r.:;>ng 

years. It also means that 1,261,000 chil- moms and makingjlegal immigrants ineligible for cash 
dren in California who are noweligible for mnce, food stamps and Medicaid. 
AFDC would be denied benefits. I . I 

As grim as this lookS, the vote was closer than many exoectleo 
The legislation will affect such programs ~nd came down pretty much along party lines. Special 
as AFDC, SSI, Food Stamps, child nutri- t9 all of you who +rked hard to move "fence-sitting" 
ticn, child welfare and child care. Perhaps srats to our side, ~specially in the Central Valley and 
most important it 'NOuld end the federal South Bay area of ,Los Angeles. 
entitlement status for many of these pro- r-:-I____~I----------+----, 
grams and tum them into block grants. : In tbisUp,date ••• 

The FGIrSh... llehllork (FSN) is House Pas~+ Welfare Bill ......................... 1 

aprojectoftheCaHforniaHofnelessand U.S. Senate, Here We Come ..................... 2 
, 

Housing Coalition. For more informa.. Tips on G~ing a Meeting ....................... 2 

tion, or to order the FSN Organizer's State Update ............................................... 2 

Packet call: I .


Position Postcards ......................;:......... 3-4 

Apri I Sa mpl~ Letter....................::.............. 5
NorthemCA.: 91,6-447-0390 

Action Ca r .......................................... 6 
Southern CA: 213-74&-7786 

uman rvices 
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1I'~:>Senate Here We Come!, Governor to Steal from Poor ... t 
. ". .' 	 I i 

Seri~t~'Gbmmittees are already meeting to take ~p - - - A 9 a in! 
~he is*~e. The Senate.promises to be less e~tre~e , j 
In I~::ppproach. For Instance, a Democratic al?e I Cuts in AFDC Grants 
wasj~yoted as saying, " the Finance committre : Governor VViI~on is proposing a7.7% reduction In AFD , 
woul~;"probably start from scratch and would prqb- After six months on aid, afamily's grant would be cut y 
~blY'J,P9tbegin with the House bill.n So now is ~e i an additiOnal! 15%. In addition, atter two years, t e 
timeAo\get out our message of what real welfare: parent's portion of the grant would be cut. T e 
refogn,:,ShOUld be. ' , ' , II' ! Governor's to;tal A~DC grantcutw~uld be approximat y 

ii'; , " i 43% and would bnng the new maximum grant for afa 
Thi~;Wpdate contains strategie~ for how to i~9'act! ily of 3 (the~PiCal AFDC Family) down to S375/rnon 
our t):,S. Senators. Call the Fair Share staff If you. . 
nee:~~fnore infonnation or help, and let us k~ow Homeles~ Aid: Once in a lifetime 
wh~t~ nappening in your area. i' 


.' . 

sJLFelnst~ln end Boxer will be In CA 
 I 

April:? :-24 is spring break for the U.S. Senate. This 
is Y#l.en Senators go home to meet with their ~on. 

I " ' 

s1i~:¢h.ts. That means us! Now is the time to "rake 
. anaJ)pointment to meet with both senators. I 

i , 

·;",t . 
)f,· . 	 / 

tiPS ongetti"B' a meeting I 

:. " ' 
d:;:dall the office nearest to you (see pagel 3) 
){: right away and request an appointment Ask 
:?\:, to speak to the scheduler. i 

d'.; ·You may be told to put your request in Writ
;':,:::irig.' You can fax it in to get it there quic~er.

,,,',' . 	 , 
~,::: Be persistent. Keep calling and faxing. Re
.')~.) member, you are aconstituent. too. ,! 
g"look,for someone you know who is infl~en-
.::r.,,' ·tiaJ with the senators, such as religiou~ or 
>~f:.~ community leaders or campa~gn contributors. . 
eli, When these steps didil'twork forfoiksiniSan 
\{:~':Franwho wanted to meet with sen. Feins~nt 
",)~t~here's what they did: They demonstrated in. 
/;/5:trOnt of her office. And guess what:? It 

',:,:':"::.w:Orked! They were ,able to arrange a:con. 
'>./::, "ference caU with Feinstein and their group,
/.,::::; which made it easy for everyone to p~rtjd-
::: /, pate ' I, 
'~': Whatever you do, don' gi~e up' I 

,,~~(:;' I 

The Govem6r wants to cut aid for homeless AFDC f 

iies to only oMce in alifetime. Currentiy, homeless AF 

families can Iget help with teJ1l)orary housing and mo e-
in costs onc~ every two years. With low AFDC gra ts, 
every AFD~ family is on the verge of homelessn ss 
everyday of their lives, not once in a lifetime. 

I . 

I 
I 	Cuts for lTeen Parents 

The Govemoris proposing that teen parents under the 
age of 18 tk required to live with an adult relative, eir 
parents, or; a legal guardian in on:ier1D receive AF C.' 
The only e~ceptions would be made after adete .na
tion by Child Prolective Services that the child sh uld 
be remov~d from the home. Minor teen parents h ad
ing AFDC ~ouseholds cons1:itute 0.44% (1 in 227) fall 
AFDC fa,mlilies in Califo,'m,ia. . , ' 

Cuts for Aged and Disabled on SSI 
The Gove~or propoSes major reductions in Supple n
tal Securw Income (SSI): a single person woul lose 
8%. If SSI recipients had received all the cost of iving 
adjustmehts due to them since 1990, the monthl SSI 
grant would be $735 instead of $614. The GOve 
hopjng ~ squeeze $433 million out oflow-inco 
iliors and disabled people. 

i 	" 

Cuts ~or Unemplovedand Disa led 
P"'.t'V\le Surviving on GA:.', , 

--,.. I 
The Go\(emor proposes to eliminate the counti 'obli
gation ~ provide General Assistance (GA). R ughly 
half of all GA recipients are disabled, many'are home- .

,>; less. '/ ' . '. ' , 

i 
! 

I 
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IMPACT OF PROPOSED FEDERAL WELFARE CH~NGES ON CHILD PROTECTIO~ 
-EXECUnVESUMMARY-

I 	 I 

I 
This Country is faced with a legal and mor~1 mandate to serve ALL children at risk of abuse or 
neglect. Current proposals regarding Fede~al funding for child protective services and c jlanges 
to the welfare system will seriously impact\our ability to protect children. 

RECOMMENDATIONS \ \ 

Given the potential harm to children, we m~st: ! 

•. 	·support continuation of Title IV-E to en~ure federal participation in the ultimate safetv net 
for dependent children in a manner responsive to wor~load. This currently workload 
responsive funding source funds foster !care and group home placements for childrer , the 
Independent Living Program (lLP), the .A;doptions Assistance Program (AAP), childrer's 
social worker costs, and staff and foste;r parent trainin,g programs; and, . . 

• 	 support continued programs ensuring c~ild safety, coritinued family preservation and 
support services, the development of legally permanent homes, adoptions assistance and 
independent living programs for our you,th. \ 

As proposed, Federal changes to welfare ark likely to result in co.sts being shifted to loealt 

government and a decline in the quality of dare and safetyiprovided to children in the chI d 
• • 	 .1

protectIve serVIces system. 	 .: .. \ 

THE CURRENT SYSTEM 	 1 

Funding 	 i 1 

• 	 The Federal government pays a proporti~>nate share of !the cost of caring for and , ... 
supervising ALL children who are in nee? of child prot~ctive services. 

• 	 The State pays a proportionate share of :the cost of child protective services based or the 
number of children entering the system. \ . l· 

Child Protection Programs 	 I 

• 	 Child protective services are required by ilaw and must be provided to every child whc 
needs services. The provision of these services is not ~iscretionary, 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 p\arent training, \independent living programs a ld 
family preservation and support services., . I 

If economic or social factors (Le., crack cocdine in the 1980s) unexpectedly force more 
children into the child protection system without advanced ~arning, funding must expand to 
meet that need. \ i 

THE PROPOSED SYSTEM 

Funding 

•. 	The ChndProtection Block Grant proposeti by the House of Representatives will replac~ 
workload responsive funding with capped resources. Funding will not increase as the 
number·of children needing protection grows. Anything\ other than workload responsi\ e 
funding will provide inadequate funding when capped resources do not keep pace witt
caseload growth. Additionally, certain pr9Posais would iallow a substantial portion of 
funding for child protection to be diverted to other purposes, creating the potential for a 
more significant funding shortfall. \ . i 
If funding is capped and the need for required services g'rows, the quality of services \f1 ill 
suffer. There will be more child endangerment, less child visitation, fewer adoptions, I ss 
family preservation efforts and less emancipation preparation for our foster youth.

I 	 : 



, , , I 	 " ,.,. 
•. 	Feder~:welfa;e reform proposals, inCludinl~ !~anges in AFDC eligibiiity requirements a d 

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 childre 

needing foster care due to abuse and neglect as a resulti of: 


i 	 ' 

a loss of economic stability for many families which will cause a significant increas 
the number of neglected children due ito the parents'l inability to adequately care fo 
their children (Le., feed, clothe, provige shelter and r;nedical care); 

an:increased number of children reporjted as abused :as reflected in Los Angeles 
Co'unty's experience with the 1992 5% AFDC cuts./,DesPite progress on many other 
fronts (e.g., declining drug use, a strdnger economy, etc.), the number of childr,en n 
this county needing out-of-home plac~mentincrease9 by 10% due to family stress 
which leads to physical abuse and neglect; and, I ' 

fa~, ,cess effective family preservation ~nd/or reunifica~ion efforts, since AFDC is oft n 
the: only financial support enabling fa~ilies to stay tdgether or reunite. This will Ie d to 

,increased numbers of children languishing in the chil~ protective services system a a' 
significantly higher cost to both childr1en and government. ' 

Example: There are currently 622,000 cHildren in Los Aingeles County who are receivi g 
AFDO. If benefits for half of these children are curtailed! or eliminated, 311,000 childr n 
will be' impacted. If only 1 out of 20 of t~e impacted ch'ildren require protective servic s, 
we wo'uld be faced with an'influx of 15,550 additional children~ It would cost an addi ional 
$185 :million annually ($12,000 per child)i to provide fostercare for these children. If 
Federarfunds are capped and block grant~d, the cost oflfoster care alone, would 
necessitate the curtailment of most other ,critical servicef' , 

With inadeq.uate resources to meet a growing need for servi~es, the child protection syste ' ' 
would serve only the most severely abused ard neglected c~ildren, leaving many other~ at risk. 

Child Pro~(Jction Programs I \ 	 ' 
• 	 Propci.~~d changes wii, eliminate all Feder~1 programs fori child protection as well as 

requirements for family preservation and support service:s, independent living services, the 
Adoptions Assistance Program, funding f0r protection of children, and the developmen of 
legally permanent homes. These standar~s provide the basis for quality care and prote tion 
for abused and neglected childre'n. 1 I 

EXAMPLE: IMPACT ON LOS ANGELES COUNTY'S CHILDREN 

On an average, each month there are 60,0001 abused and nJglected children under the car and 
supervisiorl of the Los Angeles, County Department of Childr:en and Family Services (DCFS) 
Block grants for child protective services which reduce overall funding for programs, will r suit 
in increased' caseloadsfor children's social wprkers, thereby! reducing stand;ards of care w ich 
ensure the 'safety and well-being of these vulnerable childr,efil, and eliminate training for 
:hildren's social workers and foster parents. iThis will comp'romise the quality of care prov ded 
to: ' , :' I , 
• 	 170,000 a!leged victims O! child abuse a~d neglect;! ' 
• 	 41,000 children currently In out-of-home Care whose foster care payments may be red ced; 
• 	 3,000 cilildren who would not receive fary,ily preservatidn services which enable childr n to 


safely Jemain at home (a total of 5,958 children have, received family preservation serv ces 

since Jai1.uary, 1993);' , I i ~;~ 

5,938'chlldren receiving ~doption Assist~nce Payments I(AAP); and, ';~ 

an estim'ated 2,000 youth who are expec~ed to receive !,ndependent Livihg';:Program (It ) 

services this year who might have to be ~mancipated without this support'arid risk , 

homelessness, unemployment, etc. (1 ,92~ youth receiv$d ILP services from October, 1993 


, to Sept,~mber, 1994). 	 f' I 
~s proposed, Federal changes to welfare are ifikely to result In additional costs to local : 

10vernmeht and a drastic decline in the quality of care and safety provided to children in t e 

:hild proteqtive services system. I I 
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COMPARISON OF CURRENT FEDERAL CHILO WELFARE LAW 
WITH THE CHILO PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT 

PROTECTIONS FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES/REQUIREMENTS OF STATE CHI~D CURRENT PROPOSED CHANGE 
PROTECTION AGENCIES ACCEPTING FEDERAL FUNDS FEDERAL LAW 

yesReasonable efforts must be made to keep children with families when it can be done REPEALED 
safely. 

After placed in foster care, reunification of children with families must be considered if it can I yes REPEALED 
be done safely. 
Children may be placed only in State licensed facilities. I yes REPEALED 
Parents' rights related to the removal of the child, change in the child's placement and I yes REPEALED 
determinations affecting visitation are safeguarded. 
Childre~ remove~ from famili~s.must be placed int~~ ~'I_e~st restrictive setting~'____ . ______ Iyes ~________ -'_REpEALEO----

-appropriate andm close proximity to-horne-when possllile. ' 
Apermanent home for a child removed from familiy must be achieved, whether returned to I yes REPEALED' 
home or placed in adoptive home, guardianship, or long-term foster care. 
Secretary of HHS may initiate a review of state compliance and may establish guidelines and I yes REPEALED -except for a minor 
offer technical assistance as needed. involvement in data collection, HHS is 

--.-- -~"- ----~-
-.-expressly-prohibitedfrom-evaluating----I-

state performances and establishing 
regulations. 

Every child assured protection with accesslo the federal courts to ensure compliance with I yes REPEALED 
law. 
State courts must review the status of each child in long·term foster care. I yes REPEALED 
Fair hearings will be made available to any child or parent who is denied protection or I yes REPEALED 
assistance. 
JUdicial and administratiVe're~iews are open to parents of the child in foster care. I yes REPEALED 
Individuals who report instances of child abuse or neglect are immune from prosecution under I yes REPEALED 
State and local laws. 

Adeple,d Irom mateliel d.veloped by Ih. Chad Wel'.flllIgUI 01 AmericI(3,28,951 
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:: :PHttO]jR'OrECrION·AGENCIES':AC.CEPTING' FEDtAAL FUND-S·;-'-"-'-':' ~:,-'~:"~- .. :~:; .-~,.,: FEDERALtAW '~. : "'. 

In every case involving an abusacl or neglected child which results in a judicial proceeding 1J yes REPEALED 
guardian ad litem shall be appointed 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. 
Information about parents and children in the child protection system is kept confidential and yes REPEALED 
will be disclosed only for certain specified purposes. 

Jaster care adoption subsidies are available to all children who cannot remain safely at home yes Individual entitlement for foster care is 
. irrespective of the increase in numbers of children needing foster care or of the condition of REPEALED 

state finances or national economic downturns. 
Adoption subsidy is guaranteed for "hard-to place n 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-theirJamilies. ~---- .... .~-

States are guaranteed federal funding to provide youths 16 to 21 years old withindependent yes REPEALED 
living services to ease their transition into adulthood and into the workforce. 
Foster care maintenance payments and adoption assistance payments must be periodically yes . REPEALED 
reviewed to assure their continuing appropriateness. 
Training plans for child protection staff, foster parents a,nd child care staff must be yes REPEALED 

- -develop'ed. - --~-~~-" I~' -_._- ~- -- ~---

-

Adapled from mallllial dlvalopad by Ih. Chad Walfarl League 01 Amerita 13·28·95) 
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Unemployment, Welfare, Infant: Drug Referrals, 
Emergency Response Child Cases arid Child Placement for 

Los Angeles Courtty . 
, I 

,
, I 

. !. 
I 

436.100 427,000 

i 

2,~73

Total Number 
2,643DCS Infant Drug Referrals 

2,411 2,347 
I 

\ 

! 
. I 

I 

171.922Total Number 165,902I 


DCS Emergency Response Referral$ 

Child Cases Assd/Opnd 

I 


1 

120.358

111.799 I
114,597 
108.088 

I 


I 


Average Number 
Persons Unemployed 

204.000 

Average Number 
Persons Receiving Welfare 

1.052,782 
929,487

891483 


, \ 
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1,240,446 
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Whatever It I&, It Isn't 

Constructive Welfare Reform 


. ! I .. 

