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FOSTER CARE AND ADOPTION ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM

MONDAY, JUNE 24, 1985

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY
AND INCOME MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 p.m,, in room SD-
215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. William L. Armstrong
(chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Armstrong and Moynihan.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

ComMITTEE ON FINANCE ScHEDULES HEARING ON FoSTER CARE AND ADOPTION
AssiSTANCE PROGRAM

Senator Bob Packwood (R-Oregon), Chairman of the Committee on Finance, an-
nounced today the scheduling of a hearing on June 24, 1985 of the Subcommittee on
Social Security and Income Maintenance Programs. The hearing will begin at 2:00
p.m. in room SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

The hearing will review the operation of the Foster Care and Adoption Assistance
program (title IV-B of the Social Security Act) and various proposals dealing with
the program’s modification. The hearing will be chaired by Senator Bill Armstrong
(R-Colorado), Chairman of the Social Security and Income Maintenance Programs
Subcomnmittee.

“The Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-272),
which created the foster care and adoption assistance program, was enacted with
strong bipartisan support. This support continues in Congress,” Senator Armstrong
pointed out. “The program has not undergone any significant review since it was
established. It is clearly time to review the comprehensive set of services, proce-
dures and safeguards provided in this legislation. The provisions were intended to
avoid the unnecessary removal of children from their homes, prevent extended stays
in foster care and to ensure that efforts are made to reunify children with their
families or be placed in adoption.”

Senator Armstrong said, “The Administration has proposed certain reforms for
the program. The Subcommittee looks forward to receiving testimony from the Ad-
ministration and from others interested in the program—its implementation and
proposals for change.”

Senator ARMSTRONG. The subcommittee will come to order.

We are here today to consider the administration’s foster care
legislation, which I introduced at the request of the administration
earlier in this month. In 1980, Congress made substantial, signifi-
cant changes in the Federal Foster Care Prograni, and created the
Federal Adoption Assistance Program. That law, the Adoption As-
sistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980, grew out of a bipartisan
effort to reform the foster care system across the country. Too
many children were spending their childhood lost in the foster care
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system, moving from one temporary home to another or sometimes
to an institution.

The 1980 act addressed the need to find permanent placement,
return to home or adoFtion for those children already in foster care
and provide troubled families with services designed to reduce the
need for foster care placement. Requirements and incentives were
built into the law to achieve those goals. And it is noteworthy, I
:‘hlink, that to a very large extent, this legislation has been success-
ul.

By the end of the 1970's, approximately 500,000 children were in
foster care homes. Today, that number is approximateli' one-half,
roughly 245,000. So the committee, I am sure, and our colleagues in
the Senate are pleased with that progress, but we believe that
more can be done to improve the program, especially to encourage
the placement of more difficult to place children.

The legislation before us today builds on the foundation created
in 1980 to strengthen the foster care and adoption program. The
bill would make amendments to the Foster Care and Adoption As-
sistance Programs under title 4 of Social Security to help the State
reduce the number of children in foster care, to moderate the in-
crease in cost of the Foster Care Program, and to make other pro-
gram improvements. The proposal would create a program of in-
centive payments to reward states that increased the number of
long-term foster children removed from foster care to permanent
hoip;:i States that are unable to make reductions would not be pe-
nalized. : .

This bill would also eliminate ptactical difficulties in providing
Medicaid coverage to adoption assistance children, and would make
permanent the temporary provisions of title IV-E, authorizing
maintenance payments for certain children voluntarily placed in
foster care. The legislation would also modify limitations on Feder-
al funding for the title IV-E foster care program, and the formula
for determining a State’s allotment when a limitation is in effect.

I should emphasize that the modifications would not eliminate
increases in funding in the dprogram, but would slow the total
growth in cost. The bill would continue to allow States to provide
child welfare services, which were not needed for foster _care. Fed-
er%l gunding for adoption assistance payments would remain open
ended.

The needs of each child entering a foster care home or institu-
tion may differ greatly. Some children may be placed in the foster
care home voluntarily for temporary protection of that child until
the former home can adequately provide a healthy home life. In
other cases, after a period of time, it becomes obvious that certain
children can never return to their former home, if they had one.
For these children, adoption remains the only alternative if they
are to come close to having a normal home life during these very
important formative years.

his legislation encourages States to improve their efforts to de-
velop innovative programs for this latter category of children. The
purpose of foster care is to provide an interim solution for a child
until better home care can be provided and can never be and
ihould not be considered an adequate substitute for a permanent
ome.
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After nearly 5 years of experience in operating the programs cre-
ated in 1980, the Department of Health and Human Services has
developed these proposals to fine tune the existing programs while
leaving the basic structure in tact. This legislation is designed to
give States needed flexibility and also a financial incentive to get
children into permanent home situations.

I'm looking forward to the testimony to be presented, and first
would like to recognize Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On just a differ-
ent subject for the moment, our subcommittee doesn’t meet that
often. It's been almost 2 years since we last met. In the interval,
we've passed legislation reg(\)xéring the Social Security Administra-
tion to issue tamper-proof Social Security cards. The Social Securi-
ty Administration claims to have done so, but there are those who
claim that these cards certainly don’t meet the purposes of the law,
I wonder if at your convenience—sometime in the next 3 or 4
months—we might have a hearing to review the implementation of
that statute.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Yes; the question is, Senator, has the Social
Security Administration fulfilled the requirements of the law.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And the Furpose.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Sure. I'll be happy to arrange a brief hear-
ing on that subject.

nator MOYNIHAN. I would agpreciate it.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Did you have an opening statement on this?

Senator MOYNIHAN. A brief statement to say this is an appropri-
ate and important hearing on an important subject. The Child Wel-
fare and Adoption Services Act of 1980 was, I believe, the only
piece of social legislation adopted during the Carter administration,
and the only piece of social legislation adopted in the last decade.

I think it does appear to have had an impact. If, indeed, we have
cut in half the number of children in foster care while divertin
them to adoption, the legislation would appear to have a powerfu
effect. I certainly want to hear from Secretary Hardy about this.

I have introduced a bill, S. 1329, Mr. Chairman, on the same sub-
%iCtt’; and some of the witnesses here will address themselves to

at.

I thank you for the opportunity to speak and look forward to our
witnesses, especially Secretary Hardy.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you, g;,nator Moynihan.

On that cheerful note, we are pleased to welcome Dorcas R.
Hardy, Assistant Secretary for Human Development Services, De-
partment of Health and Human Services. Secretary Hardy, we are
delighted to have you here and eager to hear your testimony on
this legislation.

STATEMENT OF HON. DORCAS R. HARDY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR HUMAN DEVELOPMENT SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, WASHINGTON, DC

Secretary HarRDY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. _

I'd first like to tell you that I am accompanied today by Joe Mot-
tola, Deputy Commissioner of the Administration for Children,
Youth, and Families.
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I have some brief remarks to make, and then would certainly en-
tertain any questions.

As you have stated, 5 years ago, the Congress enacted the Adop-
tion istance and Child Welfare Act (Public Law 96-272), which
did seek to restructure the Federal role and our participation in
programs for child welfare and foster care and created a new role
in adoption assistance. At this point, 5 years later, we see that
Public Law 96-272 has had a very positive impact on the welfare of
our children. But we should also note that improvements began
before the enactment of Public Law 96-272, when as a part of the
same Eublic concern and policy debate that you both alluded to
hear that engendered and put together the law, states at that time
and before began on their own a series of very innovative programs
and demonstration projects. These programs and demonstrations
were solidified when we put together the Federal law. And at that
point, improvements in the system were accelerated.

We have seen the numbers reduced dramatically from about
500,000 children in foster care in 1977 to approximately 260,000 in
1983. And in addition, the length of time that children stay in
foster care has decreased.

States have made significant progress in permanency planning,
the concept that you spoke about briefly: That every child deserves
a permanent home, either with his or her biological parents, or if
that is not possible, then the child should be free for adoption and
have an adoptive family.

We had about 100,000 children in foster care who were free for
adoption in 1977, and today, about 54,000 children are still free for
adoption and not yet adopted. About 18,000 of those children are in
aiiopet(iive placement, so we have still got 36,000 who are not yet
placed.