Provision in proposed act could endanger abused and neglected children , 

Lost in the focus on welfare refoJmis a needed f~ster car~, according to Pete Digre, Los 
. shortsighted provision that would\ freeze Angeles County children services director, the 

funds used to protect abused and county Would face a new and unreimbursable 
, neglected children. If the' Senate appro~es . the cost of $}',85 million. That would·force the layoff 

.. proposed Personal Responsibility Act as ~itten, of the entire child protective staff. No staff, n0 
federal aid v:ou1d be capped and states would no response ito referra!s: No staff, no investigation. 
longer receive federal dollars based onl need. No staff, no superVISion. . ' 
Demand is not static. It is rising. If current:1trends There i~ a high correlation between poverty 
contin~e as expected, agencies ~ould be.fo~ce? to and family violence. The recent recession and 

, cut theIr.staffs. Such a change IS potentially hfe- state cutS in welfare payments swelled foster· 
threatemng. A slow.response to a~ ~me:rgency care. The;economic downturn and reductions in 
referral could result In a death. ThlS IS not wel- public aidialso caused a dramatic increase in the 
fare reform. . \'number of children who need protection from 

The proposed Pers'onal R~sponsibi1it.r Act their parents. These. sorry outcomes should. 
tackles a welfare system that IS clearly b~oken. serve as aiwarning to Washington. 
The massive bill approved by the Hous~ and ' Hunger! is ..also on the rise. A UC Berkeley 
under consideration i~ the Senate atte~pts to study, commissioned by the state, has found 2 

. fix Aid to Families With Dependent Chlldr~n. million hungry children in California, and that ., 
But the legislation also could cripple !chlld number is 'rising. An estimated 8.4 million chilo. 

,. abuse programs and foster care prog~ams. ' dren are at risk of hunger. They are also at riSk 
.' Surely, that is. an unintende~ consequenc~ that of neglect,: which is defined as parents' failure 

the Senate Fmance Committee should avert to provide iadequate food, clothing and shelter. 
when members tackle welf~re reform. I Many of these children may require protective 

A proposed child protection block grant services, but any influx would cost plenty. The 
would replace nearly two dozen federal !pro- consequerices of rampant, unchecked and 

, grams, including foster care, child abus~ Ipre- chronic hunger courd cost even more in the 
vention and treatment and adqption assistance. future. \ / 
It would cap spending and eliminate the gluar- . A DUBIOUS SAV[NG: Congress wants to 
an tee of help for all abused or neglected save money now in this area. Digre, who often 
children who need it. It would eliminate assis- testifies in Washington, suggests il reduction in 
tance for poor kids taken in by a caring but poor ,bureaucracy and paperwork. The federal gov
relative who otherwise could not afford to feed ernment can save millions if states are no 
an extra mouth. It also would eliminate medical. longer required to investigate whether foster 
coverage for foster children and aid for com- children are eligible for AFDC in order to 
passionate people willing to adopt children with recoup "federal. payments. For example, in the 
daunting and expensive medical needs. In these case of some abandoned babies, the parents 
tragic'cases.less government help is not better. can't be found to determine whether they are 

SAD, MA YBE DEADLY: Lawrence eligible. Eligibilit:,?_can be determined easily 
Townsend. Riverside County's social services and inexpensiveJyby a court finding that a 
director, insists he would be forced to cut s:taff child needs ~elp. . , 
members who conduct investigations, cheCK on Some federal requirements, should, be' 
children in foster care or supervise child:ren retained, h'owever. Foster care programs 
who remain in their own homes. "It would be sometimes attract convicted child molesters, 
sad not to respond to referrals because of a lack who apply tb supervise children. T,hese appli
of staff," he said. Sad, and perhaps deadly. , ! cations are ~ejected because the federal gov-

The consequences in Los Angeles Cour)ty, ernment reqUires a fingerprint check by the 
California and across the nation could be dra- FBI. That check should remain on the books. 
matic if the proposed AFDC changes were: to Strict licenSing requirements, another safe
take effect. The time limit. elimination of assis- guard again~t dangerous foster homes. should 
tance to teen· age parents. denial to lehlalso be kept. \ . 
immigrants and changes in child disability Child protective services is more law 
as~istance could deny aid. to an estimated ~.5 enforcem~ntl,than welfare. more p,ublic, safety 
mIllion poor children natIOnally. That would than publIc assIstance. Every child IS entItled to 
translate to 300.000 poor children with no fo~m be safe. And *ociety at large needs this protec
of support in Los Angeles. If on ly one out of \20 tlOn too. 

, 
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'if! DoltRi~ht-l)()ii'i~------i;-'-, 
],'i . Hurtthe Children .... 

Avoiding dis~ii-s w;th\much-needed ~elfare fe/orm . ' · hen the- HOOse debates wel- The Health a:nd Ruman Sem~ ne· 
. fare retormtoda,y,Repubq. partment est.i.nlates that denying llWcans eager to make good on censes nationally would ease delin

, their "contract ,with America" will quent child-support collections by $24 
emphasize lncreaslng 'personal reI' billion and reduce welfare costs by $4 ' 
sponsibllity and' eut.tJng govenune9t billion over a d~de. . 
expenses. Both goals belong high on Another amendment shc.uld restore 
the national agen<h Achieving thes~ benefits Cor legal immigrants. New:' 
goals. however,' must not risk the comers who have played by the rules 
health of America'schlldren. ' I and paid taxes should not be denied In 

The proposed Personal Responsibil-l; their time of n~ California would be' 
ity Act would reform welfare, food hurl disproporti~natelY because., ac· .. 
stamps, child care, disabllity and other cording to the U.S. Census, 25% of 
social programs. But 'legal'immigrants na
in their rush to judg- 'Uonwlde are In this' 
menL, in their rush to hate. Surely, the 
deliver before their California congres
se If - imposed April' WELFARE sional delegation Is 
deadline, members of WATCH mindfUl of the unfair 
the House GOP may , • ~ series i'mpact that would 
not realize the actual r.esulL. . " 
impact or, the' untn- . "i : There is much room 
tended, consequences of this daunting \ for, improvementthroughOtIt the pro- . 
legislation. House lawmakers need to I posed Personal litesponsiblli~y Act., 
slo'w down: More study Is warranted! K~ping block grants at cur'rentievels 
before they rewrite American social for the next five years would leave no 
policy. . room Cor growth due to a recession or 

Effective welfare reform would end developments like the crack coea.ine 
dependency, encourage· employment epidemic that hasl bloated foster care 
and eliminate teen-age pregnancy. programs. This il\f1eXlbility wOuld In 
These goals require no bipartisan effe1::t impose an untunded mandate on 
deba.te. The question for Gongress,· some state and co~ty programs. Fos
and the nation, is how to change social ter care programs, :for example., legally 
policy without hurUrig ehUdren. cannot tum away ~bused or neglected 

No child should be left without care children because funds don't keep pace. 
because welfare re(orm makes'a par- In the nutriUon programs, the obU-' 
ent take a job. The work requirement galion is not legal; it is moral No 
is justifiable, but not witho~t some \ needy youngster 'should be denied 
provision for child care. An amend.. ,lunch at school orfOOd stamps at home 
ment by Rep. Nancy L. Johnson, II because his or her parents applied late 
(R-Conn.) would provide $750 million ' 1in the year after th~ frozen allocation 
over five years to subsidize day care.· \had been used up. Depriving young
A good start , ' ,sters of food would (,urn back the clock 

No child should suffer because a 'Ion public health. \ 
parent refuses to pay child support. 'I.' Republicans argue that parents 
Another Republican amendment ' ,should lake care or their children. 

, ", 	would allow states to revoke driver's rhey are righL That is the ideal. But 
licenses and professional licenses children should ndt suffer because 
when parents did not comply. CaliCor· ~heir parents canndt provide or be
nia already uses such authority to cause they do r.o~ fUlfill their respon
collect money that is rightfully owed ~ibi\ities. Arter the \ House acts, the 
to a child. money that taxpayers Senate must re';ie~ welfare reform 
should not have to spend in the form ~ery carefully to make sure that any 
or welfare payments. President Clin· ~ew laws a~~ to'~gh dn parents. not on 
ton :.>trongly supports this approach. children, \ 
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. !------'----~I-----------·----------Senate Panel OpposeS Revamping Foster Care
By STEVEN A. HOLMES , I ! 


WASHINGTON, May 23 - Rebuff~ 
 to slow (he meteoric rise of Federal
jng changes adopted by the House, A HousJ plan for spending on adoptions and fOster
the Senate Finance Committee will care and give states more flexibility 
vote this week to maintain Federal block grbnts For 

I to administer their programs.
subsidies for foster care and adop But child welfare advocates andtions as an entitlement available to child welfare meets admipistrators of some state and
all who meet certain income and local welfare agencies argued thatother requirements, Senate aides resistancb. the House changes would expose Resaid. 

I publicans to the POlitically explosive 
The committee will act when it charge that their welfare poliCiesvotes on Thursday on its version of a '"I I would hurt Children. 

bill to revamp the welfare system, foster system,"1 Peter Digre, direc Several advocates said the cruCial the aides said. The House plan would tor of the Los :&'ngeles Olunty De vote on the committee was that of have placed all. subsidies for foster partment of Children and Family Senator John H, Chafee, a Rhode 
care and adoption into a block grant Services. I Island Republican who informed the
that would have allowed states to chairman, Bob Packwood of Oregon': spend the money as they see fit on The Hause Plin, which was adopt

that he would have difficulty voting adoption and foster care. ed as part of it's welfare overhaUl 
for the entire welfare package unpackage in March, would have

The committee will also Vote 'to a sys'tem less the current foster care andscrapped whereby any
maintain a set of Federal standards child from a lowJincome family who adOPtion services program wa's reo

tained.for state agencies and local agencies been to havehas deem'ed been
running foster care programs, in With Republicans holding only a abused or neglected is automatically 
Cluding rules on how often social' ,two-vote majority. on the panel, aentitled to Feder'al subsidies if the
workers must check on children's Idefection by Mr. Chalee would havechild is placed with a fOster family, a 
status and edUcation. The House ,deadlocked the committee. group home or a large state-run resi.
plan would have loosened Federal dence. i ! "Senator PackWood was persuad
Oversight !,!d by the strength of Senator Cha

The Hause plan also removed theOpponents argued that the House fee's argument that the child wel

plan for fixed grants to states could automatic entitlement for subsidies fare system ought to be retained," 

cause problems if other changes in for any family that adopts difficult said Josie Martin, Mr. Chafee's 

welfare legislation resulted in more to-place Children,: generally those press secretary. 


from low-income; f~milies, young.children put up for adoption or i In addition to Senator Chafee's 
placed in foster homes. sters with phYSical or emotional im objectioni to the changes, other Re

pairments or thos~ with Siblings. "We truly believe that the system Rublican Senators Who are not on the 

would be dangerous and nonfunc. By plaCing these~programs, along F;inance Committee, including Chris

tional within a matter of months with others like training for Social topher S'; Bond of Missouri and Arlen 

with the co'mbined impact of the Workers and paren'ts and efforts to Specter of Pennsylvania also sem 

block grant and welfare reform prevent abuse befo're a child is reo l~tters to Mr, Packwood urging that ; 

causing a lot of kids gOing into the moved from a fam'ily, into a block the present entitlement status of fOS-li 


grant, House Republicans had hoped te:r care and adoption subSidies be 

m'aintained. . 
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',ii:.' ,THE NEW YORK TIMEs March 21, 1995.'::;{F ' " 'i 

\'it:{ ,', Bad Bargain for C~ildren 
?f< ',' As Congresstonal RePubllcaru sllr1:d the Jaal miiUmal sta.dda.ro.s on ,stateS recdV1J1g Federal 

~;:,;;:': oafetY net. ,apIng hole" are opentng In, progr;\uns funds tor dl114 welfare prognuns. The sta.Iu!ards 

j<::; designed to protect the nauon's most wlDeri.Qla reqa!re states, to provtde written pl\n..i for ear;.b 

";;;::,,' , Child.roI1-'7- the ViCtrms of abuse and neglect. As. part cbilc1. With recimttlende4 services and timetables to 

:\>:ofthe assault oil 'wellare. Rouse RepubUcan'Wl1l'I:tto !!love children'iinto or out ot foster care. help them 

;'r\,overhalll federally funded foster care and ad.op~on return to their, fAmllies or make them eligible for 

<\~,' services. They would..consolidate many U1S~ adopdcn or ()(her pennancnt placement.

::!i programs into blOck. grants 3M chop fundirls \by Now House aepublieans 5eek to remove even 

);/"nearly $3 billion. For a system that is ~4y these mtn1fnal protections, while I.mposing harmful 

:::',{,overburdened artd underfunded, these, 'pro~~ budget CUtS. In~ plan approved by the lIouse Ways 

\::~'.~'could spell dliaster. . : and Means Comxnltte:e, a.OOut 'tWo doter! Federal 

i'~:"", The chlld weUare system is a patdtwork lot child welfare p~gra1tl$would be consolidated into 

:,:;:,;progtams, usually run by states and COWlties. th,at" ODe blDek ~t per state. with o\'l:["a11 fuDaiIls 

),:.,:Protect abUsed and neglected children and oH~r reduced by S2.9 hillioD. over five yean. ' 

:~.)servicesto troubled famiUes where children are ~t ProPQrients jnslst that the loss of funds Will be 

\\.risk. It also h.elp! families who take responsibility , more than off:;et by increased program flexIbility 

':\<fot negleaed and abandoned chIldren throughro~r and reduced adm1n1stntlve burdens. GIVing states 

'. J,:~~e or adoption. the $}"Stem has grown as famUles mort flexibility a,nO less paperwork is desirable. But 

~'and neighborhoods, devastated by the ean1Ol1lY, the new plan ~ scrap virtually all standards and 
\~gs and alcohoL have disintegrated. In 1993. at· prohiblt Washington from exercising any meaning-
j,:~ost three,m1lliou childrea were rePQrtedly abused, tuI ov8n1gtu. \" 
d>r. neglec~. an lncrease ot 130 percent from II In addltlon,. taru1$' to iadividual state3 would be 
",",decade earlier. Nearly 450,000 clilldren, were ul ~ped, leaving nate and local governments to pic.k 
':(~ter care. " \ up the tab if caseloads soar. For New York. where' 
':',,;, • tn 'many States, children are victimized as, both Gov. George ',Palaki and Mayor Rudolph Giult· 
'much by the Child weUare system as by their ani ha"lepropos~ severe CUts in child welfare, the 
·:f~m.i1ieS. They are often left tOO long "With. abusive\ results could be ~cu1arly damaging. 
'T,eIatlves or languish in foster care for years without Ali the plan, headS for 41 vOU! in the House this 
'r~asonable plans for permanent placements. \ week, supporters may think this is a good bargll.in
";!;: ':,Since 1980, 'Washington has trie<1 to impose tor the states. But:tt's a bad bargatn for children. 

1 

'\t,:,:, 
£~yrigbt by the 'Hew York Times 
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EDITORIALS \ 
b 

i \ • 

The Myths, and Damage 

Of Federal 810ck\ Grants.


1 .' • 
\ \ I'A CCOIWING TO proponents Qf" the adjastment that, according to CQrrected :, j; 

, GOP's Contract With Anle.rica. the GOP tigtlfes \relea.sed last week. ranges '_ 
Personal RespOnsIbmty Act th4t from 2 perce.tU to 4.2 percent over the next , 

comes up for a lIQu.se vote thJs week does five years \ ',',' " 
notllmg to dim1nJsb, government commit· ' But th~douk amount doea ~t take ini~" ., 
ments to t~hUDgl')' ch1Idren, proVide nllT accotmt a: proj~ boom in, school enroU
ttitionprogtamsforpoorpregruurtwomen,ment that 'Will Increase the number of 
or supply cash assist3Dce to single parents, needy students,) J11St considering the rLsing 
who are down on their luck but are 'Wi.lllng, cost of food and,skyroeketing lChool enroll. 

,to work, ;i xnent, the ~onalBUdgetOffice pre
, Such talk is II' diets that the amount available for food 
claptrap. The Re- ~ programs Will ~;2.3 b1lliou less than whatPeople hit , pubUcans' version \ would have bee.ri. available under the pres

by recession .of welfare reform,.; ent system o~er the nen fiveye.ars.. ' 

ff'approved" 'W~uld 'I Furthermore, 'ipeoPle' hit by recession
would have 
almost eertalDly \ would have little hope of turntng to the


littl~ hOpe 01 result in deserving i government for food assistance.. When the 
 I 

beneflclalies of \, economy suffers!a down~ and unem-_, ,! IturninQ 
gOVemD1ent food \ ,PIOyment in~", states \Vill hive the un: :;~ :1to the. "lrtamps, scbool \happy choice of raiding the:li" own ~~ to, '::: 
Innthes or welfare pay for the increased number of elijlblEi" ~:government be!ng tamed away ,app~C3llts or, as seems more ,likely ~ thiS:, ;'

forfoodiiid for lack of su.Ul-p.ght-budget era, \d,eoying assirtauce to: 'j
dent state funds.. . ~,ese applieants. \ .',' ,"

Block giants in 
themselves are not evil, but they are the N~~~~~~~!;~:., ':! 
wrong answer when they replue legtti- sion in the GOP bill that allows states to ' '11mate entitlement programs - those that , 
properly guarantee benefitS to all those «¥vert:?J) perce~t of th"e block grant moqey~",.
who are ellg1ble and apply for them. to non-food social pr?grams.,:,,: .,' 

Under the food bloek grant program be- I, There are alternatives to block grants:,' : 
ing proposed, 10 food programs - includ· tliat still would give flenbUity to states,' ' 
ing food stamps. the scboollunth program' such as changing eligibllity and benefit "\ 
and the Special Supplemental Nutrition rules or improving aUinment between ben· 
Program for Women. Infants and Children eti~ and jobs pro~, , ' ' ' 
- would be consolidated. To pay for them.. \.But a nation that dnnot offer a helplng 

otat.es'~~ou1d receive a fixed amount of hand to its deserving\ citizens is a nation 

funds for a fiscal reu plus an infiation thaI does not deserve t? ca.llltseU America. 
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We. the undersigned. pledge to support [he "Cm;cnant For God's Children." \\ilich was announced b,' 
, Dr. Hem"" J. Lnms. Prcsident. National Baptist Convcntion. USA,", j. i. 
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'., FAM(UES FOR KIDS 

\
, 

I 

. 	 . i . 
I. 	 Statement of Goal: To ensure permanent families for all children in foster care. 

, 	 , ' I 

Permanent Families include living s!ituations which ar, characterized by: 

• 	 a legally secure relationsh'ip I 
• 	 long-term stability i I 
• 	 a nurturing home environrpent 
• 	 a meaningful adult relatio~ship 
• 	 community support i 

.11. Background 	
, 
I 

i 
" 	 f 

During the last 25 years, the child welf~re systems of the ~nited States have developed a 
continuum of services to meet the neeqs of children who are abused and neglected. The goal f r 
children in foster care has been to placf! children into perranent homes as quickly as possible. 
In spite of continued development of pr.ograms, the numb,er of children in care has increased, 
children are in care longer, and they fr~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,l child welfare systems need to evaluat 
their success through attainment of outpomes whichrelat~ to the needs of families and their 
children. The Families for Kids initiative is distinctive frorjn other governmental and foundation 
initiatives because: i : 

. 	 I 
. . . I . I . 

• 	 its primary focus of concern is on children who are in foster care (substitute family 
care) who are not returning to their families 6t birth. 

• 	 reforms are measured thr9ugh attainment o~ systemic outcomes. 
• 	 it promotes individualizedicommunity strategies for achieving outcomes. . . 
• 	 it promotes sustainable change through imp~emEmting an integrated action plan 

which includes public POli?y reform, continuous evaluation of progreSSive systemic 
change, and social marketing of a strategic plan. . 

• 	 it is inclusive of a broad range of people in qommunities which work together to 
solve the problems of the IChild welfare systems, including public policy officials, 
parents, young people, community leaders, ~ocial workers, government workers, a d 
people of color. 

III. Approach to Problem Area 	 I 
"t 	 ,I 

A. 	Assumptions Underlying the:1nitlative I . 
ASSUMPTION #1: Families are ithe best social structure for nurturing children. 
Families provide the consistency of a stable, caring relationship for a child. Other forms 0 

long-term care, such as group horlnes and orphanag~s, typically pr9duce institutional 
behaviors characterized by Iimite9 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 dev;elop in a family th~t is warm and affectionate, has high 
expectations, and provides structl;lre, discipline, and clear rules. 

! 	 I 

I 
1 
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I 

I 	 ! 

ASSLIMPTION #2: The child welfare systems of the United States must work 

effectively to find permanent h~mes for all childrkn in foster care..The child welfare 

systems are the legally mandated lentityfor protectin9 children from abuse and neglect and 

providing for their substitute care when necessary. In the past two years, the number of 

children in the United States' foster care systems ha~ increased by more than 50 percent. 

Many children will spend more thaln'three years in 'caire and not always with the same fa'mil 
 . 

Foster parents, social service wo~ker;s, judges, and governors agree that the "system" is no 


able to provide permanent familie~ for these childre~. . 


ASSUMPTION #3: Traditional w1ays (in addition t6 adoption) for caring for children b 
differing cultures must be legitilnized. Legalized kdoption of children is inconsistent wit 
the values of some cultures. Instead, community members provide substitute care through 
guardianship or informal adoption ;of children. Frequkntly, termination of parental rights is 
outside what is culturally acceptable. Existing child 0elfare systems sometimes view 
providing a family to a child as eit~er having the child live with his/her biological parent or 
terminating parental rights and pla:Cing a child into a~ adoptive home. In many cultures, 
"informal adoption" of children takes place. These al~ernative forms of care need to be 
legitimized as providing a stable, nurturing home emdronment and be given the same 
supports as legal ad9ptions are gi~en. . .1. '.' 

ASSUMPTION #4: A broad rangl of people in communities must work together to 
solve the problems! facing child iwelfare systems. IThe people most effected by 
community and personal problems have generally be,en excluded from solving those. 
problems .. They need to join with government and private officials to identify and solve 
community problems. Public polic'y, as developed b~ government officials, is what drives 
our current child welfare systems. IYet, 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 th~ child welfare industry. These people' can build a 
consensus on how they wish to sefiVice these childre~ and families. 

• , I '; 

ASSUMPTION #5: The current legalsystem must,assist moving children through the 
system and promote the impordnce of child and family issues within the broader 

. legal profession. The placement!of children into substitute family care begins with a legal 
action by a court. Permanent sub*itute care is always legitimized through a judge's legal 
action. The legal system has a powerful influence in the community in promoting child and 

I 	 . 

family issues. The lowest status jO,b in the field of law is working in a youth or family court. 
This applies to both judges and att9rneys. Courts have become overwhelmed with their 
large caseloads and are ineffective in moving childreh toward a permanent family. A child 
who does not return to his/her biological family can larguish in foster care for many years. 

. t 	 , 

ASSUMPTION #6: Public and private employers c~n be effective in stimulating peopl 

to adopt waiting children. Empl<hers can be persu~ded to assume a community 

.responsibility for promoting family ',ife by helping families form through adoption. In the past 

many employers have discriminate'd against adoptive'families by not providing them the 
, 	 . 
same benefits as families having children through birt,h. This problem exists not only in 
private business but also in the publicsector. Where 'employers have accommodated 
adoptive families, benefit costs ha~e usually increased only slightly. 

I 	 I . 

i 	 I 
I 
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B. Strategies for Families for,Kids: 


Strategy 1: Communicate to key ~udiences the Farr{i1ies for Kids vision for system change 

which seeks to realize five outcomes: i 

, 	 I 
I 

All families in contact with, child welfare syst~ms will have available community• 
based support and assistance which promotes their ability to solve and/or cope wit 
their problems of everyday family living. 

A coordinated single asse~sment process, w'hich includes family members, will be• 
used to evaluate a family';:; need for all levellS of service. 

, I 
A family and child will be provided one case1Norker or casework team throughout t• 
implementation of their p~rmanency plan. '! 

ii, 
• 	 A child placed in foster care will be assured ;of a single, stable foster placement, 

within his or. her own community, until a peqnanency outcome is achieved. ,. 
Within one year of cominb into contact with the child welfare systems, a • 
permanency outcome will be achieved for a'n children, including those who are in 
real threat cjf out-of-home, placement. i 

i, ' 

Strategy 2: Through grantmaking, demonstrate community-based models for achieving the 
I . ,

Families for Kids vision of accomplishing the five outcomes. 
',. 	 I 

Consistent with thes~ unique outc~mes, grantmakinb will be focused in the following 
program categories: ! . I ' 

• 	 Community-based family: preservation and ~doption system reforms in Michigan a d 
the United States.! 

, 	 I
i 

J 	 , 

• Ethnic enh~ncements pe~aining to African ~mericans, Hispanics, and Native 

Americans: ! . I 

, I I 


• 	 Legal and policy reformS'. I 
I 

I , 


• 	 Promotion of public and private sector emp,loyer benefits which are supportive to 
adoptive families. I 

, 	 I, I 
Strategy 3: Network key player~ to facilitate coordination of efforts arid dissemination of 
accomplishments and findings inioverall achievement of the vision. Key players will inclu 
persons from communities of color and represent bbth the public and private service sect 

I 	 I 

Strategy 4: Evaluate the Famili~s for Kids commu!nitY-baSed models in order to assess t 
reforms that work toward accomplishing the vision's systemic outcomes. 

I 	 I 

:. I 
Strategy 5: Through social mar~eting, public policy networks, and communication 
strategies, the vision for promotipg permanency anCl stability for children will be shared. 

I 
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C. 	 Indicators of Success :' 

i 


The Families for Kids initiative ~ill measure success by the extent that communities achi ve 
the five systemic outcomes of: 1 , 

I 	 ' 

I 
• Support services for, all families 
• One community assessment process 
• One casework team for families 
• One foster home for kidk 

. " I 
• One year to achieve a p,ermanent placement'. 

. , IV." Accomplishments to Date 
, I 

I 
i 

. 

Between June 1993 to f\ugust 19~4, ,nineteen communities engaged in a community visioning 
process to plan child welfare system reform strategies, 'In assessing the community visioning 
process, the following results have been achieved: 

; " I 
I 

Nontraditional stakeholders in the child welfare systems have been integrated into the process for 
planning system reforms. Nontraditi6nal stakeholders are foster and adoptive parents and you g 
people, business and religious leader~, and other community people who have an interest in 
children and their families, In the paSt, these people have not been offered opportunities to 
design changes in the system, Some Families for Kids participants have said, "We have 
developed relationships (with nontraditional stakeholders) and Dot just made contact with .them on 
a one-time basis.'" "\' ,'. '.. . 

The structure of gover~~ent services! planning has changed to 'refle~t an investment 'in local. 
communities. State child welfare systems usually plan service.s through provision of public 
policies issued from federal.and stateloffices to local communities. As a result, all communitie 
have been seen as having the same ~eeds. and methods for meeting those needs do not refle 
community differences, Families for Kids grantees have begun a process that includes 
community input in the shaping of public policy and implements it in a variety of ways reflecting 
their unique strengths and characteristics. ' 

There has been growth in valuing eth~ic diversity. The community visioning process has 
incorporated involvement of ethnic grbups in a variety of ways reflecting community difference . 

. 	 I 
. , 

The input of young people who have "experienced the system" is now valued and systemically' 
pursued. Seldom in the past have yoJth been involved in planning change in the child welfare 
system. Their involvement in the com:munity visioning process has refocused service providers 
attention to the need to treat children ih foster care with respect and courtesy. Young people want 
a voice in how they are treated and haVe begun to organize themselves so they can make their 
needs known. 	 ; 

I 

I _ 
Child welfare systems are becoming humanized. Through the community visioning process, 
adoption issues have been expanded t:o go beyond the acts of adopting and termination of 
parent<!i rights to include'a child's neeq for stability in a permanent family. For too long, the 
system has focused on performing procedures and completing plans. By looking at the system 
through the eyes of a child. children arid families are seen as people and not cases or clients. 

- i 
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'\ 
Values have become the criteria for siliccess of technical and programmatic advancement. Th 
community visioning process has provided participants the opportunity to plan systemic chang 
with a unified value base. These values have given a new meaning to the concept of 
improvement In the past, improvem~nt in the system has been assessed through such 
measures as fewer cases and reduceq costs. Families for Kids has refocused planning to the 
needs of people who are experiencinglthe system. Though the five outcomes have been view d 
as exceedingly difficult to achieve, no one has disputed their value. . 	 ,I 

v. Listing of Grantees 

A. Systemic Reform 

• 	 Arizona Children's Ho~e AssbciatiOn, Tucson -- $1.04 million 
I 
.. Ohio Office of the Governor, Columbus -- $1,92 million 


• 	 The Villages, Inc., Topeka, K~nsas -- $2.06 million 
! 

, , 

• 	 Children's Services of Roxbury, Inc., Boston, Massachusetts -- $3.63 million 

• 	 The Grand Rapids Foundation, Michigan -- $1 million 

i 

I 

• 	 Mississippi Children's Home ~ociety, Jackson- $2.84 million 

• 	 Montana Department of Family Services and Montana Adoption Resource Center, 
Helena -- $1.37 million : 

I 

• 	 North Carolina Department oflHuman Resources, Raleigh -- $3 million 

I 
• 	 South Carolina Department oft Social Services and the United Way of South Carolina, 

Inc., Columbia -- $3 million ! ' . 
I 

• 	 Washington State Department of Social and, Health Services and the Children's Home 
Society of Washington, Seattl~ -- $3 million' .. 

I 
Work continues toward development of two additional sites. , , 

B. Ethnic Enhancement 	 I 

• 	 African-American - Childr~n's Services of Roxbury, Inc., Boston, MA -- $100,000 
• 	 Native American - NAE.S. Colleges, Chicago, IL -- $100,000 

Hispanic - Council on Adoptable Children, New York, NY -- $100,000• 	 , 
1 
Ic. 	 Legal and Policy Reforms 

I 


• University of Michigan La-1 School, Ann Arbor, MI -~ $1.56 million 

• National Center for State Courts, Williamsburg, VA -- $250,000 
! 

D. Employer Benefits 

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

5 
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. VI.' Resource Materials 

A. Videos 

• 	 Families for Kids: The Challenge (a 19-minute videotape) describes issues 
affecting the adoption field, and defines the goals and objectives of the Families f 
Kids initiati,ve. 

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

t 
""' 

r 

'defining outcomes, mqjor perspectives on change shared by many of the initiative s 
local leaders, and the community-based planning activities that drive reforms. 

B. Publications 

• 	 Families for Kids of Color: A Special Report on Challenges and Opportuniti 
offers new insights on barriers to adoption and strategies for overcoming them, by 
African-American, Hispanic/Latino, and Native American adoption ~xperts. 

• 	 Families for Kids 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 summer of 1995 will offer specific 

s 

. direction to would.be reformers about how to mobilize diverse community groups t) 
work together to bring about change. (Available Fall 1995) 

..... Families for Kids is an initiative sponsored by .the W.K. Kellogg Foundation. The Foundation was est'ablished in 
1930 "to help people help themselves through the practical application of knowledge and resources to improve their 
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 
aimed at solutions.' . 

Most Foundation grants are awarded in the areas of higher education; youth development; leadership; philanthropil 
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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IMP~CT OF PROPO~.ep FEDERAL WELFARE CH!t,NGES ON CHILD PROTECTIOl'1 
, , . " ' - EXECUTIVE SUMM~RY - . 

. ' 

This Country is' faced with a 'legal and moral mandate to serve ALL children at risk of ab Lise or 
neglect. Current proposals regarding Federal funding for child protective services and c 
'to the welfare system will serio~sly impact our ability to protect children. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Given the potential harm to children, we must: 

~anges 

•. 	supp.ort continuation of Title IV-E to ensure federal participation in the ultimate safet, 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 .(lLP), ,the Adoptions Assistance Program {AAP}, children s 
soCial worker costs, and staff and foster parent training programs; and, 

, 	 . 

• 	 support continued programs ensuring child safety, continued family preservation and 

support services, the development of legally permanent homes, adoptions assistance, and 

independent living programs Jor our youth. 


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

government and a decline in the quality of care and safety provided to children in the chili 

protective services system. ' 


THE CURRENT SYSTEM 

Funding 

• 	 The Federal government pays a' proportionate share of the cost of caring for and 

supervising ALL children who are in need,of child protective services. . 


, • . 	 I 

• 	 The State pays a proportionate share of the cost of child protective services based on he 

number of children entering the system. , , 


Child Protection Programs 
I 	 . ' • 

• 	 Child protective services are r~quired by law and must be provided to every child who 

needs services. The provision of these services is not discretionary, they are required ~y 

statute and ordered by Juvenile, Court judges. Requirements include programs for chile 

protection, the d'evelopment of legally permanent homes, and funding for foster-care ' 

-payments, adoptions assistance, foster parent training, independent living programs an j 

family preservation and support services., " " 


'If economic or social factors (Le.,crack cocaine in the 1980s) unexpectedly force more 
chifdren into the child protection system without' advanced warning, funding must expand to 
meet that need. 

THE PROPOSED SYSTEM 

Funding 

• 	 The Child Protection Block Grant proposed by the House of Representatives will replace 

workload responsive funding with capped resources. Funding will not increase as the 

number of children needing protection grows. Anything other than workload responsive 

funding will provide inadequate! funding when capped resources do not keep pace with, 

caseload growth. Additionally,' ~ertain proposals would allow a substantial portion of 

funding for child, protection to bei diverted to other purposes, creating the potential for a 

more significant funding shortfall. 


, If funding is capped and the need forte'quired services grows, the quality of services wil 
suffer. There will ,be more child endangerment, less child visitation, fewer adoptions, le~ s 
family preservation efforts and I,ess emancipation preparation for our foster youth. . . 