So our conclusions that things are much better, that we’ve made
significant improvements in conjunction with the States, are very
positive, but we aren’t quite there totally yet. Therefore, we have
proposed some modifications in the Foster Care and Adoption As-
sistance Programs, as recently introduced in S. 1266.

Briefly, we would like to create a program of incentive payments
to reward States that reduce the number of children who have
been in federally financed foster care for more than 24 months.
Now I did note that there are trends in terms of the number of
children in foster care and the duration of stay, both of which are
coming down. And there has also been a reduction in the children
who have stayed over 24 months from about 58 percent of the
foster care population to 40 percent of the foster care population.

But it’s this group of children who have been in foster care for
more than 2 years for which we especially want to see improve-
ments and see them moving into permanent homes.

And I do want to emphasize here that this is a positive incen-
tive—that States who are unable to make reductions in the
number of this group of children, who are unable to meet a thresh-
old of a 3-percent reduction, would not be penalized.

We do specifically and emphatically reject the notion that this
bonus could lead State and local officials to take actions which are
detrimental to the best interests of the child or could lead to, as
some would say, dumping long-term foster care children out of the
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system to earn this bonus. I believe very strongly that the State

and local officials who are responsible for these programs are pro-

{';assionals and they do have the best interests of our children at
eart.

It should also be noted that States can earn this bonus amount
not only by moving children out of foster care after 2 years and
into permanent homes, but also by preventing children who have
entered the system more recently from staying as long as that 2-
year period.

Our second proposal is to include Medicaid eligibility in a new
State of residence for children who are eligible for adoption assist-
ance and who move to another State. This would, we feel, resolve
the uncertainty of continued Medicaid coverage when an adoptive
family moved. And as we all know, we move a great deal in this
country.

And also we want to make permanent to the provisions of title
IV-E which authorize Federal matching of foster care maintenance
made on behalf of certain children who are voluntarily placed, and
we would like to modify the limitations on Federal funding for the
title IV-E Foster Care Program.

This is the most rapidly increasing segment of our program costs,
and a piece of that is claims for administrative costs. In 4 years,
our Federal expenditures for State administrative costs have multi-
plied more than 4% times while the Federal expenditures for
maintenance payments to foster care parents have remained rela-
tively steady. And the title IV-E caseload has remained fairly con-
stant, with a slight but steady decline.

So although we certainly agree that these are very important
programs for children that require continued Federal participation,
we also believe that we need to make a better effort to control the
rapid increase-in costs,

Our proposal does that. It reduces the indexing provision for the
conditional foster care ceiling to an annual adjustment of the lower
of 6 percent, or the Consumer Price Index. It makes some other
modifications and also requires the States to submit claims within
1 year of expenditure instead of the current 2 years.

Now these financial management provisions are intended, clear-
ly, to reduce rather than prohibit increases for the Foster Care
Program. And we think with these management improvements
that we can continue to serve children well and continue to keep
up the reduction in those numbers in foster care.

As we look back, the original Public Law 96-272 was carefully
crafted, very much of a bipartisan bill. I look forward to continuing
to have that kind of debate based on our 5 years of experience and
to make needed reforms that serve our children.

I would be happy to respond to any questions that you or your
colleague may have.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you very much.

. 1[;I‘he ]prepared written statement of Secretary Darcas R. Hardy
ollows:
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Mr. Chairman and the Members of this Committee, I appreciate
the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the
foster care and adoption assistance programs, and the
Administration's proposed amendments to these programs.
Before I discuss the specifics of our proposed changes, I
would like to give a brief summary of our experience over
the past five years in administering these very important
programs for the welfare of children, and of the emerging
trends in the needs for these services.

Five yeare ago, the Congress enacted the Adoption Assistance
and Child Welfare Act of 1980, which restructured the
Federal role and participation in programs tor child welfare
and foster care, and created a new role in adoption
assistance. As the members of this Committee know, the 1980
Act was the result of a major bipartisan effort, and a
thorough review of the benefits and problems in the existing
system, especially the increasing extent to which children -
placed in foster care tended to remain there indefinitely.
It appeared that the public child welfare system had become
a receiving or holding system for children living away from
parents, rather than a system that assisted parents in
carrying out their roles and responsibilities or proviaed
alternative placement for children who could not return to

their own families.



In response, the Congress:

[ required States to set up systems to keep track of
children in foster care and to actively and
periodically plan actions needed to get them out of

foster care into permanent homes;

[ created financial incentives tied to the implementation
of these protections, including eligibility for
additional title IV-B funding and transfer of unused

funds from fostet care to child welfare services;

o created conditional limitations on foster care funding;

[ created Federal assistance for an important permanent
placement option ~- adoption subsidies for special
needs children in foster care who cannot be reunited

with their natural family.

[\ created a requirement that States strengthen their
child welfare program by establishing or improving
programs to help prevent placement of children in

foster care in the first place.

-2 -



F.ve years later, these new programs are well underway.
A.. Lot two btates have implemented the new adoption
sczistance program, and all States have met the title IV-E
i .arring requirements for tha revised foster care program.
Frujrans of preplacement preventive services have been

vctatlished 1n most States to assist families in crisis and

12 screen entry of children into the foster care system.

Moet srportant has been the effect on the welfare ot
*:.3ren. We should note at this point that improvements
tegan tefore the enactment of P.L. 96-272, when as part of
*ne sane putlic concern and policy debate that engendered

... 96-1"2, States b.gan on their own a series of
r-ovative programs and demonstration projects. These
relinninds were solidifiea by the new Federal law, and

.tprovements in the system were accelerated.

Sircée the mid-1970's, there has been a signiticant decrease
.. the number of children in foster care, from more than
$0l,0606 in 1977 to approximately 270,000 in 1983. In

adcition, the length of time that children stay in foster
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care has decreased, from a mean length of time in care of 47
months in 1977 to 33 months in 1963; and a median length of

time in care of 31 months in 1977 to 19 months in 1983.

These decreases have occurred despite annual increases in

- reporting of child abuse to child protective services
agencies ranging from an increase of 24 percent in 1977 to
an increase of 9 percent in 1982, fThe relationship between
reports of child abuse and neglect and placement of children
in foster care is of course not necessarily direct, given
the range of alternatives available to child protective
agencies. However, 48 percent of the children in foster
care are from substantiated cases of abuse and neglect; we
might therefore expect some sizeable increase in foster
care, given the increase in reporting of child abuse cases
from 516,000 in 1977 to 929,000 in 1982; That is the period
however, as I have already mentioned, during which the
foster care system showed substantial decline in numbers and

duration of placement of foster care children.

In addition, States have made significant progress in
permanency planning. The best result, of course, is for a

child to be able to return to his or her biological family.
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But if that is not possible, for whatever reason, placing
the child in an adoptive home should be the permanency plan

of choice.

In 1977, 102,000 children in foster care were free for
adoption but not yet adopted, with 52,060 of these children
not yet in pre-adoptive homes. In 1983, there were 54,000
children in the foster care program free for adoption but
not yet adopted. Of these, 18,000 were in pre-adoptive homes

and 36,000 had not yet been placed.

The conclusion - that States have made significant
improvements in their child welfare, toster care, and
adoption assistance programs over the past five to seven
years - is obvious. It is also clear that these
improvements show real gains Foz FE}{ﬂten in terms of
shorter stays in foster care and increased permanency in

their lives.

Legislative Proposals

In this context, T would next like to describe the
Administration's proposals for modifications in-the foster
care and adoption assistance programs. Since I have just

described the programs established by the 1980 Act as
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successful, I will not be describing any proposals for
massive change or significant restructuring of these

programs.

What we are proposing, outlined in the recently introduced
S.1266, is a series of modifications intended to fine tune
the program and address specific problem areas, while

retaining the basic structure.

1. Create a program of incentive payments to reward States
that reduce the number of children who have been in

Federally financed foster care for more than 24 months.

Earlier I noted the trends in reduction of numbers of
children in foster care and duration of stay in foster
care. In another category - children who have been in
foster care over 24 months - there have been reductions,
but only from 58 percent in 1977 to 40 percent in 1983. It
is this group of children who have been in foster care more
than two years for which we want to see improvements and

permanent homes.

Therefore, States that in any of fiscal years 1988, 1989, or

1990 reduce by at least 3 percent below the prior year's

-6-
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total the number of children in Federally financed foster
care more than 24 months will receive payments of $3000 per

child for these reductions.