",
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.' 	Federal w~lfare reform proposals, including changes in AFDC eligibility requirements and 

capped block grants will lea,d to rate reduction in AFDC and possibly food stamps fo 5 

million children receiving benefits nationwi,de. This ,will increase the number of child en 

needing foster care due to'abuse and neglect as a result of: 


a loss of economic stability for many fa~ilies which will cause a significant in~re se in 
the number of neglected children due to the parents' inability to adequately care or 
their children (i.e., feed,; clothe, provide shelter and medical care); 

. . '. . . 

an increased nurnber, of children reported as abused as reflected in Los Angeles,' 
County's experience with the 1992 5% AFDC cuts. Despite progress on many 0 her 
fronts (e.g., declining drug use, a svonger economy, etc.), the number of childre in 
this county needing out-of-home placement increased by 10% due to family stre s 
whi~h leads to physical abuse and neglect; an'd,' , 
far less effective family preservation and/or reunification efforts, since AFDC is 0 
the only financial support enabling families to stay together or reunite. This will I 
increased numbers of children languishing in the child protective services system 
significantly higher cost to both children and government. 

Example: There are currently 622,000 children in Los Angeles County who are recei ing 
AFDC. If benefits for half of these children are curtailed or eliminated, 311,000 child en 
will be impacted. 'If only 1, out of 20 of the impacted children require protective servi es, 
we would be faced with an influx of 15,550 additional children. It would cost an add tional 
$185 million annually ($12,OOOper child) to pro.vide foster care for these children. If 
Federal f4nds are capped and block granted, the cost of foster care alone, would 
necessitate the curtailment of most other critical services. ' 

With inadequate resources to meet a growing need for services, the child protection syste 
would serve only th~ most severely abused and neglected children, leaving many others a risk. 

Child Protection Programs , 

• 	 Proposed changes will eliminate 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 developmen of 
legally permanent homes. These standards provide the basis for quality care and prot ction 
for abused and neglected children. " 

EXAMPLE: IMPACT ON LOS ANGELES COUNTY'S CHILDREN 

On an average, each month there are 600,000 abused and neglected children under the car 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 r suit 

, in increased case loads for children's social workers, thereby reducing standards of care w ich 
ensure the safety and well-being of these vulnerable children,' and eliminate training for 
children's social workers and foster parents. This will compromise the quality of care prov ded 
to: 

• 	 170,000 alleged victims of chiild abuse and neglect; 
• 	 41,000 children currently in out-of-home care whose foster care payments may be red 
• 	 3,000 children who would not receive family preservation services which enable childr n to 

safely remain at home (a total of 5,958 children have received family preservation servi es 
since January, 1993); , 

• 	 5,938 children receiving Adoption Assistance Payments (AAP); and, 
• 	 an estimated 2,000 youth who. are expected to receive Independent Living Program (lL 

services this year who might have to be emancipat~d without this support and risk ' 
homelessness, unemployment, etc. (',929 youth/received ILP services from October, 1 93 
to September, 1994). 

4s proposed, Federal changes to we/fareare likely to result in additional costs to local 

government and a drastic decline in the quality of care and safety provided to children in th 

-::hild protective services system. 

IEFORMBFIP0313-28,951 
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).'COMPARiSON OF CURRENT FEDERAL CHILD WELFARE LAW 
WITH THE CHILD PROTECTION BLDCK GRANT 

.... - ..--...---

" 

PROTECTIONS FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES/REQUIREMENTS OF STATE CHILD 
PROJECTION AGENCIES ACCEPTING FEDERAL FUNDS 

---.~-.~- .. -.-........ _...... _ ..... _ ......... __ .......... - - - -_..........__ ....... _._ ..... _ ... ~.---.~- ... -.-~ ...... 

CURRENT 
FEDERAL LAW 

PROPOSED CHANGE 
.' 

Reasonable efforts must be made to keep children with families when it can be done 
safely. 

yes REPEALED 
,. 

After placed in foster care, reunification of children with families must be considered if it can 
be·done safely. 

yes ¥ REPEALED 
..c· - ... - .. 

Children may be placed only inState licensed facilities. _N _ . yes REPEALED . 
Parents' rights related to the removal of the child, change in the child's placement and 
determinations affecting visitation are safeguarded: 

yes REPEALED . 

Children removed from families must be placedin the "least restrictive setting,j' , . ~ 

appropriate and in close prox,imity to home when possible. 
yes REPEALED 

Apermanent home for a child removed from familiy must be achieved, whether returned to 
home or placed in adoptive home,Quardianship, or long·term foster care. 

yes REPEALED 

Secretary of HHS may initiate a review of state compliance and may establish guidelines and 
offer technical a:Ssistance as needed. 

yes REPEALED· except for a minor 
involvement in data collection, HHS is 
expressly prohibited from evaluating' 
state performances and establishing 
regulations. 

Every child assured protection with access to the federal courts to ensure compliance with 
law. 

yes REPEALED 
. 

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 protection or 

' . 

assistance. 
yes REPEALED 

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 
State and local laws. ; 

yes REPEALED 

.. 

--.-..  .....  .... ...--... --..-.-.. ....... _ ... _ .... __ .... _--- .... 



•• PROTECTION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES/REQUIREMENTS OF STATE 
CHILD PROTECTION AGENCIES ACCEPTING FEDERAL FUNDS 

CURRENT 
FEDERAL LAW 

PROPOSED LAW 

In every case involving an abused or neglected child which results in a judicial proceeding a 
guardian ad litem shall be appointed to represent the child in such proceeding. 

yes REPEALED 

Individual case reviews are conducted by panels ofappropriate persons at least one of whom 
is not working' directly with the child or parents. 

yes REPEALED 

Information about parents and children in the child protection system is kept confidential and 
wiUbe. disclosed only fOf certain specified purposes. 

yes' . REPEALED' 

.'. 

Foster care adoption s,ubsidies are available to allchildren who cannot remain safely at home 
irrespective of the increase in numbers of children needing foster care or of the condition of· 
state finances or national economic downturns. 

yes . Individual entitlement fOf. foster care is 
REPEALED 

Adoption subsidy is guaranteed for "h~rd to pJac.e " special needs children to facilitate their 
adoption. .. .' .. ~-. - . 

yes'. '" . ,. - . 
Individual entitiemenUor adoption' 
subsidies for children w~th ~pecialneeds 
is REPEALED. 

States are guaranteed federal funding to provide preventive services such as family 
preservation and family support to help children remain safely with their families. 

yes REPEALED 

States are guaranteed federal funding to provide youths 16 to 21 years old with independent 
living services to ease their transition into adulthood and into the workforce.. 

yes REPEALED ' 

Foster care mairtenance payments and adoption assistance payments must be periodically 
reviewed to assure their continuing appropriateness. .' 

yes REPEALED 

Training plans for child protection staff, foster parents and child care staff lTiustbe .. 

developed. 
-

yes REPEALED 
, 

Adapted from materiel developed by the Child Welfare League of America (3·28·951 

i :1 



Unemployment, Welfare, Infant Drug Referrals, 
. Emergency Response Child.Cases and Child Placement for 
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,Senator Packwood and members of the Committee, my name is Peter Digre 
and I am the D,irector of Los Angeles County Department of Children and 
Family Services, a pu~\ic 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 I am personally responsible ~-- the changes that you are 
conSidering in the way we protect, or fail to protect, abused and neglected 

,children. .. '; 	 " 

I have spent my entire:professionallife working with children and their 
families. I have administered child protection agencies under Governor 
-Thompson in Illinois, Mayor Goode in Philadelphia, Governor Martinez in 
Florida, and, since 1991, in Los Angeles County. I have worked in both 
state and county-run programs under Democratic, Republican and bi- .. 
partisan administrations, such as the Board of Supervisors to which I now 
report. I have run non-profit agencies and am now responsible for operating 
the largest child proteC:tidn agency in the country. Because I have worked 
in child protection systems both before and after Congress passed the Child 
Welfare and Adoption Assistance Act of 1980, I believe I know from first
'hand experience, as well as anyone in the country, what the strengths and 

limitations of that Act have been. 


As I am sure many members of this Congress remember, the Child Welfare 
and Adoption Assistance Act was passed in response fo 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 unn~cessarily 
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. I know that Senators Packwood, Dole, Moynihan, Chaffee, Roth 
and others who are still on this Committee, participated in the drafting of 
these amendments. 1 

I 

Now, some may not be' aware of the important role the Act has playeditC
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"; I am here to say that this' 
is far from the truth. While current federal law is not perfect, it has been .. 

, the basis for major impr.ovement in the treatment of abused and neglected 
children in this country. This improvement 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 child 
protection systems. . ., 

I will mention just a few accomplishments that have been made possible by 
the 	Act. 

• 	 Families have been kept together 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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'i' 	 ' 
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 have Community Family Preservation Networks. 

, 	 I, 

• 	 Many systems like' ours have used Federal matching funds to ensure 

that'all foster parents receive in depth training and effective screening 

before children are, placed in their care. 


• 	 Federal funds have enabled use to hire sufficiently trained staff to 
supervise children in care, to ,locate permanent homes for them and to ' 
protect them while; they are in our custody. ' 

. • 	 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 adopti(;m subsidy 
program, our adoptions increased from fewer than 700 to about 1,100 
each year. ; 

• 	 Under'the Act, much to the credit of Senator Moynihan who worked 
closely with your former colleague 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 
!ifeof homelessness and destitution, these young people now have the 
opportunity to begin adulthood successfully. Due to the Independent 
Living Program, I insist that youth have jobs or income, housing and 
educational opportunities before they emancipate. ' 

All of these achievements have been possible because of the high/evel Of 
flexibility already provi~ed under current law. The,Act allowsagencres like 
mine to design our own review systems, set appropriate paymentleveJs 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 minimal 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 increases 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 into our care. 

, 
Workload responsive funding is particularly critical because of the potential 
demand for services created by reductions:irl 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 

I • • ' 
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(HHS) estimates that if H.R. 4 is fully implemented, benefits would be 
denied to over 5 million children nationally. Our experience with the 

., 	 recession and Califorhia~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:· " 

a loss of economic stability for many farnilies which will cause a 
significant incr~ase 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; . 

I 

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 
stronger econor;ny,etc.), the number of children in Los Angeles 
County needing out-of-home placement incr.eased by 10% after 
these cuts went into effect because 'economic stress on the family, 
lead,s to physical abuse arid neglect; and, 

I 

reduction in the: effectiveness of family preserVation and/or 
reunification efforts, since AFDC often provides the financ;i~1 support 
necessary for famili~s to stay together or'reunite. The A'FtjC" ' 
reductions will lead, to incre,ased numbers of children languishing in . 
the child protection system at a significantly higher cost to both, 
children and government. 

The attached chart derrionstrates the intimate relationship between the 
economic opportimities :and well-being of families, and the reporting of child 
abuse and neglect. Given the relationship between economic hardship and 

, the increased entry of children into the child protection system, it is 

predictable that a significant proportion of children for whom assistance is 

terminated or curtailed will enter the child protection system. ' 


Ifthe Child Protection BlockGrant is implemented at the same time as more 
children require service~, the child protection system will be confronted with 
an open-ended rnandate. 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 
inLos Angeles County who are receivingAFDC. If benefits for half of these 
children are ultimately curtailed or eliminated as HHS predicts, 3.11,000 
children will be impacted. If only 1 olit 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,OOO per 
child) to proVide foster care for these children. If Federal funds are block 
granted and capped, th~ cost of foster care alone, would necessitate the 
curtailment of most other critical services. 
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Without hyperbole, we can reasonably conclude that there would be a 
drastic decline in the~quality of care andsafety for children in the child 
protection system as ~capped" resources are required to provide for . 
growing numbers of children. There will be more children per caregiver, less 
support and less training per caregiver~ less slJpervision and treatment for 
children, less preparation for independence, fewer adoptions, and fewer 
family preservation efforts; . 	 . 

I 

My most basic responsibility 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, I 
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 drastically without. 
a corresponding increase in funds, I will be forced to reduce services to 
children, starting with programs that are not immediately related to their 
health and safety. Thi~ will quickly eliminate all of the progress that we 
have made in creating responsive family and child-centered services. In 
addit!on"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 strain :on capped resources and require a.dditional . 
reductions. The next way in which I could accomplish necessary·savihgs 
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 suJf~r ?lnd 
children will be plaged i,n 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. , . 
~. I -. 	 . ' 

If this seems to be an unduly alarmist view of the consequences of block 
granting, I 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. I implore you not to take away my ability to 
respond to and, more i~portantly prevent, another similar crisis. ' 

None of this means that 
! 

I believe that current law is ideal. On the contrary, 
I think there are ways to make the system more efficient and cost effective 
without threatening the safety of 'children. .. 

I 

First, .however, I. would !.ike to, clearly state thevvays in ,which the laws 
should not be changed..;' . 

I 

• 	 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 essential ch'ild protective supervision for children in 

I 	 . 

care. 	 : . 



.. 
- 5 

• 	 The Adoption Assistance 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 needs of children with serious medical or . 
psychological problems. 

I 

• 	 The Independent Living Program should be continul?d. Without this 
program, foster children are not, and cannot be, prepared effectively for 
adulthood and wilHall into homelessness, prostitution and crime. 

" ) '. - . 

. I 


. • 	 Family Preservatio~, which has for the first time enabled us to stop the 
growth of foster ·care placements, must be preserved. 

I 
• 1_" 	 .: 

• 	 Finally, federal training funds should be continued. States should be 

empowered and encOlm~ged. to ensure that adults who care for or 

supervise children,· particularly children who have been victimized, are 

competent and knqwledgeable. 


That said, I would suggest the following reforms be a part of your 

deliberations: 


• 	 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 determination 
is, in fact, an example of a bureaucratic procedure.that wast§s , 
administrative reso~rces.ln my capacity as an administrator' of this 
program, I 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 changing 
the federal-state sh~ring 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 consoli~ated block grant should maintain federal protections 
for children, continue any existing state match, and prohibit the use of 
funds for unrelated purposes. 

. 	 . 

• 	 Third, state and local governments should be permitted 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 placemen:t dollars to family preservation services. This 
ultimately results in' cost savings for all levels of government as well as 
improved services to children and families. . 

• 	 Finally, although I know that this idea may be currently ·unfashionable, 
performance standa'rds for child protection that relate to health and 
safety should be strengthened. States should be required to meet 
certain minimal safe:ty and protection standards for children in their care. 

! 	 . 

http:reso~rces.ln
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The federal gover~ment should put its' energy into monitoring these 
'standards and reduce or eliminate its focus on such irrelevant factors as 
income eligibility 'or paperwork errors. ., 

. -;,~~ 	 Rather than e'liminating these national standards/protections, they should be 
enhanced by including; the following requirements that are vital to the safety 
of every child and providing support for them: ' 

1. 	 We know that abused children can be injured or ne,glected by caregivers 
if they are not clos~ly supervised. Clearly, minimal standards,for ' 
supervision are a basic 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 required ~o do these checks on every caregiver. 

3. 	 We know that child protection workers who are carefully trained will 
make better assessments and implement services to ensure child safety. 
This training should; be a basic protection. 

\ 
4. 	 We know that special training for caregivers will improve the quality of 

care provided to children in out-of-home placement. Such training 
should be required to obtain a 'foster care license in every state. 

In conclusion, I want to! 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 childr~J)." I,hope 
that, now, fifteen years later, you YVill do so again. I am in a,we of the 
magnitude of the decisions you must make over the' next few weeks since 
they will affect the lives;, health and safety of millions of children. These 
decisions will profoundl~ affect the ability of myself and my colleagues to 
carry out our responsibility to protect children from harm. 

TESTIFY3IREFORM2 



Unemployment, Welfare, Infant. Drug Referrals, 
Emergency Response Child Cases and Child Placement for 

: Los Angeles County 

.--.. .. .... ,_.,_. 

Average Number 
Persons Unemployed 

204,000 

Average Number 

.1 

Persons Receiving Welfare 
1,052,782 

8914S3 
929,487 

I I : I 
1988 1989 1990 

Total Number 
DCS Infant Drug Referral~ , 

2,411 2;347··' 

i 

Total Number . 
' \ 

! 

I 
1991, 

DCS Emergency Response Referrals 
Child Cases Assd/Opnd 

111,799 
120,358 

114,597 
108,088 

I , 
1988 1989 199'0 1991 . 

2 

436,100 

1,489,101 

1992 

2,973 

·1992 

427,000 

1,734,287 
1,866,6 

I 
1993 . AS OF 

,JUNE 30,1 

2,678 , 
2,643 

171,922 165,902 

1993 7/1/93 
thru 

6/30/94 
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POTENTIAL SHIPT OF CHILDREN AND COSTS 
FROM THE WELFARE SYSTEM TO THE CHILD PROTECTION SYSTEM 

STATE BY STATE ANALYSIS 

<STATE 

ALABAMA 

ARIZONA 

ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 

COLORADO 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

HAWAII 

PROJECTED 
NUMBER OF 
CHILDREN 
ON AFDC 
I~ 2005 1 

122,000 

30,000 

170,000 

63.000 

2,241,000 

101.000 

136,000 

28,000 

5~.000 

605",000 

< 348,000 

48,000 

NtmBER OF 
CHILDREN 
DENIED 
AFDC {DUE 
TO 
PROVISIONS 
IN WELFARE 
REFORM 
BILL)<2 . 

53 10<00 

12.000 

67,000 

29,000 

1,158,000 

< 59;0 

12.000 

30,000 

233.000 

166,000 

21;000 

NUMBER OF 
ADDITIONAL 
CHILDREN 
REQUIRING 

<PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES 
(IF ONLY 5% 

<OF THOSE 
IMPACTED 
NEED CARE) 3 

2,650 

600 

3,350~ 

600 

1,500. 

ADDITIONAL 
ANNUAL 
FOSTER CARE 
COSTS FOR 
NEW 
CB;ILDREN 
($12,000 
PER CHILD! 
PER YEAR)" 

$ 31.8 M 

$ 7.2 M 

$ 40.2 M 

17.4 M 

M 

24.6 M 

35.4 M--

$ 7.2 M 

$ 18.0 M 

139.8· M 

99.6 M 

12.6M 

NUMBER OF. 
CHILDREN" 
CURRENTLY 
IN FOSTER 
CAR:J!: 5 

4,133 

-'252 

638 

2;152 

1,214 
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OF . .ADDITIONAL . l1li NUMBSR OP
NUMBER OP CHILDREN ADDITIO:tiAL .. ANNO'AL CHILDREN' . 
CHILDR.EN DENIED CHILDREN .FOSTER CARE CURRENTLY· 
ON AFDC AFDC (DUE REQUIRING .COSTS FOR IN FOSTER 
IN 2005 1 TO PROTECTIVE . . NEW ". CARE. 5 

PROVIS:r;ONS SERVICES .CHILDREN 
IN WELFARE (IF ONLY 5% ($12~ 0,00 
REFORM OF THOSE .PE;R CHILD! 
BILL) 2 IMPACTED PER YEri.)"

NEED CARE) 3 

. IDAHO 17,000 6,000 300 $ 3.6 M 

ILLINOIS 598,000 '295,000 14,750 $177.• 0 M 

INDIANA 177,000' 81; '000 4050 $ 48.6 M 

IOWA 82,000 36,000 1,800 $21.6 M 

KANSAS 73,000 33,000 1,650 ·1 $ 19.8 M 

KENTUCKY 187,000 82,000 4,100 $ 49.2 M 

LOUISIANA .235,000 114,000 5,700 $ 68.4 M ;.), ,~~ 
MAINE 55,000 27,000 1,350 $ 16.2M 1~944 

MARYLAND 185]000 84,000 4,200 $ 50.4 M 5,816 

Ens 256,000__ .. 120, .000- 6 ,OOO---~. $ 72.0-M .,.:,:\ .147 

MICHIGAN 553,000 302,000 15,100 $181.2 M 

MINNESOTA 155,000 73,000 3,650 $ 43.8 M 7,.895 . I 
MISSISSIPPI 153,000 75,000 3,750 $ 45.0 M 

MISSOURI .218,000 105,000 5,250 $ .63.0 M 

MONTANA 28,000 10,000 500 $ .6:0 M 

NEBRASKA 39,000 19,000 950 I $ 11.4 M .. 2,985 
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OF 

CURRENTLY 
IN FOSTER 
CARB s· 

U 1,664 

2,630 

NUMBE!{ OF . CHILDREN .ADD~TIONAL ANNUAL 
CHILDREN DENIED CHILDREN FOSTER CARE I 
ON AFDC AFDC (DOE REQUIRING COSTS FOR 
IN 2005 1 TO PROTECTIVE NEW 

PROVISIONS SERVICES CHILDREN 
IN WELFARE tIF ONLY 5% ($12,000 
REFORM OF THOSE PER CHILD/ 
BILL) 2 IMPACTED PER YBAR)4· 

NEED CARE) 3 

NEVADA . 30.000 13.000 I 650 1$ 7.8 M 

NEW 24,000 10,000 500 1$ 6.0. M 
HAMPSHIRE 

NEW JERSEY 302,000 142,000 .. 7,100 $ 85.2 M 

NEW MEXICO 72,000. 27,000 1,350 $ 16.2 M 2,1.,0. 

NEW YORK 917,000 438,000 21,900 $262.8M 

NORTH 281,000 126,000 6,300, '$ 75.6 M 
CAROLINA 

NORTH DAKOTA 15,000 7,000 350 $ 4.2 M 

OHIO 597,000 253,000 12,650 $151.8 M 

..111,.000. -, _52,_00.0 2,600 $ 31.2 M 

OREGON . 97 1000 44.000 2.200 S 26.4 M 

PENNSYLVANIA 517,000 269,000 13,450 I $161.4 M 

RHODE ISLAND 52,000 25,000 1,250 I S 15.0 M 

SOUTH. 135,000 55,000 2,750 I $ 33.0 M 
CAROLINA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 18.000 8,000 400 IS 4.8 M 

.II : 

62,705 

10,275 

11IIIIIIII 759 

~7,099 

2.892 

.. 5,066 ... 674 
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STATE I PROJECTED 
NUMBER' OF 
CHI.LDREN 
ON AFDC 
IN 2005 1 

.,
TENNESSEE 246,000 

TEXAS 670,000 

UTAH 45,000 

VERMONT 22,000 

··VIRGINIA 166,000 

WASHINGTON 237,000 

. WEST VIRGINIA 93,000 

WISCONSIN 205,000 

WYOMING 14,000 

..,·TERRI-TORIES ~7-3,000 

TOTALS 6 1.2 til 

NUMBER 

CHILDREN 
 ADDITIONAL ANNUAL CHILDRENDENIED CHILDREN FOSTER CARE' CURRENTLY 
AFDC (DUE REQUIRING COSTS FOR IN FOSTER 
TO NEW CARE 5 

PROVISIONS 


PROTECTIVE 
SERVICES CHILDREN 

·IN WELFARE (IF ONLY 5% $1.2,000 PER 
REFORM OF THOSE CHILD/

BILL) 2 IMPACTED 
 PER YEAR)4 

NEED CARE)3 

106,000 5,300 $ 63.6 M 

273,000 13,650 $163.8 M 

18,000 900 I $ 10.8 M 

.10,000 I 500 1.$ 6.0 M 

71,000 . I 3,550 1$ 4'2.6 M 

107,000 5,350 I $ 64.2 M 

45,000 2,250 I $ 27.0 M 

. 89,000 . 4,'450 I. $ 53.4 M 

6000 300. ,1$ 3.6 M 

- 64·r OOO.·. 3 , 20 O· .... ·1- $ .3.8 .. 4 .M 

5.6 M 280,000 1$ 3.36 B 

·1 
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Based on United States Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) data in 
1995 document "H.R. 4, The 
Summary and State-by-State Analysis ll , Table 

(2) 	 Based on HHS data in April 7, 1995 document IIH.R. 4, The Personal Responsibility Act of 
.. 1995, Preliminary Impacts, Summary and State-by-State Analysis", Table 12. . 

(3) 	 Estimates based upon only 5% of those children no longer eligible for AFDC (as 
identified by HHS) requiring protective services as a result of increased neglect and 
abuse. . 

_ (4) . $12,000 per year/per child is the average annual cost of foster care in Los Angeles' 
county. Costs will vary by -State. - . . 

(5) 	 Based on Fiscal Year 1992 statistics in the 1994 Green Book (Committee on Ways and 
Means, U.S. House of Representatives:' Overview of Entitlement Programs), Table 14-16": 
State Sul:;>stitute Care Populations for Fiscal Years 1990, 1991, 1992, based on VCIS data. 

(6) 	 Totals may vary slightly due to rounding of numbers. 

, " 
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INSTITUTE FOR HUMAN SERVICES MANAGEMENT, INC. 
. \' . ' 1526 38TH AVENUE .' 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON'98122 

NORM ZIMLICH 
SENIOR ASSOCIATE April 25, 1995, 

206 329-5160 Phone I F~ 

Mr. Peter Digre, Director ;' 
Dept. of Children's Services \ 
425 Shatto Place - 2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 

Dear Mr. Digre: 

Attached are materials \ which we have developed, withtIie assistance of our 

statisticiaIl, from the Los Ang~les data which you supplied. ' 


In my opinion the bloc~ grants passed by the House are the greatest threat to child 
welfare in the U.S. iri our lifetime: Given passage of this bill, state and local child welfare 
agencies will simultaneously flice (a) caseload increases resulting from AFDCcuts, (b) a loss. 
of state child welfare funding because of the removal of federal matching requirements, and 
(c) a withdrawal of state funding from child welfare in cpmpetition with other larger human 

. services programs in distress. : . 

. The Los Angeles data is particularly reveali~g with regard to the first point, that 
AFDC cuts bring an increase ih 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 immediately by substantial increases in child abuse/neglect 
referrals. It is' frightening to iniagine what would occur with massive AFDC cut-offs. to· 
certain groups such as unwed mothers, or sub~tantial decreases in AFDC wheri states pull out 
their share of funds, given absence of federal maintenance of effort requirements in AFDC. 
The materials attached attempt ~o succinctly make the points:. 

1) 	 States can expect significant increases in child abuse 'and neglect referrals if 
AFDC support is substantially reduced. 

I 

2) Emergency Assistance has become a critical "safety-net" child welfare program 
. for 44 states. i . 

r .~" .. ' 

. ! 	 . . . 
3) 	 Child,welfare, including Title IV-E and Emergency Assistance, should not be 

block-granted or capped at the same time as AFDC. 

Please let me know if the;~ is anything more I can do for you or with you ~n tfiis 

Issue. 


, . 
i 
I 
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AFDC CUTS &: CHILD WELFARE PROBLEMS 
" I , 

States can, expect AFoc reductions to result in increased referrals 
for child abuse and neglect, and increased placements of children in 
costly foster and group care. ' 

Child abuse. and neglect,are known to b~ associated with 
poverty. Nati9nwide, one;.half ~o three-quarters of such 
referrals are for neglect or caregiver absence. (1)
". ' I 

In the District of Columbia and New York, 80% of• 
I 

substantiated cases are for neglect. (2) In Californla 75% of 
children in foSter care placement are there because of neglect 
or caretaker absence. (3) . 

I ' 

More than half of aU child abuse! neglect cases are from .• 
i 

homes receivUig public assistance. (4) : _ 

• 

. ~ . 


In'Los Angeles County child abuse/neglect referrals jumped 
12% imnlediately following September 1991 AFDC grant 
cuts of 2.7%. (5) 

, \ 

In Los Angeles'. County child abuse/neglect referrals jumped 
another 20% foJ.lowing October-and December ,1992 AFDC 
cuts totaling 5.8%. (5) 

• In Califorilia in '1994, the average out-of-home placement for _' 

one .child 'costs about six times as much per month as AFDC' 

for the same child. (6) , " , 


. i ' 


• ,In California in )994, ' foster family care for one child costs 

almost three times. 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 CQMMITMENTS DURING A TIME 

OF AFDCCUTBACKS.
, j'. 



" " 

. DATA AND SOURCES 

(1) 	 National 'comnuttee. to Prevent Child Abuse. Results Of ]993 Annual Fifty 
StateSuTVar. June 1994. pp~ 8-9. . 

, . 	 ,. 

(2) 	 . National Committee u,>Prevent Child Abuse. p. 9.. 

(3) 	 California County" Welfare Department AssociatioIl; Eenrument Placement 
CaseloadSurvev. September 1994, p. 36. 

(4) 	 California Department of Social Services. Pre,placement Preventive Services 
. Characterlstic.s SUTVevofCases Closed in January 1993. pp. 2()"22. 

(5) 	 Los Angeles County Report ·Child Welfare Services - Children Served" 1991·
94. .. 	 . 

Los Angeles County ·Depanm:ent of Public Social Services, ·Statistical RepOrt," " 
December 1994. \" 

i 

Analysis by Robert E. Shennan, Ph.D., Statistician (April 5, 1994): 
"A careful revi~ of the monthly CWS referrals in the period lanumy 
1990 through D~ber1994 reveals a statistically significant increase. 
of about 1200 referrals per month folloViing 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 linkage 
betWeen the AFDC cuts and CWS referrals, it does present a strong . 
association that deserves explanation." . 

i 	 " 

(6) 	 California Department of Social Services, Estimates Bureau, . "Public Assistance 
Programs, Comparison of Average Monthly Grants." (November 1994): 

· AFDC-FG per person/month $ 199.32 
· AFDC-FC Family Home $ 563.42 . 
· AFDe-Group Home $2755.30 

AFDC-FC Average 	 $1] 13.66 
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Whatever.ItIs, It Isn't.·.,. 
·"ConsttuctiveWelfare Reform

, . " . " . 

'. Pf()v~ion in proposed act could endanger abused and neglected children 

Lost. in the focus on welfare reform is a needed foster care, according to Pete Digre', Los . 
· shortsighted provision that would freeze Angeles County children' services .director, the 

funds used to prqtect abused and county would face a' new and unreimbursable 
· neglected children, If the' Senate approves the costof $185 million. That would· force the layoff 

· . proposed Personal Responsioility Act as written, -of the entire child protective staff. No staff, no " 
· federal aid would be capped ,and states would no . response to referrals: N:o staff, no investigation .. 
longer receive federal dollars based on need. . No staff, no supervision ..'. ' .. 
Demand is not static. It is rising. If current trends There is a high correlation between"poverty 
continue as expected, agencies would be forced to . and family violence. The recent I'ecessionand' . 
cut their staffs. Such a change is potentially life .state cuts in welfare payments swelled foster .. ' 

. '. threatening. A slow response to an emergency care; The economic downturn and reductions in 
· referral could result in a death. This is not wel public aid also caused a dramatic increase in the
.' fare reform. ; number .of children who need protection from. 

~ The proposed Personal Responsibility Ac.t . their parents.· These sorry outcomes should .. 
" tackles a'welfare system th*t is clearly broken. serve as a warning to Washington. '" . 

The massive bill approved ;by the House and Hunger is 'also on the rise. A- UC Berkeley . 
· under consideration in the Senate attempts to study, commissioned by the state, has found 2 .. 

· fix Aid to Families with Dependent Children. million hungry children in California, and that 
, But .the legislation also could cripple child number is rising. An estimated $.4 million chil

: . abuse programs and foster care programs.. dren are at risk of hunger. They are also at risk 
.' .. Surely, that is an unintended consequence that of neglect, which is defined as parents' failure 
.' the Senate Finance Committee should avert to provide adequate food, clothing and shelter. 

· when members tackle welfare reform. '. , Many of these children may require protective 
A proposed child protection block grant services, but any influx would cost plenty. The 

. would replace nearly two dozen federal pro consequences of rampant. unchecked and 
.' : grams, Including foster care, child abuse pre chronic hunger courd cost even more in the 
· ··.vention ahd treatment and adQption assistance. future. "'" . /' 

It would cap spending and eliminate the guar 'A DUBIOUS SAVING: Congress wants 'to 
'. antee of help for all abused or neglected save money riow in this area. Digre, who often 

children who need it. It would eliminate assis testifies in Washington, suggests !l reduction in 
tancefor poor kids taken in by a caring but poor bureaucracy and paperwork. The federal gov~

· • relative who otherwise could not afford to feed ernment can save millions if states are no 

· an extra mouth. It also would eliminate medical longer required to investigate whether foster 

· . coverage for foster childre~ and aid for com children are eligible for AFDC in order to 


paSSionate people willing to ~dopt children with recoup federal. payments. For example, in the 

daunting and expensive medical needs. In these case of some abandoned babies, . the parents


· tragic' cases, less government help is not better. can't be found to determine whether they are 

SAD, MAYBE DEADLY: Lawrence eligible. Eligibility can be determined easily 


Townsend, Riverside County's 'social services . and inexpensively by a court finding that a 
director. insists he would be forced to cut staff . child needs help. . . 

" members who conduct investigations, check on Some federal requirements should. be 
children in foster care or supervise children retained, however:. Foster care programs
who remain in their own homes. "It would be sometimes attract convicted child molesters, 
sad not to respond to referrais because of a lack who apply to supervise children. These appli
·of staff," he said. Sad, and pe'rhaps deadly. cations are rejected because the federal gov

The consequences in Los Angeles County. ernment requires a fingerprint check by the 
California and across the nation could be dra FBI. That check should remain on the books. 
matic if the proposed AFDC changes were to Strict licenSing requirements, another safe-
take effect. The time limit, elimination of assis -guard against dangerous foster homes, should 
tance to, teen-age parents, denial to legal also be kept. : . . 
immigrants and changes in child ..disability Child protecti"eservices' is more law 
assistance could deny aid to an estimated 4.5 enforcement than welfare, more public safety 
million poor children natio~ally. That would than public assistance. Every child is entitled to 
translate to 300,000 poor children with no form be safe. And society at large needs this protec
of support in Los Angeles. Hi only one out of 20 tion too. . 