States could use this bonus payment money fqr any purpose
under title IV-E (foster care and adoption assistance),
title IV-B (child welfare services), or title XX (the Social
Services Block Grant). We believe that States can use this
flexible services money to strengthen their child welfare
programs under any of these specific funding authorities.

I want to emphasize here that we regard this as a positive
incentive. States that are unable to make reductions in
numbers of this group of children, or unable to make the
threshold three percent reduction, woula not be penalized.
We also emphatically reject the notion that this bonus could
lead State and local officials to take actions detrimental
to the best interests of the child - to "dump" long term
foster care children out of the system to earn this bonus.
We believe strongly that the State and local officials
responsible for these programs are professionals with the

best interests of children at heart.

This proposal, rather, is a recognition that children who
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have been in foster care for more than 24 months are among
the most difficult to help. After this length of time in
the foster care system, reunification is a less feasible
goal, and for older children adoption is also more

difficult.

In this context, it should also be noted that States can
earn this bonus amount not only by moving children out of
foster care after two years and into permanent homes, but
also by preventing children who have entered the system more
recently from staying as long as 24 months, by more quickly
planning and carrying out permanency planning activities.
Since this approach also reduces the number of children
counted as being in foster care for more than 24 months, it
also assists States in reaching their threshold level for

bonus eligibility.

Finally, I would point out that the ultimate financial
incentive for the States already exists in the program. The
average annual cost -- in Federal, State and local dollars
-- of maintaining a child in the foster care system is about
$5000 a year. To the extent that States can move children
who must be placed in foster care more quickly through the

system and into permanent placement, the more they can save
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literally millions of dollars in foster care costs which can
then be applied -0 other priority services needs for

children.

2. Improve Medicaid Eligibility of Children Eligible for

Adoption Assistance Payments

The second proposal addresses a problem in implementing what
we believe is the intent of the original legislation. Since
many "special needs" children need the support of extensive
medical services, children who are adopted unéer the title
IV-E Adoption Assistance program are thereby deemed eligible

for medical assistance in the form of Medicaid.

The difficulty lies in instances where the adoptive parents
move to another state. The adoption subsidy payments
continue, as does the child's Medicaid eligibility =-- but
the eligibility is guaranteed only for tne original state of
residence. In these cases, adoptive parents may not be able
to find medical providers willing to accept an ocut-of-state
Medicaid card. The uncertainty of continued Medicaid
coverage if the family were to move may prohibit or
discourage some families from adopting special needs

children. It certainly causes difticulties for those
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families led to expect continued medical support.

We are therefore proposing that children for whom a title
IV-E adoption assistance agreement is in effect be eligible
for Medicaid in the State where they reside. We believe
that this assurance of Medicaid eligibility will further
enhance the effectiveness of this program by making sure
that medical services continue to be available for those

IV-E children who need them.

A related proposal will eliminate the requirement that an
adoption assistance payment must be made in order to assure
a child's Medicaid eligibility. Some children need only
Medicaid coverage; their adoptive parents do not need
payments for routine subsistence maintenance of the child.
However, the child's handicap may be so substantial that
without medical coverage, the potential adoptive parents

cannot afford to adopt the child.

This has forced some States to make token monthly payments
of as little as $1.00 to adoptive parents in order to
maintain Medicaid eligibility for the child. Thus our
proposal would deem children found eligible for adoption
assistance (permanently placed pursuant to a final or

interlocutory adoption decree), and with an adoption

- 10 -
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agreement in effect, to be Medicaid eligible regardless of

whether or not an adoption assistance payment is made.

3. Make permanent the provisions of title IV-& which
authorize Federal matching of foster care maintenance
payments made on behalf of certain children voluntarily

placed in foster care,

During the debate that led up to P.L. 96-272, one issue
raised was whether or not to include in the Federal program
children placed voluntarily in foster care. Witnesses
stated that in the case of a voluntary request of a parent
for the child's placement, unnecessary court proceedings
place additional stress on the family and could result in a
traumatic experience for the child. Further, witnesses
believed that these proceedings wasted the time of the‘court
and the caseworker, and resulted in increased costs to the

community.

Consequently, when Congress enacted the Adoption Assistance
and Child Welfare Act of 1980, authority was included to
allow Federal payments for certain children placed
voluntarily in fogter care, with certain conditions and

ptotections -- and for a three-year period only. That

e 11 -
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temporary authority has now twice been extended on an annual

basis.

In our most recent report to the Congress on our experience
with this authority, we reported the results of a study of

Statr use of voluntary foster care. That study found that:

[ Children in foster ca}e under voluntary placement
agreements were younger and more likely than children
in court-ordered placement to have been placed because
of family conflict or family conditions such as
temporary parental absence, financial hardship,
illness, disability or substance abuse of a parent or

child.

[ Both voluntary and court-ordered placements received
similar types and amounts of case planning and social
services attention from the agencies involved,
including preplacement preventive services. The
services were goal-oriented as envisioned by the
statute, and reflected concern for the achievement of

permanency for the child.
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) The study found virtually no differences in service
delivery to foster care children which might be
unique;y FESQciated with whether or not the child was
in care u;der a voluntary placement agreement or a

court order.

Consequently, the study concluded that the use of the court
system is not required to control and assure that services
are delivered to those in voluntary placement when the State
has implemented the important safeguards. Further, the use
of voluntary foster care allows some States to provide
temporary foster care and reduce the use of unnecessary and
costly court procedures when a voluntary agreement would

suffice.

Since 1981, State participation in the voluntary placement
provision has increased steadily. In Fiscal Year 1984, 15
States claimed over $2.5 million in Federal matching funds
for an average monthly number of over 1000 chilaren
voluntarily placed in tosteé care. Some States do not
permit voluntary placements, but we believe this option is
useful to the States that wish to use it and beneticial to
children and families.

- 13 -
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4. Modify the limitations on Federal funding for the title

IV-E Foster Care program.

Costs for the title IV-E Foster Care program are rapidly
increasing. The most rapidly increasing segment of program
costs are the claims for administrative costs. In four
years, Federal expenditures for State administrative costs
have multiplied more tha: 4 1/2 times - from $32 million in
FY 1981 to $147 million in FY 1934, from 10.5 percent of
Federal payments to States in FY 1981 to one-third of
Federal payments to States in FY 1984. Meanwhile, Federal
expenditures for maintenance payments to foster care parents
have remained relatively steady - 3272 million in FY 1981 to
$298 million in FY 1984, and the title 1V-E foster care
caseload has remained fairly constant but with a steady

decline, from 106,000 in FY 1981 to 100,000 in FY 1984,

Although we agree that these are important programs for
children that require continued Federal participation, we
also believe that there must be some effort made to reduce
the rapid increase in costs, paéticularly when the most
rapidly increasing costs are not those involving direct

payments for foster care maintenance. In addition, the

- 14 -
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provisions in the current law for distribution of funding
and indexing of costs were created in response to 1978
conditions. Finally, since States have two years in which
to submit claims, we are furced over long periods of time to

continually revise and re-estimate program costs and needs.

In the interests of better financial management of this
program, in addition to control of costs, we have made a

number of proposals:

o Make the conditional limitations on foster care funding
effective for any fiscal year in which at least $200
million is appropriated under title IV-B of the Act.

Under current law, the "trigger" amount is $266 million.
Current - and proposed Fiscal Year 1986 - funding for

title IVv-B is $200 million. We are also proposing to delete
the provision that the conditional limitation applies only
if the triggering amount for title IV-B is included in an

advance appropriation, an extremely unlikely possibility.
Thus the conditional limit on foster care funding would be

trigqered. We are not, however, proposing a permanent

freeze on funding for this program.

- 15 -
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o Modify the "indexing" provision to allow funding for
the foster care program to be adjusted annually by the

lower of five percent or the Consumer Price Index.

The law we now operate under reflected economic conditions
and the varied state of foster care in 1978 by allowing
funding to be adjusted by the lesser ot 10 percent or the
Consumer Price Index. Given the significant decrease in the
rate of inflation since 1978, we think it is appropriate to

update the indexing factor to reflect present conditions.