I 
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Bad Bargain for" Children 
. As. ~slotuIIRePubl1c:8ns sIlrect the soda! mInimal sta.u4ards on stateS recelvtrIg Fedetal . 

safetY net. gaping bbles ~ opetililg In progwns .funds for cbfld welf.are prOgram&.lbe ltlUI4ards . 
deslgnect to. protect the nw.on's mtl$t wlneral,Jle reqaI.re states to pmvtde written plans for each 
cblldtel1 ...... tbe-ViCtfJi1S of abUse and neglect. As part . c:bild. with reconunended lervices IUld timetables to 
of the assaultotiVieIfare. House Republicans wantto. move children into or out of foster care. help them 
~r:haUl federally fW1de4 foster care and adOptiOn rerum to their families or make them eligible for 
serviCes. They WOUld, .cOri$olidate Glany u.l$ting adoption or Other permanent placement. 
programs intO blOck. grants and chOp funding .by Now House Republicans reek. to remove e'lren 
nearly $3' .billion. For a system . that is a1read.y these minlmal protections, while imposing harmful 
oV!rburde1ied and underfunded, these· proposals budget CUtS. In a. plan approved by the House Ways 
could spell disaster.' , and Means Col1Ulllttee. about 1WO doten Federal 

The chl.Id welfare system is a patchwork of chi1d.welfareprogra.nu would be consOlidated into 
progrlun$. usually run by states and counties, that· one bloc:k grant per state, with overall funding 
protect abused and neglected chlldren and offer redUced by $2.9 billion over five years. . 
services to trOubled frunDles where children are at Proponents iJlsist that the loss of funds will be 
risk. It also helps families who take responsibility , more than offset by increased program flexibility 
for neglected and abandoned children through foster and reduced ad.mll11Strattve burdens. Giving states 
care or a.doption. !he $}'Stem has grown as families more Deldbility and less paperwork l.s desirable. But 
and neighborhoods, devastated by the economy, the new plan ~ scrap virtUally all standards and 
drugs and alcohol. have disintegrated. In 1993. aI- prohibit Washington from exercislng any meaning·
most threemllilOn children were reportedly abused ful ovenlght. - . 
or neglected, an mcrea.se of 130 percent from a ' In addition. ftm.ds to individual states would be 
d~ade earlier. Nearly 450,000 children were· in capped, leaving State and.l¢a1 governments to plck 
foster care. . ' up the tab if c:aseioads soar. For New York. where 

In m~y States, ehildren are· victimized as both Gov, George, Pataki a.nd Mayor Rudolph GiuU· 
much by the Chlld welfare $YS1e.m. as by. their ant ha:ve proposed severe cuts in child welfare, the 
families. They are often left tOO long'with abusive results could be partietllarly damaging. . 
relatives or languish In foster care roryears without M. the plan headS for a vOU in the House thIS 
reasonable plans for permanent placements. week, supporters may thInk this is a good bargain 

Since 1980, Washington has tried to. iInpose tor the states. But it's a bad bargain for children. 

Copyr.ight by the }lew York 'rimes ColIrpany. Reprinted by penrlsaion.. , 
I 
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'Hurt'·iheChildren
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Avoiding disasteTs:with mUch·needed welfare refort1!: ' · hen the HoUse' d.~teSwet- The HealthMd HUman Serocesne
. . fare're!ormtoda,y, ,:tepubU- partmentesUmates that denying .. llWcans .eager to make good on censes nationally would ease delln

their· "contract with America" will quent child -support collections by $24 
emphas~ze Increasing 'personal re~billion and reduce welfare costs by $4 
sponsibUity and cutting government 
expenses. Both goals belong high on 
the national agenda.' Achleving 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, disabUity and otht"!r 
socia.! programs. But ~" " 
in their rush to judg- , 
ment, in their rush to I 

deliver before their . 
self-imposed April' . 
'deadline, members of 
the House GOP may , 
not realize the actual 
impact or, the untn-, ' 
tended consequences of this daUnting 
legislation, House lawmakers need to 
slo'w . down: More study ls warranted 
before they rewrite American social 
policy_ . ,:. 

Effective welfare reform would end 
dependencY,encourage, employment 
and eliminate 'teen-age pregnancy. 

. 


These goals require no bipartisan. 
debate. The question for 9ongress, 
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
enl take a job. The work requirement 
is justifiable, 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 that taxpayers 
should not have to spend in the form 
of welfare payments, PresidentClin
ton strongly supports this approach. 

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 
hurl disproportionately because, ac- .. 
cording to the U.s. Census, 25%. of 

legal immigrants na
tionwide are In this 
stale. Surely. the 
California congreS-

WELFARE 
WATCH 

Slonal delegation is 
~indfUl of the u~air 

• ~ ser\e$ impact that. would 
result, . 

There is much room 
for, improvement throughout the pro- ' 
posed Personal Responsibility Act 
Keeping block grants at cm:rent 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 bloo.ted foster care 
programs. This inflexIoillty 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 obU-' 

galion 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 theyear after the frozen allocation 
had been used up, Depriving young
sters of food would turn back the clock 
on public health, • 
,RepUblicans argue that 'parents 
should take care of their children, 
They are righL That is the ideal. But· 
children should not suffer because 
their parents cannot provide or be
cause tl1~y do not fulfill their respon· 
sibilities, After the House acts. the 
Senate must re';iew welfare reform 
very carefully to make sure that any 
new laws a~e tough on parents. not on 
children. 

.-.:;'" 



....' 

: 

'SUNDAY 

I APRIL 2, 1995 crt 

u.S~ Welfare 

Cuts ·Seen as 

Big BurderiJ 


. . 4 

for County 

• Services: L.A. officials say' ' 
costs could soar at least $500 
million iflegal immigrants are': 
thrown off federal rolls and end: 

I 

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. .,~, ! 

Officials predict that county costs ~wijl 
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 to 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

laU(>:, with anH:n1rT'''nto, counlv offi,i;]!;; 


1HE WASHINGTON AGENDA 
HITS HOME 
One in an occasional series 

say the situation appears grim-partic~~ 
lady fora county with a $600-million-plus 
deficit looming in its budget for this fiscal 
year, which ends June 30. " _ 

Under the bill, Aid to Families With 
Dependent Children and other guarani.t~ed 
benefit' programs would be consolidated 
into a smaller number of block g~an!:S, 
which have dollar limits. Control would, be 
transferred to state and local, offidals. 
Under the present entitlement status of 
welfare, anyone who qualifies receives 
benefits regardless of how much n19ney 
has been budgeted. ,; 
,Of major concern to, the county is a 

provision in the proposed legislation ,that 
.. would bar most legal immigrants from 

receiving AFOC, Supplemental. Security 
Income, food stamps. non-emergenct 
health care, cash assistance for disabilities 
and other services. 

County officials say that if the 275,000 
legal immigrants now receiving federal 
AFDC and SSI 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 th~d by 
California's Welfare and Institutions Code, 
which requires counties to "relieve and 
support all incompetent. poor, indigent 
persons." " 

Supporters of the congressiona.l welfare 
reform plan nOle that there would still be 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, that perspective is of little 
Please see WELFARE"B3 

- CONTINUED ON REVERSE 
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WELFARE: County Worri~ 
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. Continued from Bl 
cheer to the county. 

Eddy S. Tanaka, director of the 
county. bepartrrient of Public So
cial Services, said in aletter to the 
Board of Supervisbrs that the 
county's dilemma is unfair. 

".The federal government 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
vices 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 approv~ 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 
receiving 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 removing 
. legal immigranls~ teen-age 

mothers and others', from AFDC 
rolls and fordng 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 increase, "I 
would have to layoff three-fourths 
of my staff," Digre said in Wash
ington. where he was lobbying 
senators againstthe' reforms. 

The National Assn. of Counties' 
board of directors recently 'passed a 

resolution criticizing many el~i'rJi~ 
of .,the reform package •.saying.va 
number of thecbanges could ''hUrt'' 
'VUIilerable children and .would s-Wr 
costs to the county level" '.,':::;' 

The as.sociation called for ..~M,~ 
continuation of entitlement PI"Q:-:· 
grams, which guarantee individttal-. 
families' welfare subsidieS; rather.· 
than the system of paying bl6c1C" 
grants .tostates. And it came 1$~r 
against the .pro~osal to deny ben~i,' 
fits to legal ImmIgrants. ,: ,,,:., 

Los Angeles County, which has· 
one of the highest concentratioIl&~ 
of legal immigrants in the nation:' 
could experience severe conle":,': 
quences,officialssaid. •. .. 

They said the general relief pOp'::. 
ulation may also be increased~b~.. 
two other significant groups. Th~¢': 
suffering from alcohol and dru~ 
addictions would no longer be .~(-: 
gible for SSI payments ,under·the 
new legislation. And teen-aget§ 
who become pregnant and camiot, 
live with their parents may h~~ 
no alternative but general relief";':'J 

County Supervisor Zev Yqro.~: 
slavsky said the county has ~n~ 
put in a difficult situation. "Waslii!: 
ington is trying to get the poor:'otr 
its books and so is Sacrarnenlo,"''he 
said."Tbe poor, the people withthe 
least political clout and the softest 
voices tend to be leftoul" , ':'.'?', ~~ 

For Republican. local officials: 
the issue is more' sensitive: Xh~. 
very welfare-cutting policies they 
support in Washington threaten to 
'play havoc with' local budgets. 
Supervisor Mike Antonovich, "li 
Republican, declined to be inier .• 
viewed on the subjecL He issueli a 
statement saying he backed the 
block-grant approach to welfare 
because it·allowsmore innovation ..' 

"That is why I'm supportin~' 
what the Republican congressional 
majority is attempting to do~i.n 
Washington," he said. "Howeve:r; 
this commendable effort should 
avoid b~ing a cost shift from the 
federal/government to counties," 

http:saying.va
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Foster Care Regulations ~ uld 

. '" - : .VanishDllder GOP Bill, 


By &{artha Shlrtc 

OfIhePotr~ Staff ,o 	 wayS and Sdtools...T Republican IUPJlOrters of the 
COlltract ,'With Alnl!rica, the 18. l'b¢ ~es iQ the Re.Pubq bill~Dld: . ,pOund, 4.fOOt-llIgh flue oIledenJ reg.
Ulatfonsoll: abU$ed children S)'mbol • Repeal 23 chiId-proteCtioll pro
izea wllat's wrong Witb gOVermnem. ira1lIs and rePb.ce them with a singleb1OCk~ ,To children's advOCates, t.b~ regu.

' 	latiOns S)'IJ)bo./ize the federal respon_ • Cap fed~ra1 spending [or [oster
sibility to protect Its most lI'Ulnernble care and adoPfioD sUbsidies. 
citizens. , 	 ", • Repeal federal regUlations .~epea1 of the regujatioll is at the ~ .at ensuring tlJat fOster cbiJ. ,s,heart of the ;cbiId-protectiolJ ZU'Ovi., dren get adequate care, medical servi~s 3lld education.,Ions of the RepUblican welfare bilJ 

-lllolling tlirough the House. Anlong the reg1.tl.ations that WOuld 
Under CUrrent faPr', any Poor eJUld go ire tbo$e that reqUire inveStiga.
~ is abused or neglected is entitled tiOIl$ o[ PtOSPeCti\'e foster .Parents. 


to J)rotea.ion at puhllc ~.Pr~ re8Ular \'isits by SOcial WOrkelli and 

teCtion ranges! frO.Ql counseling to attemPts to reunify cbiJdrer, and their
frmilies.fqster care to placellJenr with rela. 
tIves Or in an adoPtive home. . . The Pl"opos:a./ is the Re.Publicans" 


tInder the PetSOnal ReSPOnsibility I"eSJlOnse to what PeQPle in botlJ poUt

."-cr. the 8Uatantee would \laJtish. ictJ Patties rCg3rd as anational crisishz foster Olre. ."This \t'Quld' dismantle the clU1d 

' "·...1fare system," 'says DaVid Lieder. "Nobody defet'ld.$ the SYStem W~ 

man. elteGutive director of the Child have 1l0000," says lot Spo~ [or the ' 

Welfare League of America.. ~epub1ican.s. "It's obvioUs to eyery- , 

"There's already a great uneve1lness work,"body COzmected to it that it doesn't, 
arnong the states, and thls is going to 
COmpound if.. In the states MJere The natiOn had a~rClJWork ciwd. 

they have SOme money and tbeY're so J)rotedlon SYstem Until 1961. When 

inclined. they Will PUt some into cbiJd Congress decLtred that abused chil- ' 

Welfare. let other states, abused ehlJ. drcn deserved. the same level ofPm. 

dren WiJl have to cO~pele with .high- tectjon IVberever the, lived.. Con

" 
I gress llllde fOster care 2 federal 


entitlement, whiCh, irJ tUn!. spawned , 

llet>rtn.ed>dth pe.r.p:Ssio,; of the s •. l.ou4 Poet-Dt.,p.tc:h. 


.. . i cOP.Yd.ght 1995. 
I 
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and adoptiOn services. for fiscal 
yel\rs.1n billiOns of dollars. 
1995 figure IS estimated• 

• Fot1.care. .'
AdopCSon . 

Sl.0 

.;.;.... 

Paying for Foster" Care .	Children re<:eivini federal subsidies fOf 
foster ctfe, kl tho~ands~ .FedeTa1l)ayrrte.nts for fOSter care S3..0 

400 

thousands of regUlations. 
Even with federal oversight. the 

treatment of abused children varies 
greatly from &tate to stitt. Problems 
have led to suits against the child 
welfare agencies in more than 20 
&tates, lncluding Dlinois and Jackson 
County, Missouri. . . 

The cost of foster care bas tripled 
since 1988. Tbat'slargely because of 
the increase in the caseload -' to 
425,OOOclUldren in1993 from about 
275,000 in 1986. Last year. the Con
gressional Budget Office projected 
that !oster tare costs would grow 22 
percent to 57 percent over the next 
live ye:a.rs, 

Miny of the children have more 
$er\ous physical injuries and psychO" 
logical damage than in yean past. 
which drives up treatment costs. TIle 

200 

100 

o 
'83 '85 '87 '89 '91 . '93 

~,Y. Trnes News Serke . 
. crack cocaine ePidemic is a Dll1in 
, cause of the ulistremnent. ~rt$ 

say. 
"Some of the things tha t i.nc:reue . 

\ caseloads are VIIf outside my con
',trot." said Gary Stangler. director- c! 
,the Missouri DeparuneD1 of Social 
Semces. He oppooes the Republican 
Plan. "What am 1 supposed to say 
when a judge gives the state custody 
of a child, and rYe spe1U IlIl myfunds: 
'Sony, we're full1" 
, Missourllw 15,020 abused or ne

glected children in out-ot-ilQmeare, 
including fl»ter ~ group homes 
and residential· treltro.ellt ~rs: 
lllinois has 45,950. 

Stangler S3j'1 it w«Ild be foolhardy 
toicap the foster care program wben 
welfare is also likely to be cut. ''When 
you abOlish the program. you don't 
abolish the people," he said. "My 
fear is that where we're gOing to 
rediscover their children is in the 

, foster care system." 
Nonsense, say Re;lublicans. End

ing burdensome paperwork require
ments will free more money for pre
ventive ~rvices far children. s;a1'5 
the :spoke!UT13.1l for the Republ.ican 
propOsal. "We 'Ii"l.!'it the S1xtes to 
spen~ more time protecting children 
and less time checking their paper· 
work," he said. 

PHGE.e~8415 956 9022 
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A Baa Bill in the House .... 
. ;'.. . 

..... • If " •• ' • 

TBE BOUSE this week takes uP a cIeeP11. thatwere trtIe, butItisn't It is good policy to move to .
'" ~!~~.tbere·r:r~,...:,thbilI:~=~JS.matbatrI'l . a &ystem that woold promote WOI:k and require it of . r."""~'" .......... uu:; ,!.lUll those capable of holding a job. Buttbat meaDs the 

more than 150 amendments have. been proposed. ~ wotiId have to Il1'OVide JllOD8Y for traitl:o 
Many come not from Derntx::ta1Ji but ftomRepuNi- IDg. edlI:aUm.<:hildcare and uJIlmat.e1y jobs, whether 
cansawareof~ebill'ssho~SotneariJend..inthepubticsedororthroagbsubsidiestoemployers. 
ments are worth passing. but they, will not cure what 
ails this.legistation. "Nothing could be more cruel to 
chlldren than the current welfare system: said 
Majority Leader DickArmey (R.Tex.). That's not 
true. This bill would make it wOl'SL} '. '. . • 

The sponsors have used appealing arguments fur . 
decentr:aIit.ation. and experi:mentationas rationales 
for ending welfare's "entitlettlenf' ~tus and turning 
it into a ~ocl{ grant" program to be run by the 
states. "Entitlement" isa loaded wrud, but also a 
technical one. Because Aid to Families with Depen-. 
dent Children is an entitlement. an who meet certain 
basic requirements can apply. Applications go up
'\Iihtm states fall on hard economic times" and drop
back during reeoveries. Money flows to states.when 
they need it most. > ~ :, 

:Endjng' welfare's entitlement 'Status means· the 
program would tie fat less flexible and less respoo
sive to changing economic cireumstal;lc.es. The bill's 
"nrlny day fund" does not begin to make up for this 
loss in suppleness-States should be encouraged to 
~nt with· better apjlI03clies to welfare. But 
yout!:~need block gra!!ts to let th~ experiments 
go d." . 

The bill also presumes that a better welfare system 
can be built with far less money. It would beJliceif 

'Ibis proposal. on the other hand, wouJd reduce 

.spe.OOmg on the poor by at least $66 biI1ion over a 

~ period. Some of these cuts come from 

unwi$e changes in the cbl1d nutrition and food $_ 
programs. .Both these programs work quite, well. 
Some'trims mIght be in. order, but nothing like those 
DOW being proposed. 

,Opponents of abortion have rightly led the charge . 
.against aprovision in the bill that would simply b3r 
'cb.i1d1:en Qf mothen; under 18 from getting any
assistance. Whatever one's view on abortion. it· 
doe$n't make sense to ask achild to bear the cost of 
a parent's miStake. But the House rules committee 
last night allowed far only mitlor changes in this 
prtMsion. Some of the amendments !IeIl't to the floor 
would actually make the bill worse. One amendment 
that.,!ould make it better provid~ ~ some more 
spending on child care. It's a gOod idea bat not 
enough to ~ the worlc requirements in this bill 
plauslDIe. , . . . 

Members of Congress should improve this IegiSla. 
. don. if only to keep as many bad.ideas out of it as 

JX)Ssible. Some Republicans w&e considering a ch8I. 
Ienge to the leadership that would allow more 
amendments to reach the floor. But ultimately the 
bill should be defeated and rewIitten. . 
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nm WASHINGTON POST " 	 March 24,' 1995. 

A Blow at Foster Care·.. .	HEN HOUSE S~ Newt Gingrich reason is the crack epidemic, for wbicb vulnerable 

came under harsh attack for sa~ that . ldds should certainly not be held responsi.b1e. 

in sOme circumstances some chiJdren' The Republicans can make a fair case that 

nll,ght be better off in oiphanages, the assaults federal regulations in this area should be stream
seemed to us unfair. Given the state of the existing lined; some rules may fon:e states to spend money 
{oster care system and the problems faced by in certain areas that might be better spent else
c:blldIen in abusive fatnUies, it's wrong to foreclose, where. But on this question not many states and . 
far partisan and ideological reasOns, any reasonable localities am claim bragging rights for having done 
optioos that might belp some kids. \ . . abri1li.ant job. On the c:ontrary. 20 states are under 

Unfortimately, Mr. Gingrich and 'his party in the murl orders or have been sued for failing to adhere 
House have not translateil their talk abOut helping to federal. mndards. 
society's worst-oft' children into protections· from Ending the entitlement status of these programs 
the freezes and reductions that their welfare bUl could ooly make bad situations worse by foredos

.makes in many pro~s for the poor. One section ing the increases in federal funding that need to 
of the proposal that has received little notice entails come if yet more children find themselves in foster 
a five-year reduction of more than $2.5 billion in care-as seems a virtual certainty. That Is why 
the' growth that was ~roje¢ted in federal eh1ld or~tions sympathetic to locill Autonomy and 
welfare progra.1l1ll. In their real for block graJlts, state control. ltUch as the National Association of 
the Republicans end the entitlement status. of State Legislators and· the National Association of , 
foster care and adoption assistance. The bill also Counties, have asked that adoption and foster care 
repeals a long list of federal regulations to ensure be coritinued as entitlements and not be tumed into . 
adequate services for children in foster care. block grants. 
, It would, of course. be a good thing if money The foster care and adoption systems are in need 
coUld be saved in all these programs by numing of reform. Unfortunately, mo5treforms designed' 
them better. But spending on foster care and to help children in dire straits will involve more 
adoption has risen not because of bloated burea~ spending, not 'less. Mr. Gingrich. 'Who can talk 
cracles or grabby interest groups but becauSe of a movingly about needy c:hi!dren, surely can do 
tragic rise in the number of abused and neglected better. This provision is yet another reason why 
children. The numbers went from 262,0{)0 in 1982 the House Republicans' welfare bill should be 
to 445,000 in 1993 and continue to go uP~ One big defeated, 
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EDlrORIALS 
II 

The Myths ·an.d Damage 
Of Federal Block Grants. I 

I

'· CCORDING TO proponents of: theA GOP's Conb:act WIth America, the 
. Personal ~ Act that 

comes up for a HQuse vote this week does 
nothiDg to dtm'nish government,commit
menm to feedhU1lgl'f children, provtde nn· 
ttition progranJS for poor pregnant women 
or supply cash assistance to single parents 
who are down on their luck but are willlng 

People hit , 
by recess,ion 
would have 
littl~ hOpe oj
turning . 
to the. 
government 
for joo'd aid . 

to wor~ 
Such talk is 

claptrap. 'I'he lle
publicans' version 
,of welfare refOI'lll. 
if'approved. would 
almost . certainly
result in deserving
beneficIa.riesof 
£OVemnl~t food 

. 'stamps,', school 
lunehes or welfare 
be1ngorlaturCknOedf · . ~~Yi'f .J)LLL,L 

clent state funds. 
Block: ltrauts in 

themselves are not evil. but they are the,
' h th 1 1 gitiwrong answer W en ey rep ace e • 

mate entitlement prograttlS· - those that
properly guarantee benefitS to all those 
who are eligible and apply for the~ 

Under the food block grant program be
, osed 10 food inel d mg prop I programs _. u 
ing food stamps. the schoollunc.h p~ogram'
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 
fundi; for a fiscal year plus an inf,lation 

I 
\ 
i 

. 

I 

adjustment that, accord1:ng to CQrrected. ;'1:
GOP figures released last week, ranges " • 
from 2 pereent to 4.2 percent over the next : 
five years.' '. . '. ..... . 
. Butthedo1laramountdoesn:ottakeini~-' ~ 

"	account a. proje¢ed boom in, school enroll
ment tbat WiD. increase, the number of 

needy students. Just considering the rising . 


, cost of foodan!1 skyrocketing school enroll. 
Illent, the Coilgress1onalBudgetOUice pre-
diets that 'the' amount avanable for food 
programs wmbe $2.3 bIDion less than what 
would have been available under the pre$

. ent system over the n~ five years. 
Furthermore. ,people hit by recesslon 

would have little hope of turning to the 
government for fOOd assIstanee.. When the I 

economy suffers a downn,rn and unem-~. ~ 
. plo~ent increases, 6tatesliill have the un: :;., .: 
happycho1eeofra1dingtheirowncof(~tO..i~ 
pay for the lJlcreased number of .l~' ~:, 

" apPl!cants or, as seems m.ore ,likely ip: thiS: '. .,
tight·budget era, deIJYing assistance to: , 

, these appli~ts.' 

N ew Deal guanmtees to the needy would 
be further weakened with the provF ':'1 

. sion in. the GOP' bill that allows states to ' ' 
divert:lJ) percent of the block ~nt mon,ey', ' , " 
to non-food social programs. '. :,:' , 
,There are altel1latives to block grali~:,'
that still would give fienbUity to states,''fiuch as changing eligibility and benefit 
rules or improvmg'" ~H"""""'ent between ben

.............. 

etit and jobs programs, , 

But a nation that cannot offer a helping 
band to its deserving citizens is a nation 
that does not deserve to call itself America, 
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Senate Pa.nei Opposes Revamping Foster Care 
By STEVEN A. HOLM'ES 

.WASHI'NGTON, 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 version of a 
blll 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- . 
eluding 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 believe 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 

:A House plan for 
block grants for 

:child welfare meets 
;resistance. 

to 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 
foster system," Peter Digre, direc- . vote on the committee was that of 
tor of the Los Angeles County De

~ partment of Children and Family 
: Services. . 
; The House plan, which was adopt. 
. ed as part of its welfare overhaul 
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 subsidies if the 
,child is placed with a foster family, a 
grouphome or a large state-run resi
aence. . 

The House plan also removed the 

Senator John H. Chafee, a Rhode 
Island Republican who informed the 
chairman, Bob Packwood of Oregon; 
that he would have difficulty voting 
(or. the. entire welfare package' un
less the current foster .care and 
adoption service!) program was re
tained. 

With Republicans holding only a 
two-vote majority on the panel, a 
defection QY 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~ 

automatic entitlement for subsidies' fare system ought to be retained," 

for any family that adopts difficult
to-place children, generally those 
~rom -low-income families, young
sters with physical or emotional im
pairme~ts 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
~oved from a family, into a. block 
grant, House Republicans had hoped 
I' 

said Josie Martin, Mr. Chafee's 
press secretary, ' 

In addition to Senator Chafee's 
objectionil 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 toMr. Packwood urging that 
the present entitlement status of fos
ter care and adoption subsidies be 
maintained.' 
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May ':18 ···:::tJl·S··.· 

..... .... ..... . ... \: ~\'~:.:~ ;·.?:,:.r:;t~t(·~ '. . 
Dear ChA.L::m&n Pa~,. .,..,' ,.:. '.' ,..:.. ,."".,,': " :," . 
. . :' :;.:: :*'. *.: '\:. :' ":", ~..~ 7::• .': :":'fL' :', ';:?- .~. " :'. 
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. .' .We are wri.~ ·t:O:··::atr~:R;,.ii·:~~·:!ou. ftO'C .W 1mQ~cut oi: 
, .ahOrt;...ehanqa 8e~8il tor '.~: ;C#P'..:aeglected. cJU.lcken •• 

part!·o! yaur p~:.-fo~:_l~:reEom•.. 

. The needS'of ab~~:.:~·:·~~~ ':~en &r4J distinct;. 
Itwoulcl btJ ~.q.\.c:.. "i.~:.'~ tl'VilJi;:..,n by' .£nelt.idiftg, . 

. ciQ.tbacka J.nthe fUM~~ ~~·.·l~~.~,.:·~~tec1.1;O t:halie chil • 
-(I We .ahould. Qot•. tba.t::~··_.jOI:: etwi;e.·:..you Al:e ac!voc&'Cin9 in 

.:?:', th9 Aid to Pamf.li.....~.~th .~~iCh£l=-::CDDC) also wJ..l~ 
have an impact on .M~:"af ·the" cliQ.~_.' . . . . '" ',' ~< :;:,~:.' ~: .'.' ."::'., ".~: ..::::::<~~.'.:;.r£!.· . 

'. '. Wa believe 11:: .~~;:~@nU.l;.~.~~_;t:a.l~.A~h~ ent1~1$m.nt . 
..8~&tUJI of fe..s'ter,·.c:I.3·.~.i!iLa.clOpu.04·~•••~.·Ufta.. It l.' also 
cruci.al to l'resa:rve/~x).'aWl:'.:f8d~~~:.~~9' levwa18 fc:;.~ 
prevention under ttJ1~·le ·tv...B .CM1Cl.-*lfue:·aJid. the Pami.ly 

. ·llr•••""'at1on and hiilY··~: ~"HtabU8hecl by 'this. 
cOmmittee in 1993'" ·:~:~;~&~,&W~~~aUn.. ~ardi.ng . 
c1l11d abQ.. ~ neg:lec;: ._s~..be:.~.~~·· ·f~;r: wll\arable 
chJ.lchen. " .':::~(':~.< :'::'.' '.~.. ':: ".: .::·.'):;~:.r:;.:J. :: .' 

There ia a: £wi~taf di.ft.~·· ~~11 cash aaai.t.Anc 
to low..ineome ~amil.·~~.s~: :with· apaD4.~:.~l.dJ:'*D aM O~ ao:r:al 

>, obli~a.t1on to prot:~. ·~rabl.::~lc;$:e!l.··from alnae and 

a.ql.et. \ . ··::.:.<X::··· '.. '.,:. ::~J.~.:b/'~:i~::··\:.:' .'. . . 
. The hearing YO'li'.·halcl .t.D.:--·the:~Pi1Umi:e C01IDi tbM on April 
i.IiCluded. e~ w.f.tAeii'''':,· ~;·.,~~tt;.y·:o£'Vhom .1::.~onO'ly
Buppontld maJ.nt~;:.~ '~~~"''Jr,' at&=- of foster care 
and adoption a••i.tIli"~.1J:i.clUd1ng~.Hr.i. 1fa.cle Hom, fomer 
CODilU.••.i.on.r for W·lcu:.n~ ·.Y~:··i'.iia:j!,uaU'•• .in the B\lsh . 
A4idni.atre.tion.. . .~~. 'wet.•.! c~~~~tii,:'~·.t1Iaony anc1 elQ~~Y 

. 11t\1.t:ra~od ~h. ~n~; .of ',. ~f~l;'a:l. ':3:01. in l'~~vct.1.nq
eh1.1d¥'en fl:'OIIl abuBe·::~. ftevlect,,;;.·;·,":,::,.>;;:··.· . . .' 

.We Are~~¥.~~~~::·tb~~~;~~:·~~.fO!e 1:he c~pl.~e
raftge of ~erv1.CeB: .~~o:.'abu:.stid .. ·i.JId/·n~~ec:,eecf. cm11dren W1..11 
increase in the. fUtUre' !)AsfKI 'em ~mc:ant t%'eIUta and due 'to othe 
policy ..:hanq". '. ::. >....:>...... <:..: ':;/;;'::':>" 

. '. ·P.o.S:"~~.,~,;;~.p'~~·,.~~~~~~l~, ~ ua deaac1e bet 
1983 and 1993 frca:.:9-1,·37~~..tO.. ·232·;~.~8;;·~"Aiid ~a ril1e.ta . 
expect.ed ~ eQnt1n~,:~;;:'AboUt :~8:·;::pe:~~nt o:f' cbJ.l~n are 
cur;-entl;y .in tost.r:v:·c....z:.: becauis~.:.of:;;ftegl~, which ten.da to 
1ncreall. as fam.11Y·:,Pq:V~Y: in~a.~~.·;··:·:··tf·,~ly. five percenl;. 0 

. the ahildren w.h.o,·~y,~v.··,cm,t'!'"Qff..'.f%'C!lll ~~\ind.r th. House
. I.:':}'" " .. :."':>.::<':' ,.'. ",' . 

' .. 
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PAssed., bill n~ P:O~"':· .~.f.~~::;\~.:act.d.LtJ.ODal, 280, COO 
children would. :flOo4,:ele ~.~' ..:SUch,:, an .1nc%:'.s. vculd 
ovenhebl .. .p,~ ~~::i•..~l~,:~r.t:Ch0.4 lXtyoM its means •. ~ 

Attach~ i.. a ~~·\~,i~~~~~\~.:~t4mUal g:owth in " 
the nMCl to:: ~tec~~v!!?i.~lc...·~·:by:.~A~,I).l..~... , 
D1nctor of the' Lo•.,:~..:~.:~t;, of Ch11<1ren and 
PULLly serviceS, who~·~ttfled·:tMtfo3..',d:i !'U1ance ComIllit:.ttM!. 

I -, • :-;:':': ~;:'., " .••• ':••• -•• : ..... )=,.:: .. :'... ': =:". ..' 

AS you know, ~?~·h&"''''~4·:!~-:1n~.·ift foster 
eM:O _;y1S"C_ iA~a" -t:.,tn:,:1ft ·e:Mfti,.'tc:i§aa·,w::e- 'the basic 
protection of cbl.l~~:~-:. ".G1_ ·th.·:~~ :z:~rd. of stAte. # 

va beUeve .i.t 1•••••~1:. ~ '·lIialn.wa.:;·-~.su&:l -aupport and. 
fe<1.~al .1:.&nC!~ 'fo~;':~~ &n4'-:~~1,~ ohi.l.~. 

'~~:O~~~{~'~~~.'a'=Qorthe'-"
mo~era nth AIl)~, 1#:~;~:_:_~. )~leea4.~:·:~·.;'current.1Y' .if relatives 
are \U14ble to Oal:e ·fo~:·.\\i::b.· ebJ:~ '.\."~ey. ue. temporari.ly
placed in fo.torc;m.."~",( ,~~:i··a~":ho.pitall~.:! and unGle 
to ear. foX' th...~ ~,:~ c!.Kth::~~f:·~.:. pa=eAt, aceeehildren 
will have no o~r op1;.1en· .than'. fo.•~J::··:::c&n. : . ' 

J:n orti&: 'to p~~'~~~i£: :~~{t~~~~e f'W\<l1n9 for 'bo~h 
pr.vention,. pro'l:ective ".een1ctitJ·,>~ :fUily preserva:t.1on l1S 

authori.zAd eurrently·.:.~e;::nU.·:·:XY::-~J5.:·;,~.t:: ~ -·maintainocl. It 
would, he COftaIlOn aon.~<.b ':~~.""~'''~:; e~llti4un11:y~b&aed planning
started u.nd.er the -I'~Y', P:;ftc:va~;~~~'P'%'OV1s1oM of 1993 and 
!:.o allow. 'the Deput::aeiit;, 'of" :.:HM1't.h.. qJ·...Human ·S.tviee•.t:.o push 
a.head with l.te pl.~~.:lO.;...1:a'bt.dSiOn.t::;.ii.uon. fo~. ~..tez: 
flexibility among' \~d..·V.lfii.ft·: ae.iiV1~e,. :.: . 