State foster care programs have matured considerably since
1978. Program cost increases at the State level are now the
result of inflation and increases in claims for administra-
tive costs, rather than large increases in the number of
children being served by State foster care systems. Given
that the rate of inflation has decreased dramatically and
that State cost increases are now Closely related to
inflation, it is appropriate to adjust State allotments by

the lesser of the Consumer Price Index or 5 percent.

[ Make other modifications to the allocation formula.

Currently, the base year for purposes of calculating States'

- 16 -
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allotments, with certain variations, is essentially Fiscal
Year 1978. Wwe are proposing that each State's share of
funding be proportional to its share of foster care funds
for Fiscal Year 1984 (including any funds transferred to
title IV-B). States would also retain the authority to

transfer unused foster care funds to the title IV-B program.

we are also proposing a one-year freeze on costs for the
foster care program, given the current emphasis on budget
control and reducing the deticit. We are therefore asking
that Fiscal Year 1986 funding be held at the level ot

estinated costs for Fiscal Year 1985, $485,423,000.

o Require States to make claims for Federal financial
participation for the Foster Care and Adoption
Assistance programs within one year after the

expenditure.

Currently, States are allowed two years to make these claims
for these programs. The vast majority of claims (over 90
percent) are now received within one year - showing
significant improvement in State financial management
systems - however, a certain small percentage continue to

trickle in up to the end of the two year period, extending

-17 -
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the time period for which we request supplemental amount for
prior year claims from the Congress, and making short-term

financial planning extremely difficult.

The financial management provisions I have just described
are intended to reduce cost increases for this program,
rather than prohibit increases. We believe States are
making significant progress in providing preventive services
and improving the permanent placement of children, and will
be able to control costs for this program without reducing

services to those children in need of temporary foster care.

Mr., Chairman, this concludes my prepared remarks. 1 would
like to thank you again for the opportunity to share
information about our foster care proposals. The title IV-E
programs were created based on thorough debate of a
bipartisan nature. I would like to invite you and your
colleagues to begin again that sort of debate as part of our
review of the last five years of experience with these

programs and our discussions of proposed changes.

I will be happy to respond to any questions you may have.

- 18 =
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Senator ARMSTRONG. Senator Moynihan, questions?

Senator MoyNIHAN. First of all, would it be your view that we
have here social legislation that has quite an extraordinary impact
on behavior and experience?

Secretary HARDY. I think there are a lot of reason that have con-
tributed to the significant and positive decline of the number of
children in foster care, of which Public Law 96-272 is certainly a
strong part.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. You go back to 1977, when the foster care

pulation was 500,000. I gather those data may not be precise.

ive hundred thousand. Maybe only once in a million times does it
comes out 500,000.

But it was more than 270,000—its level today. If I recall, in 1981,
the administration wanted to fold the Foster Care and Adoption
Programs into a block grant. And that was passed by the Senate,
but failed in the conference.

Secretary HArpY. We had discussions of incorporating parts of
this into the block grant.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, we didn’t have discussions. We passed
the bill here. And you no longer would want to do that? The pro-
gram is standing on its own and is working.

Secretary HaRrpy. I think our opportunity today is to look at the
program as it is currently structured and try and make the best
proposals for what we currently have.

Senator MoOYNIHAN. Don’t be afraid to say ly;ou have changed
your mind. That is certainly an acceptable mark of a mature pro-
fessional.

I mean the administration so changes it mind on this.

Secretary HARDY. Correct.

‘Senator MoyNIHAN. OK, fine. They were very new in 1981.

Let me ask you this though: Is there a problem that warrants
capping an entitlement under the Social Security Act? It means a
lot to a lot of people. If you start saying that the amount of money
available under title IV-E is going to be a fixed, save for annual
inflation adjustments, are you not ca%ping an entitlement? Mr.
Mottola, do you have any thoughts on that? Are we capping an en-
titlement program?

Secretary Harpy. No. We are proposing to limit the rate of
growth, but it's still going to go up.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We will argue when it comes to that.

What is the proposal?

Secretary HARDY. The proposal is to have a 5-percent increase or
the Consumer Price Index, whichever is less.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes. We will be adjusting for inflation. It
runs about three or four or something like that. A cap may be a
good thing; it may be a bad thing. it could be something of no con-
sequence or another. But your proposal would place a cap on the
entitlement—on a title of the Social Security Act—would it not?

Secretary HARrDY. In my estimation, a cap is a ceiling, it's a flat
figure. Under our proposal, funding still continues to rise. It does
slow the rate of growth, clearly.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That’s not so. An entitlement program says
that all persons meeting certain criterions of eligibility are entitled
to the provision. It meets the demand of whatever it happens to be.
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A provision that says the amount of money is x, that it will go up
by an inflation adjustment or a 5-percent adjustment is no longer
an entitlement.

You are going to say that, with this 5 })ercent, the program is not
capped. Yet, that changes the nature of the program. We are not
supposed to do that.

r. Mottola, would you comment?

Mr. MorroLA. Because of the experience we have had, I would
agree that there would have to be some sort of a change in the
basic entitlement nature of the program. We were not construing{l it
that way. We were basing our proposal on the experience that
we’ve had, which shows that the true entitlement portion of this
grogram has not had wide fluctuations in the 4 years in which we

ave been operating it.

If we look at the statistics for 1981 through 1984, we can see that
the maintenance payments, which are the true entitlement part of
this program, have ranged from $260 million up to perhaps $295
million. In 1981, they started out at $272 million.

So what we are seeing is not a growth in the entitlement portion
for maintenance costs of this program, at least not a dramatic
growth in that portion of the program, but a dramatic growth in
the administrative cost part of the program, which also is a part of
the entitlement because if the States pay for legitimate expendi-
tures, then we are required to make payments for those expendi-
tures. :

But what we have been paying for on a rapidly rising basis has
been administrative costs as opposed to the maintenance costs,
which have remained relatively stable.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Perhaps you could give us some breakdown
of those two numbers. Why do you think that’s so?

Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to use up all our time.

How do you interpret this?

Mr. MorroLA. Well, it's a phenomenon that to sorne extent, I be-
lieve, was envisioned in the original bill. I think we all had the ex-
pectation that there would be increases in the administrative com-
ponent of this program, because there were certain things that
were payable under Public Law 96-272 that were not payable
under the former AFDC Foster Care Program.

However, what we have had are 4 years’ worth of experience
now under the program and we do not see these administrative
costs tending to level off. As Secretary Hardy said, they have gone
up by four times. The amount that——

Senator MoYNIHAN. Why?

Mr. MorToLA. To be frank, we are not entirely sure why.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. You intended them to go up somewhat. You
intended there to be more such activity.

Mr. MotroLA. There was an expectation that there would be
more activity in the administrative area. The bill requires the de-
termination and redetermination of eligibil'ilgg, for instance, that's
eligible for administrative participation, e law requires fair
hearings and appeals. It requires rate setting.

And then there are other pieces that are inherent components of
this. But the fact is what we have are some States which are reach-
ing the point where they have more expenditures in the adminis-
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trative cost area than they have for maintenance payments for the
program. And in some States, as Secretary Hardy saf's, the number
of children in foster care has come down dramatically, but the ad-
ministrative costs have gone up. And so we see something of an im-
balance here.

Senator MoYNIHAN. When we passed this legislation in 1979 we
said that the adoption assistance program will be successful to the
extent that its costs increase. Our object is to get children out of
foster care and into adoptive homes.

Now what extent of your administrative costs represents an in-
creased effort to find adoption opportunities? Would they come
under that?

Mr. MorroLA. There are also administrative costs that are part
of the Adoption Assistance Program. And those are a separate
piece from the administrative costs that we are talking about.

Senator MoyNIHAN. They are separate?

Mr. MorroLA. They are separate.

Senator MoyNIHAN. So you could help us out on this? Just give
us the numbers. We are not seeing here just the extra effort to
place hard to place children?

Secretary HArRDY. No; in terms of the Adoption Assistance Pro-
gram, Senator, that is a different amount of money and that has
risen from about $4 million to $45 million.

Senator MoYNIHAN. And that's what you want?

Sfacretary Harpy. We have been promoting adoptions very vigor-
ously.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We will get those numbers sorted out.

We are familiar with this. Under title XX, a State which shall be
nameless, had been expanding social services at an extraordinary
rate. No one could find out quite why until we found out one State
was submitting bills for the highway maintenance on the grounds
that, well, how are you going to get to a hospital if the roads aren’t
in good shape. It was an ingenuous thought at best.

n our little blue book that our very able staff puts together on
these things, there is a chart of the population, age zero to 18, on
age 4. And you can see that the size of this population is declin-
ing. Today there are nearly 9 million fewer children from a peak in
1969. Could you give us projections to the end of the century? This
population is going to go up again, isn't it?
ne of the reasons that we may have this decline in the foster
care e(Fo ulation is that the total population of children has de-
clined. at do you know about the next 10 years? Is the foster
care population going to go up from what it is now?

Secretary HARDY. 1 don’t have that off the top of my head, Sena-
tor. We've consistently heard discussions of more children, a new
baby boom, et cetera. I'm not convinced that anyone is going to see
’t(lé 75, 74 million children zero to 18 years of age in the near
uture.

Senator MoYNIHAN. You don't see it in these numbers. Would
you ask the Bureau of——

S&::rttatary Harbpy. We certainly could try and do some projections
on that.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes. Will you? You do your best and sorme-
. times it is very good. These are the best numbers I think we turn
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out in this Government. We will know a lot more about this legisla-
tion in that way.
[The information from Secretary Hardy follows:]
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POPULATION

Number of Children by Age and Race. The total number of
children has fallen since the early 1970s but is

projected to rise somewhat during the 1980s through the

year 2000. The number of preschool children has already
begun to increase, and is projected to increase further

by the end of this decade. The number of teenagers will
continue to decline through 1990, with a projected increase
by the year 2000. The number of black children has remained
stable through the 1970s, but will rise slightly in the
1980s, with an increase projected by the year 2000,

Number in Millions

1960 1970 1980 1982 1990 2000
Total Aged 0-17 64.2 69.6 63.7 62,7 64.3 67.4
(million)
Age
0 -5 24,3 21.0 19.6 20.6 23.0 21.3
6 - 11 21.7 24.6 20,7 19.0 21.8 22.9
12 -~ 17 13.2 24,1 23.3 22.3 19.5 23,2
Race .
white 55.5 59.1 52.5 51.4 52,0 53.5
" Non~-white 8.7 10.6 11.1 11,3 12.4 13.9
Black N/A 9.5 9.4 9.5 10.3 11.4
Note: "Non-white” refers to all races other than white, and includes

Sour

Blacks, Indians, Japanese, Chinese, and any other race except
White., Blacks comprise the great majority of non-whites.
People of Spanish origin can be of any race.

ce: U.S. Bureau of the Census., "Projections of the Population of
the United States: 1982 to 2050," Current Population Reports,
Series P25, No. 922, Table 2 (middle series projections),
"Preliminary Estimates of the Population of the United States
by Age, Sex and Race, 1970 to 1981." Current Population
Regorts, Series P25, No. 917, Table 1, 1970 Census volume,
®Characteristics of the Population, U.S. Summary, "Table 52,
1960 Census volume. “Characteristics of the Population,
U.S. Summary," Table 155, "Projections ot the Population of
the United States, by Age, Sex, and Race, 1983 - 2080,"
Current Population Reports, Series P25. No. 9 R .

51-769 0 - 86 - 2
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Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Senator Moynihan,

Could we just pin down one thing, Secretary Hardy? There is, I
think, a sense of satisfaction that the number of young people in
foster care has declined. Have we bottomed out or IXnave we gone as
far as we can under the existing legislation?

Secretary HARrDY. I don’t think so. I think we can continue that
downward trend. There has been some discussion that perhaps it
has leveled off, but we have one problem, one large State that has
a significant problem, and if we take that number out, we've only
had about a 600-child increase nationwide. So we may be leveling a
little bit but I still think we can keep the numbers of children in
foster care going down significantly.

Our adoption numbers keep going up. We've got room for expan-
sion there. And with a real cooperative effort, I think we can keep
these foster care numbers going down.

Senator ARMSTRONG. What about older children? Does the De-
partment have or do the States have programs that are aimed spe-
cifically at encouragin‘;gvthe adoption of older children?

. Seqretary HArRDY. We've been concerned about that, and we
ave—— ,

Senator ARMSTRONG. I take it that’s where the problem is?

Secretary Harpy. Depending on how old is older, but, yes, most
of our children would be over 10 years of age, so the older children,
in terms of the 16-, 17-year-old going out of foster care, may not get
into the adoption cycle. Those children we have been concerned
about, and have tried to address many of our research and demon-
stra}itin dollars to that. And I think we are getting to be fairly suc-
cessful.

We have done some independent living programs, and some dem-
onstrations with a couple of the States. Clearly emancipation is a
Eermanency placement option. And at the age of emancipation,

ow can we work with these kids? How can we get them well
trained, make sure they finish school, make sure they have got
some skills for job opportunities? And it’s more than just the foster
care system that then works with that child. I think we are seeing
some successes in that area, significant ones.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you. Thanks also for——

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Could I ask one more question?

Senator ARMSTRONG. Sure, go right ahead.

Senator MoyNIHAN. The chairman has questioned about the
older children intolerance. Foster care population is going down.
Good. That was our objective.

Now I don’t know that adoptions are going up. And I have a
thought, if the chairman will bear with me, his anecdotal, gray-
haired colleague here. I came to Washington with President Ken-
nedy in 1961, The first assignment I had was working with Jones
over in what was then HEW and Dr. Felix, of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration, on a great study that Congress had commissioned in
the 1950’s on the care of the mentally ill.

This study was commissioned at the advent of the use of tran-
quilizers to treat mental illness. The problem of mental illness
seemed out of control in 1950 and suddenly it seemed that it could
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be controlled. And the proposal was made to take people out of
those mental institutions and bring them into community care.

So we put together all these proposals and President Kennedy
was very supportive of them. And in 1962, the Community Mental
Health Services Act was developed with the idea of providing com-
munity treatment facilities for persons in mental hospitals.

And it's not many Americans who know, I think, that today the
population of our mental hospitals has been cut by approximately
three-quarters since 1950. There are about 25 percent as many
people in mental institutions today as there were 30 years ago, 40
years ago.

And yet suddenly we look at what we have. We have a problem
called the homeless. And to an extraordinary degree the homeless
turn out to be persons who would have been in mental institutions.
And somewhere between releasing them from the mental institu-
tions, we did not arrange the community care that has been recog-
nized as an essential therapy. ’

And the next thing you know, there is not a major city in this
country that doesn’t have a problem with homeless persons. There
is a shelter four blocks from where we are sitting.

So we forgot what we had intended to do, when we made the
change. We didn’t follow through on it. So what I would like to be
sure of is that if foster care goes down, we should determine that
adoption is going up.

If you don’t agree with me, say so.

Secretary HArRDY. The Community Mental Health Program is
under the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administra-
tion, not HDS, although that still is part of the Department of
Health and Human Services. I understand and we definitely are
concerned that that certainly doesn’t happen.

But it seems to me that we also need to be aware of the differ-
elx:ces of the kind of population we are dealing with and that
the——

Senator MOYNIHAN. I just used it as an analogy. I mean that if
you move people out of here, you are supposed to receive them over
there. If you do the one and forget the other, the next thing you
know, you have a problem you can't explain.

Secretary HARDY. I'm more concerned that as young adults do
leave foster care that they do have——

Senator MoyNIHAN. That is a big problem, those who are 18. I
guess it’s at 18 you age out. Those people in foster care who are 18
are declared no longer eligible for assistance.

Some 18-year-olds in New York City will find an apartment.
They have been living in foster care and maybe graduated from
high school, but probably are still in school. And then what?

ut you know more about that.

Thank you.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Secretary Hardy.

Thank you for developing this proposal. I congratulate you on it,
and we will see if we can do some good with it.

Secretary Harpy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman:

Senator ARMSTRONG. We are now pleased to welcome Mr. Mark
Hardin, director of the foster care project, National Legal Resource
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genter for Child Advocacy and Protection, American Bar Associa-
ion.

And Mr. Hardin, I believe from reviewing the summary of his
testimony, may not be as enthusiastic about this legislation as the
administration is, but we are nonetheless eager to hear his observa-
tions and knowing of his concern and expertise in this matter, we
are glad that you have come to be with us today.