AB. atat•• ar.::·~:':to·;.~~:~~~~~w n.poftS1.bi~lt1\1. fo%: 
80<:1&1 ••rv1.c•• to'. :n~:.cb.Udi:en-·:.IJi4;; fu,u!..ea, WB believe' i.t. 
i •••••1'1ti.o.l to ...tftttd.n;·na",101ial:~.~~A AY\d ::fad.a:a.l 
funding for abU'ecl:::~,·.Dti;l~·:'.~i.,C!~. , 

Such Ch1.~d%en· :~~:~·;~~~i..~~:~~~,~ ,ou: compa••~on 
and s.upport, &.nd.' ~';~~~':':'t.o: 'wOrk;';vi~,you ·to: mil.LJ.ltain such , 
funda:ment~laaf~.·.for,eh1lclren:.:-Who-.u8 ~t..rl-alt of abuse 
and nGgl.~~. .,:.,~:.::::.~~:,:: :.':.... " : :: .. t-.::/ ..... ' 
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JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV 
weST VIRGINIA . 

1initfd £,tatf5 ~rnatf 
WASHINGTON. DC 20510-4802 

Febru~ry 15,' 1996 
~.~ 

Dear Mrl" P-re:side~,...... ~ . 

We share a deep mutual interest in protecting children, 
and it has been exciting ,to work closely.with you on a range 
of issues far childJ;en 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,~conomic growth legislation you signed into la 
on August la, 1993 .. As you know, this initiative is a five:" 
year program to be closely evalua,ted. and an, early- study sho s_,.....,
it fs qtiitepromising: . . >A4!J,~ :----....,..". ..--

er 

....""'."•........-.""~ 

It is d.istu~bing to see that 'Family' Preservation and ot 
fundamental 'fedepal efforts for abused and neglected childre 
are jeopardized Py some of the pending proposals on welfare 
'reform. While I: strongly support genuine welfare reform 'and 
have worked hard; to promote action on the Daschle bill and t e 
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 entitleme t 
to foster care as a fundamental safety net for extremely 
vulnerable children. 

During prev~ous Senate debates on welfare reform, I work d 
hard with Senato~ Chafee and others to protect and maintain 
current law on child welfare services and foster care. We 
worked in a bipartisan'manner, and secured support from a 
range of Republipans. 

Unfortunately, the House prevailed in conference with it 
block grant approach for child welfare. NOW, the National 
Governors As'sociation (NGA) has also endorsed block grants f 
child welfare programs. While the governors did endorse 
continued federal protections and requirements for states to 
have 100 percent "maintenance of effort," I see real problem 
with the NGA optional block grant proposal . 

. First, I th:hrik it would be impossible to administer a 
'program where states could annually flip between a block gra 
and an entitlement~ This could easily encourage states to 
"game" the system to draw down more federal funding and crea 
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 ' 
effort will be whittled away during the legislative'process. 

PHOTOC9py -- PRES RVATION 
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You may be assured that I will continue to fight hard 'n 
the Senate in a bipartisan fashion to maintain strong feder 
programs for abused and neglected children.. I am fully 
committed to our Family Preservation initiative, but I know 
will be a real battle to prevent block grants ·of child welf 
programs. 

Your Administration has been helpful in its strong voic 
and leadership for the children unlucky enough to be abused 
neglected, and in dire need of the help that can only be fo 
through the child welfare system. I write to urge you to 
maintain a firm; stand in opposing the pending proposals for 
blo"ck grants' of child \'/elfare' prG'J'~r:;;.ms '~:.,?;l foster care .Th 
is no reason to tie welfare reform to ,the elimination of th 
safeguards that: the child welfare programs provide to child 
n?i t ionwide.' , 

Our Family :Preservation initiative deserves a chance. to 
implemented and:' studied. It is worthwhile to note that our 
program includes a demonstration project for 10 states to h 
greater flexibility between child. welfare and foster,care 
programs. Thi'sris the right way to explore innovatlve 
approaches to e~hance state flexibility with careful . 
evaluation to ensure children remain protected. 

Mr. Presid~ntl I will do whatever I can in the Senate t 
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maintain the strongest possible federal commitment to progr ms 
for abused and neglected children. Your continued leadersh'p 
and strong support on this specific issue will be crucial., 
know we agree children must be protected, and I believe thi 

. means maintaining and strengthening our federal commitment 
child welfare and foster care. . 

I will share these same thoughts with members of your 

Administration involved in the discussions aimed at reachin 

consensus on welfare reform l and .welcome your direction on 

child welfare and family preservation . 


.As always I my warmest regards to you. 

SincerelYI 

JOh~R6Ckefeller IV 
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",The Honorable B,ob Dole, Senate Majority Leader 
, 	 United Scates Senate ' <": , ,'" , , . 

141 Hart:Senaie:'O'ftice Building , 
WashinSton, D.C. 20510 . 

The H.on.orabJe Thomas A.~as~hle. Senate Minority Leader" 
United St"tes Senate,' . " 


. ~17 Hart Senate Office Building 

,WashirtSton, D.C. 20510' ' 


l' " 
1,,  .f 

'Dear Senators. . 

As the Senate ttimS its attention to the important issu(~ ofW~lfare Reform, we want to 
take this opportunity to applaud ~he work of the Senate Finarlce Cpmmittee to maintain the ' 

, federal commitment to child welfare programs. 'As professionals who daily encounter families ind 
, , ,children in need of child welfare services,'we appreciate Senator Packwood's recognition thai the 

needs ofthe' child welfare sy~tem should bc:dealtv..;th separat~ly.' ' 
I ' ' 	 , 

, 	 • Over the next1fewyears We anticipate a st'rainon the' cti~r~nt s;stem. 
, I' ' 

. I, 	 , 
"" 	 Children needing services areenterina the system 'lNitlfmore'serious problems than 

we have 8Xpetienced historicallYl, " ,'. ' , ",' ' 
I, ' ", 	 ' , ,• 	 The nUmber ~fadolescents in the "hUd welfare: system is increasing.' TypicallYt this 

age group places the greatest,deman(t on 9ur !;eMces.; , 

The reform by Congre~ ofeconomic'benefit'programs will have an Unpact on ' 
.:-, child 'welfare cases due to our expectation that additional'children may require 

family preservation or'protectio,n services., " ' , , .' 

Inc1l,ldingchild welfare into th~ block grant refonnsa1:this time would precludeoucability 
to keep children'safe because of the reduction ofexisting and expected levels offederal support, ' 
for the programs we administer. 'tOday, child welfare services are a true federaVstatc partnership. 
,We support continuation ofthat partnership and ",mccntinue to oppose the inclusion ofthese 
services'in a block grant. We support the deci~iori'onhe Senate Finance Committee to omit.child 

, w~lfare 'programs from th~ p~oposed block grants. ' , " , 
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Acting Director 
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Director 
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Cannen Rivera 
Secretary 

, Puerto Rico, DSS 
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'S41cerely, 

Nancy L. Rollins' '., 
neputy Director '. 

, New Hampshire, DCY & F 

Thomas p, Eichler 
Secretary 
Delaware, DSCY &. F . 

~ • 4 " 

..~~'-*~ 
, Peggy Wallace 
Commissioner 
Kentucky, DSS 

, " 
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Mart Hoffman, ~SSW, MBA Karen Perdue 
Interim Executive Director ! Coinmissioner 

, I 

'. Texas, DHS ,Alaska, DHSS 

" William M. Young 
. Commissioner 

Vermont, SRS 

, 

a,~~k.·'· 

$usan M. Chandler, Ph,D, 

Direc:;tor 

Hawaii. DHS" 
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, I 

,1~enBeye , 
lManaging Director 
Colorado, DHS, 

Alvin C. Collim 
SecretarY 
Maryland, DHR 
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Administrator 
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Secretary , 

Washington, DSHS 
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Gretchen Lewis 
Secretary . 
'West Virginia, DHHR 

Chery1. Sullivan . 
Secretary 
Indian8.;~SSA 

: l'aul Drews, 
Deputy Administrator 
Oregon, CSD/SOSCF 
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.. Sincerelyt 

Kenneth M. Fandetti . 
~ Acting DIrector 
Rhode Island· Dey&. F 

,. 
. , Nancy L. RC!llins .. 

" ; , Iteputy Director 
.New Hampshire. Dey&. F 

George A, ·Miller 
Director 
Oklahoma, DHS 

.. ~.... 

.Carmen Rivera 
Secretary . 
Puerto Rico, DSS . 

, , 
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. Thomas P. Eichler 
Secretary' 
Delaware. DSCY &. F 
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Peggy Wallace. 
Commissioner 
Kentuclcy. DSS 
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WEST VIRGINIA _ 
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'\ ,; ,tlnit£d £,tatt,S, £,matt' 

I .:. • ' " ..~ '. ' • ; :..' . 
WASHINGTON. PC '20510-4802 ' " 
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., 
, 

!, .' , June , 20 i '1995', 
,, , 

:i'Dear~',"~.', 
r 

, , , , , 

,~ , .:. '". . : '. " 

:" ';' " 

r:amwr'itlng:'t:cj'ensure that' you and 'the' President are 
. ",": reminded of" thej.mport:ance ,of pr,otecting, ,federal programs for' 

'~ ,.;abused andrieglected children during, any negotiations or ',: ,,', 
discussions cif welfare reform. Having-worked 'clos~ly with HHS'~ j';' 

'. ,officia.ls' on this6bjec:tive" r appreciate the Clinton ,!, 

Administration's efforts so far~' " 
I 

. .', . 'j . , ' , 
.:,."We' achieved on$ ,victory ,for children when tl+e Republican' 

mE!l1WerS of the Semite Finance Committee retained the current 
law for chiJ;d ~elfcire and falnily,'preservation in its welfare, , ...., # 

,refdrmpackage,'whichpreservedthe entitlement status of 
foste~, 'care and adoption 'assistance for, children with special' "':<:'~'i~;'i.i;'i~[,itl"';~· 
needs '~,:' Senator Ch~fee and· t viewed' this as a priority, 
this part ,of an ot~erwise seriously,flawedbill would maintal:n 
at least partr 'of the safety net· .for abused and neglected.', 

h 'ld " '.,I<C~· I;'en . "', - r: ' '. \ " .' ." . 

. M~intaining";cu~~ent'law'in th'is specific a~ea: ·also·, , 
protects the p~ovisions promoted by pre.sident Clinton in, 1993 
to. make ,new investments in fandly preserVation and family .' ',.. '" 

, ,'support through the historic ,budget and economic plan. ,'This. .':>. 
made a very important step 'in help,to:children,a~d families, 
and; is popular amorig state officials and ,child, advocates' 
across the 'country. ' , '.' , . " ' 

, ,. '-. 
.', :, ".:' ";"'" ,'. ., '",,'

,Leon; ,as the process unfolds to attempt Ito enact 
effective; worthwhile welfare' reformi .ram writing.to . 
highlight.the yital importance.of .,5usta.;lning thes,e crucial, 
programsfo:t. our most vulnerable children. " This will,bui.ld. on 
presid4?nt,Clinton' s strong, record of.achievement for ,America" s .' : . 
children ,and 'families,facing some of the toughest problems. ,... ' 

" '~.'. " : ,.' (:·::·:::/·~~<;ust':;pci'~·:.:~l~~W:,:'~~;~l1ei'~~t:o\.~;~:~·.~~eif~~~,~'~'ef.~'nn:, ~s" ,~'. : ...,."
I, , ',' ~ .~, 'v':":' vehJ.cleto,urlravel.:our\-W:0:r:k.on ,family,preseryat~on, .:or.:asa' :. . 

:' ,: .. :" ". "means'. o,f ·.eliminating·' the~ntitlement "stci:rt:us /pf'Jost'er':care and':',· .'\:.. ' ,'; 
. '., .' :,"adoption ·.~as's'istance./ The 'basic: federal:guide'riries.regardlng' .. ··:·:,..~':.:'-:i:.·': 

, "child:abu'se 'ahdneglectmust be preserved, for vulnerable' ,', .',' '.< .. ,~, 
.:- : child.ren ~.,'. :One.point.t() 'constan-t:-1y··make . is,t,hat .there: is . a'~ ":,.,.' 

, '. fundamental ,difference, between :·!tash·ass·istance :to 
" .. , .. .famil;i·es>vfith.~ependent.:·;:pliild:i:en:~nd·o~r, .moral,. '6.bli.<jation,.,'to 

" ··:: .."protect:':vulrierable:'chl.ldreri::fr6m'~~ab:use'\:iild' 'i"legl~ct/~who .are 
, .. , , :. ~ -

.'; , 

. ..": . ~'; . i' 

1, . 
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http:will,bui.ld
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http:writing.to
http:officia.ls


, ;." .:...,'::.'. 

, '. ~' 

. -", "', 

"tIt, 

. . 
, , , ~,'. The' HOllorable ..Lec::m:E.panetta ,.," , I"~ 

June ',20 i ',1995 

Pag,e '2 . " 


, ".' 

, • ,I 

.'. .. 

" ,; , 

, 
" 

, ' . 
Attached ,is 'a ::chart' illustrating the potential growth in 

, , 

'the need for proteC,tiveservices prepared, by Peter Digre,.; " " 
Director of. the Lo~~ ,Angeles County Department of. Children and'" 

: Family Services,..~who :'testified, bef9re the FinanceCommittee. '. 
'. ',.... ,: '. ' .~ . . . '." -' ." . , . . ." . . ,,'. . ~ .:: . '.. .( , . '. . - .' " 

'" . .': ".. :. ~'I -:.: .:....; ,,~. ~" ..,' '., .,:1,'.. ", ' '" . ' .: ".. .; 

, ,,', As you','kno.w.'i the courts 'have', had to 'intervene in f9,stE!r " 
care systems':iri, 22 states, ih order to 'assure the basic ""'" 

.:''. protectlonof,":'chil9,ren ;lGiverithei:::urr~nt, record cif. ,:states", 
it, ,is 'essential to'" maintain f,ederal support, and federal ", ' 

,"standards for abused and. ,neglected , children ',' , ' ., '1;,.. 
'. .' " 

, .. 

, In qrder to fully: p~otec:t' children,' ,adequatE! func:iing ,tor', ' · 
" both 'prevention, prote'ctive se~ices,,-'and :-family, preservation:, 

..-;..,,< 
as authorized currently"under Title IV-B must be mairita'ined~ , 
It would.'be common, 'sense ,to continue 't:he :community-based ' 
planning started ,under. the. Family Preservation ,.provi'sions, of, 
1993 ,and to allow ,the 'Department of Health 'and Human Services 
to, push ahead with,,itsplanned10~state demonstration for: ,'" 

'greater flexibilityamcing child welfare services<' .' 
~'" ." . '" '.: " ,. ':'... ", ;. \. ~ ....:. ..: ,',' ..... ," . ~:':., . ': ,,:,' , . ':' '". ; 

d, 'These,childrenarevulne~able' and deserve.ourcompassion 

. " ",{ and support',":and'I againurt;te }·theActmin'istratio'n ,to ',' ' 

:.. ',. ',"', ,~pe~ial.'\attenti6n:,.~0~,::thi~;sE!1;..:'9~ ,is'~.ues~anc:I ',.' 


_",::. ' :,;,negotiation:~ '.1:ake::iplace .'''wfth >Congres s, oh . 

'~ ", :'E:unding ',and. ~ederal,' st~ndards .mu.~1;.))e',p~otec;t~d:' Jor ,chi 


,"'~' :" welf~re programs i :alc:mg ,;with::t:h~:.._en't:i.tleme~t ,status' f,,?r,_ 
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The, Honorable Leon' :',E. Panetta 
, June:: 20", 1995' " 
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I was',proud 'to work with' President Clinton in 1993 to help 
abused ,and' neglected. children,- 'and I want ,to "work' with all of' 

, - you again, ,to. ,ensur~ that these distinct,programs are not 
"abandonet,i when: we 'r'/o:k, out the course for, welf~re reform. 

Thank you. 'veq, inuch"and best wishes. " 
.. ' " ".." '" ' ,." \, - ' "",' ,', 

'. : ~ '. 

, , Sincerely,: ';" 

~ I • ' 

!~ • 

, 

Rockefeller IV 
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