Mr. Hardin.

STATEMENT OF MARK HARDIN, DIRECTOR, FOSTER CARE
PROJECT, NATIONAL LEGAL RESOURCE CENTER FOR CHILD
ADVOCACY AND PROTECTION, AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION,
WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. HarpiN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am director of the American Bar Association foster care

roject, and I appreciate the opportunity to testify at this oversight
‘hearing on the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act.

The American Bar Association strongly supports the Adoption
Assistance and Child Welfare Act, and is committed to its effective
implementation. Attached to my written testimony are copies of
resolutions of our house of delegates in support of the act. Howev-
er, since the house of delegates had taken no position specifically
on oversight, the views I am resentin% today are my own views.

I have worked full time on children’s law issues for 10 years, and
since August 1980 I have been the director of the ABA foster care
project. In this capacity I have worked with bar groups, judges, leg-
islatures, advocacy groups throughout the United States on imple-
mentation of the Federal act. Our groject has also participated in
studies on the implementation of the act. It has conducted educa-
tional programs and has written on the act in numerous mono-
graphs, articles, and books. -

In the course of directing this project for the last 5 years, I have
observed substantial improvements in State foster care programs.
This has included improvements in planning for foster children
and has resulted in reductions in the number of foster children in-
anropriately placed or placed for prolonged periods of time. It is
clear to me that the act has been, in part, instrumental to these
improvements. And I believe that we can be justifiably proud of
our progress in addressing what is a very critical social problem.
And we can be proud, I think, of the positive effect of national
policy and leadership in this particular area.

With due regard to this progress, however, the Adoption Assist-
ance and Child Welfare Act has not been fully and consistently im-
plemented. I would like to address briefly just one of a number of
areas in which this is the case, that is, the availability of services
to preserve families.

you know, one of the principal purposes of the act was to
assure stronger services to keep families together and to reunite
separated families. Yet judges who review aiency efforts to prevent
placement and reunite families are finding the following:

First, beyond case planning and some counseling for case work-
ers, there are few other services consistently provided by many
State agencies. Services are generally unevenly distributed within
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many States, and a particular type of service may run out in mid-
year because of inadequate budgeting. Further, no clear agency
policy generally exists defining what services are available and
under what conditions.

To remedy these problems, the Federal Government needs to in-
crease targeted funds for these services. These funds have never
reached the levels originally contemplated by the Adoption Assist-
ance and Child Welfare Act, and this has been contributed to by
reductions in funding under title XX.

In addition, the Federal Government should require States to es-
tablish explicit and public descriptions of what services to preserve
families shall be made available. That is, each State should be re-
quired to establish explicit descriptions of services, descriptions
that are publicized. These descriptions should have the effect of
law and they should cover what services are to be available on a
statewide basis. If this is done, it will help assure that coherent
programs will be developed by States and that State agencies will
become more accountable to the citizens of their States concerning
what services are available to preserve families.

I have also several very brief comments regarding the amend-
ments to the act proposed by the administration. First, overall ad-
ministration support of the act is implicit in this set of proposed
amendments, and we would like to express our gratification for
this support.

Second, I am convinced that the proposed changes in Medicaid
eligibility for children receiving adoption assistance will, first, re-
lease States of needless administrative burdens; and, second, pro-
vide more reliable means of assuring medical services.

Finally, with regard to the other complex provisions relating to
bonuses, placing limits on allotments—since my time is limited, I
would just like to say that 1 would urge great caution with regard
to these. There is a potential for negative effects on foster care
practice. The overall effect may be a limitation on services, on
funding available for services, and the amendments may inadvert-
ently create incentives for practices that we don’t want to encour-
age. For example, consider the proposed bonus program in relation
to older adolescents. If the bonus program were established, States
could ﬁnancizl}lg benefit where children are allowed to be summar-
ily emancipated without careful services for independent living. I
don’t suggest for a second that the States would do this malicious-
ly, but rather the incentives created by a bonus program may, in
effect, reward that type of practice rather than what we want,
which is improvement in services.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Mr. Hardin, I appreciate your statement.
And I apologize that we are constrained to have to try to keep to
the time. You understand the problem. I wish it were otherwise.

[The prepared written statement of Mr. Hardin follows:}
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I am Mark
Hardin, director of the American Bar Association's Foster Care
Project. This project is one of the acclvitkes of the ABA
Nationgl Legal Resource Center for Child Advocacy and
Protection. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you
today at this oversight hearing concerning the Adoption
Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980, Public Law 96-272:
The American Bar Association strongly supports Public Law
96-272 and is committed to its effective implementation.
Copies of two resolutions of the ABA House of Delegates are
attached as Appendix "A" to this statement. However, because
the ABA House of Delegates has not taken a position on
ovetstéht of the Act, the views that I am presenting today are

my own.

1 have worked full time on children's law issues for 10
years, and since August 1980 I have served as Director of the
American Bar Assocliation's Foster Care Project. In this
capaclty I have worked with bar groups, judges, state
legislatures, anq advocacy groups throughout the United States
on implementation of the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare
Act. The Foster Care Project has participated in studies on
the iuplenenia:lon of the Act, has conducted educational
programs on the Act in all parts of the United States, and has

written on the Act in numerous monographs, articles, and books.
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In the couzse of directing the ABA Foster Care Project for
the last 5 years, I have observed significant improvements in
state foster care systems. Planning for abused and neglected
children in foster care has improved, and the numbers of
children inappropriately placed in foster care or left in care
for prolonged periods have been sudstartially reduced. I am
convinced that the Act has had a major influence in bringing
about these improvements. The Act has been useful not only in
requiring specific program improvements by state child welfare
agencies, but has also been helpful to state advocacy groups,
bar organizations, judges, and others seeking improvements and

[l

changes in their child welfare systems.

But while the results of the Adoption Assistance and Child
Welfare Act of 1980 have been impressive, the Act still has not
been fully and consistently implemented throughout the United
States. Today I would like to addrese two areas of particular
concern: the Act's provisions regarding services to preserve
families, and its provisions establishing procedural

protections for children and families.

The Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act includes a

nunber of interrelated provisions to provide services to help
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avoid the unnecessary separation of children and families.,

Among these provisions are:

Mandatory state-wide preventive and reunification

service programs;

Additional federal funding for preventive and

reunification services:

Mandatory preventive and reunification services for
each child eligible under Title IV-E of the Social

Security Act; and

Judicial screening of agency efforts to prevent
placement and reunify the family, for each chila
eligible under Title IV-E who is in foster care

pursuant to court order.

In spite of the above requirements, actual services
designed to preserve families have not yet been made widely and
consistently available. When judges review child welfare
agency efforts to prevent placement and reunify families, as is
required by the Act, they are frequently faced with the

following difficulties:
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. Very few services are actually provided to keep
families together other than case planning and

counseling assistance by social workers.
Services ard Wiry‘'unevenly distributed within statas.

. Where a specific type of service is provided, it is
often available sporadically and unpredictadly. This
sometimes occurs because state or local budget
allocations for a particular type of service are

allowed to run out in the middle of a fiscal year.

No clear agency policy exists defining what services

are available and under what conditions.

1 believe that Congress has an important role in addressing
these problems. It is critical that Congress continue and
increase the targeting of funds to support services to preserve
tamilies. Such services can include, for example, emergency
shelter, day care for special needs children, homemaker
gservices, temporary housekeeper services, and parent training.
These types of “"hard" services have proven to be particularly
effective in‘keepinq families together and limiting children's

stay in foster care.
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In addition to sufficlent levels of funding targeted for
preventive and :euniqication sertvices, additional federal
leadership is needed to ensure that states establish coherent
service programs. While states should retain discretion to
develop programs adapted to their local needs, they should be
required to establish explicit descriptions of their secrvices
and to specify those that are to be provided on a state-wide
basis. State-wide services should include more than case
planning and undefined “counseling" provided by the same
caseworkers responsible for case planning. Such state-wide
service programs should be set forth either by state statute or

by regqulations having the force of law.

Progcedural Protections to Children
and Papilies

One of the key areas addressed by the Adoption Assistance
and Child Welfare Act of 1980 is that of procedural protections
for children and families. The Act contains a number of
procedural protections, all designed to improve the fairness,
accuracy, and thoroughnese of decision-making in child welfare

cases. Among them are:

. Judicial screening of preventive and reunification
services (the "judicial determination of reasonable

efforts");
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. Review of cases at 6-month intervals by a court or

administrative body:

R Decision-making ("dispositional") hea:inqs to take
place within 18 months after placem¢nt c¢f a child in

foster care;

. Adninistrative "falr hearings" for disputes concerning

benefits provided by the Act: and

. Undefined "procedural protections® for disputes

concerning placement and visitation of foster children.

There has been significant federal enforcement and
inplementation of the 6-moath review and 18-month hearing
tequirements. Nevertheless, further clarification and better
enforcement of these requirements is still needed. With regard
to the other procedural protections listed above,

implementation has been very limited and extremely uneven.

In my opinion, a étronqe: federal commitment to enforcing
and clarifying these provisions of the Act is needed. State
agencies have been slow to implement them partly because many
questionﬁ of interpretation have not been clarified by the
federal government and partly because enforcement of some of

these provisions has been weak. In addition, to the extent
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that the Act requires judicial actions but provides no funding

for courts, implementation has been difficult.

Amendments to the
optio ssigta a ct

Proposed by the Administration

Concerning the proposed amendments, 1 would first like to
commend the Administration for the support of P.L. 96-272 which
is implicit in its bill. The proposed amendments would leave
the major provisions of the law intact. Administration support
of P.L. 96-272 is vital to the hundreds of thousands of foster

children throughout the United States.

Also especially commendable is Section 4 of the draft
bill. This amendment relates to the payment of Medicaid
benefits on behalf of certain children receiving adoption
assistance. The amendment would allow Medicaid payments to be
made by the state in which children receiving adoption
assistance reside, while present law requires that payments
must he made by the state in which an adoption assistance
agreement was entered into. The amendment should eliminate the
formidable administrative difficulties involved in making
>interstate Medicaid payments, and thereby should facilitate the

adoption of children with special needs.
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The need for such an amendment was demonstrated in a recent
conference on adoption assistance here in Washington. Menmbers
of state agencies and adoption advocates from all over the
United States described the severe problems in the interstate
payment of adoption assistance and urged that Medicaid payments
for children receiving adoption assistance be made by the state

in which the child resides.

Concerning other parts of the administration bill--to
establish bonuses for states reducing the numbers of children
in long-term foster care, to limit the amount of federal
tunding under Title IV-E, and to revise the state allotment
formula for Title IV-B--I have sevaral concerns about their
possible impact. I believe that it is essential not only to
carefully analyze them but also to collect data as to their

likely impact.

First, I am concerned that the tighter limits on federal
matching funds for foster care may negatively affect the amount
of federal funds targeted for foster care services. This ig
because Public Law 96-272 allows states to transfer unused
portions of its allotment for federal foster care matching
funds and apply them to services to families. If foster care
funds are limited, then less "unused" foster care funds may be
available for transtfer to services to families. <Current

language allowing such transters appears in 42 U.S.C. §674(c).
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As explained earlier, there is a need to increase funds

especially targeted for services to keep families together.

Second, I am concerned that limiting the amount of foster
care funds could Lgdiréct;z reduce money available for services
to natural families. Limiting federal funds for foster care
may cause states to make up the shortfall in federal foster
care matching funds funds with state monies that otherwise
would have been available to pay for services. While limiting
federal matching funds for foster care may be desirable
eventually, it is premature at this time simply because
comprehensive alternative services programs to prevent

placement are not yet in place in most states.

Third, I am concerned that limiting the amount of federal
foster care matching funds may cause states to reduce the level
of payments to foster parents and cancel programs to provide
foster care training. This may adversely atfect the quality of
care available to abused and neglected childrzen. Many states
throughout the country are experiencing difficulties in

recruiting, screening, and training foster parents.

Fourth, I am concerned about the exact nature of the
incentives that would be created by the proposed bonuses to
states that successfully reduce the numbers of children in

long-tarm foster care. Under the Administration proposal each
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state that reduced by 3% or more in a given year the number of
foster children who had been in care for 24 months ot moce
would receive a bonus. The bonus would amount to $3,000 for

each child removed from long-term foster care during the year.

I certainly applaud the goal of reducing the number of
children remaining in foster care for more than 24 months, but
I fear that a bonus prograr which merely rewards appnual
reductions in the number of children in long-tarm foster care
might not actually reward good practice. For example, a state
with substantial year-by-year fluctuations in the number of
children in long-term foster care would benefit under the
Administration's formula more than: (1) a state with a steady
decline of such children: or (2) a state that already had
greatly reduced the number of children in long-term foster care

prior to the enactment of the amendment.

1 appreciate the opportunity to express these views and to
once again affirm the commitment of the American Bar
Association to the full implementation of the Adoption
Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980.
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AL DIX A

RESOLUTION OF NIC HOUSE OF DELEGATES
OF TE
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION
ADOPTED AUGUST, 1980

BE IT PURTHER RESOLVED, That the American Bar Associa-
“tion supports federal legislation which will provide fuﬁ;o
ing for child velfare services, mandate case revievs and

concrete plans for children in foster care, encourage
states to provide families with services to prevent
unnecessary out-of-home placements, require legal protec-
tions for all children and parents receiving these ser-
vices and create adoption assistance programs to help
expedite permanent planning for children with special

needs.

REPORT*

Social Services and Child Welfare Amendments

ts to the Social Security Act have been proposed in the 96th Congress
m.a.m make needed reforms in gfu}a vuiuc and n:ch}c:mdw ces mof R
trengthen and rove the program ederal support for care needy
:od.dcgnndmt d'dldﬁr‘:n (many of wham were placed in foster care because of abuse
or neglect), and to establish a program of federal support to encourage adoption

of children with special needs.

These reforms directly address systemic shortoamings which adversely affect
children and their zmu.ﬁ. One such problem is the widespread practice of
children to linger in foster care, often moving from one foster hame to vm*er and
theredy depriving them of any sense of permanence, stability, and belonging.4 oOther
lens addressed by the bill include a lack of adoption induceaments and a scarcity

of family reunitication services.

“see, 8.9., Children's Defense Fund, GIILDREN WITHOUT HOES (1979); Kational
Cormission Gn Children in Need of Parents, WHO KNOWS? WHO CARES? PORGOTTEN
IN FOSTER CARE (1975).
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To overcare these deficiencies, the amendrents 1

childzen with special needs, e.0., the physically handc‘%uppadtor ?ﬁmm1mm‘d:i§vm

disabled, greater funding for family services, pericdic reviews of children in foster

care, and case plant to evaluate the continuing need and appropriateness of out-of-

hare placements. In short, the proposed legislation seeks to alleviate family traumas

!g :gma:mssm Sﬁigﬁmﬁaﬁgm fra: their families and, shere removal
, Teuniting en famil providing them adoptd

fanilies as soon as possible. o vien "

The amendrents have already been overwhelmingly passed by both houses of
Cuongress. In March, 1980, & House-Senate Conference Camittee sgreed to a com-
pranise version which is Qurrently pending in both houses. The Young Lawyers
Division, Naticnal legal Resource Center for Child Advocacy and Protection, with
grant support fram the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation, is currently addressing
many of the issuves raised by H.R. M¥M. For exarple, under the Resource Oenter's
leadership, the Young lLawyers Division will be providing training for lawyers to -
becare rore actively involved in the foster care review system so that sach and
every child placed in foster care will be assured of his or her nost basic right:
70 be raised and cared for by responsible, loving adults in a permanent home,

*This Report was submitted to the ABA House of
Delegates alony with the proposed resolution.
Although tie Report is included here for infor-
mational purposes, only the approved resolution
is the official policy of tie Association.

The above Report was prepared prior to Congressional passage of H.R.3434
and the subsequent enactment of Public lLaw 96-272, which incorporated most of its
provisions. The Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-272)
was agproved on June 17, 1980, prior to the formal action on the above resolution
by the House of Delegates of the American Bar Association.
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RESOLUTION OF THE HOUSE OF DELEGATES
OF THE
AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION
ADOPTED AUGUST, 1981

BE 1T RESOLVED, that the American Bar Assocfatfon
encourages {ndividual attorneys end state and local
Par organizations to work wore actively to fmprove
the handling of cases tnvolving abused and neglected
children as well as-children fn foster care.
Specifically, attorneys should form appropriate
cormittees and groups within the bar to help develop
better state legislation, court rules, and administra-
tive regulations related to all stages of these
proceedings; shoutd participate in muitidisciplinary
teams and other coemunity activitfes in which they
can {nteract with members of other concerned
professional groups; and should work to assure quality

tegal representation for children, parents and child
welfare agencies,
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REPORT *

This resolution fs prompted by two recent developments nhted'
to child neglect and dependency cases:! The United States Supreme

COUGtsdeclsi?gei?ﬂlnssiter v, Bepartment of Social Services
.S. cided June | iidis and the enactaent of the Adoption
Tisistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-272),

In the Lassiter case, the Supreme Court held that the Constitution
does not always require the appofntment of counsel for indigent parents
in every jJudicial proceeding to terminate parenta) rights, dut that.courts
must decide on a case by case basis whether appointed counsel is
constitutionally required.

The American Bar Association has concluded that the profound
interests of all parties in the outcome of neglect and dependency
proceedings and the possibility of error in these cases requires that
quatified counsel always be avaflable at all stages of the proceedings.2
Without adequate legal representation for all parties {n these cases,
the flow of complete and accurate Information to the court is fmpaired.
The result may be children Yeft 4n dungtrous iving sttuattons,
vnnecessarily separated from thetr families, unnecessarily spending
thefr childhood without benefit of a stable home, or unnecessarily losing
311 contact with their natural parents.

The legal profession can help assure that parties are represented
in these cases by sup?ort1n9 Tegistation to that effect at the state level,
Such legislation should provide for a level of compensation for
representation which is commensurate with both the difficulty and time
tnvolved. At present, there are many states in which statutory changes

.in these areas are needed. In addition, attorneys can work st the state
and Tocal level to establish better education, trafning, and standards
for practice to assure that counsel are adequately prepared for an ares
of Yegal work which s extremely complex and subtle,

Many states and communities have child protection teams, councils

~and committees §n which socisl workers, physfcians, and mental hesith
professionals participate in fndividual case planning and child welfare
system improvement, It {5 {mportant for sttorneys to be {nvolved with
these groups in order to assure that "the entire protective service
?rocess fs informed by legal judgement, facreasing the chances that

good prevensive law' and ethical practice In the area of child protection
will occur."> Further, the educationa) efforts of the bar fn this area
.can be enhanced by coliaboration with other professionsls {nvolved with
these matters,

*This report was submitted to the ABA Bouse of Delegates along vith the
proposed resolution. Although the Report is included here for informational
purposes, only the approved resolutien 1s the official policy of the Association.
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The recent passage of the Adoption Assistance and Child
Welfare Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-272) Mgﬁhgﬁts the nuﬁ to {mprove state
Yaw concerning {ntervention on behalf of sbused and neglected children.
Supported by the American Bar Assocfation fn an August, 1980 resolution
of fts House of Delegates, the Act includes a comprehensive package
of systemic reforms designed to prevent the unnecessary and unnecessarily
prolonged placement of children in foster care. The reforms required
by the Act should not only fmprove the handling of dependency and
neglect cases by child welfare agencies, but also Juvenile court and
administrative proceedings.

State legislative changes are required because many state
statutes still {ncorporate previous federal requirements and do not,
include the reforms required by the Act, Further, more than technical
compliance with the new changes is needed. Because the Act incorporates
broad syster reforms, and because many of {ts requirenents are flexible,
8 thorough review of relevant state law is called for to assure 2
cohesive fncorporation of the spirit of the reforms required by the Act,
Active fnvolvement of the bar in the process of 1egislative reform {s
therefore needed to assure that new state legislation embodies the

reforms included in the Act, establishes sufficient procedural
protection for children and parents, and establishes an appropriate
role for attorneys and the courts in fmplementing the reforms,

The American Bar Association has demonstrated continuing
comitment fn this area through fts support of the Natfonal Legs)
Resource Center for Child Advocacy and Protection, a program of the
Young Lawyers Division which has as 1ts primary focus the fmprovement
of the legal process related to these proceedings.

"Neg\ect and dependency® proceedings include child abuse and neglect
cases and other juvenile court (and ancillary) actions related to
these cases, including termination of parentsl rights,

21nstitute of Judictal Adninfstration/American Bar Association, Joint
Commisston on Juvenile Justice Standards, Standards Relatin
Counsel for Private Parties (1980), s?.)fb,.

38,085, Donald C., "Multi-Disciplinary Child Protection Tesms and

’ Effe:i(ve Lega) Management of Abuse and Neglect,” in PPtegﬁng %hﬂdren
Through the Legal System, ABA Natfonal Institute Manual, National Lega

. Tesource Centar for ChiTd Advocacy and Protection/National Association

of Counsel for Children (June, 1981) at 506.

‘The Act was responsive to a variety of studies critical of the

previous federal role in the foster care system,
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Senator ARMSTRONG. Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoYNIHAN. Sounds like the Supreme Court. We don’t
get up and walk out when the red light goes on.

I just wanted to say, first of all, that that is a good testimony,
and I want to thank the bar association for having the foster care
project. It has meant a great deal to us. These are singularly situat-
ed [:tersons. They are minors, and they are typically wards of the
court.

We can now estimate that about 32 percent of the children born
in 1980 will receive public welfare before they are age 18. The rates
of illegitimacy in the Nation’s population are very high, probably .
higher than the statistics will ever suggest. And that child starts
out with the prospect of foster care and possibly of adoption and
certainly of dependency.

You speak, though, of services that serve families. I don’t mean
to argue with you, but that’s a pretty elusive proposition, you
know. I'd like to know about the services that serve families. We
could use a lot more of them, couldn’t we?

Mr. HarpIN. Yes, sir; I'm referring specifically to the services
now provided under 96-272 to prevent placement, and in services
designed to reunite families. Generally, the services come into play
to prevent placement. The services come into play generally after
there is some indication of some severe family strain or possibly
even abuse that may cause the family to be disrupted. So, we are
talking about a form—a certain type of services that are provided
after particular strains and difficulties on the families have come
to the attention of a protective service agency.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes.

May I just make nothing more than the obvious point, but it’s a
ggint that needs to be made. I refer to the children born today.

me of them will be on public welfare before they are 18. And as
a society, we are not very good at preserving families. And we need
an awful lot of learning and effort to know how to do this.

I see that you agree, Mr. Hardin.

Mr. HarDIN. There are certain specific types of services that
have been developed in the last 5 or 10 years perhaps, which are
specifically designed to deal with families in crisis—for example,
homemaker services, certain emergency day care for special needs
of children. There are others here who I think will testify later
who are perhaps more knowledgeable than I, but there are certain
types of service programs which have been useful to agencies really
in more than one way. First, the services are useful in preventing
placement, and also useful in helping to gather better information
refarding the family at the same time so that we are able to make
a long-term decision without unneeded delay.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I'm sure they help, but the overall ecological -
fact is that we are in a lot of trouble and it’s getting worse.

But thank you, sir, for being where you are.

Mr. HArDIN. Thank you for this opportunity to testify.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Mr. Hardin, you mention in your testimony
that the proposal in the administration bill would reward States
that have large year-to-year fluctuations in their foster care
number.-And that this might not necessarily encourage a socially
desirable behavior.
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I just want to pin down one thing. I didn't read in your state-
ment that you were objecting to the notion of giving a reward, or, 1
think, a bounty, as you refer to it, for behavior, if it’s the right be-
havior. You were questioning whether or not this would encourage
that kind of behavior. Do I read you right? I don’t want to mischar-
acterize what you have said. I want to be sure I understand.

Mr. HarpIN. I'm not rejecting in principle any system of incen-
tives for correct behavior. I'm saying with regard to this particular
one, if—if it were revised, and I would have to look at whatever the
revision would happen to be——

Senator ARMSTRONG. Anything to suggest along those lines?

Mr. Harbin. No; I don’t have a suggestion. I think that establish-
ing incentives for changes in behavior is a very, very difficult thin
to do well. I'm concerned that some of the programs contempla
by 96-272 have been really incompletely implemented, as I said
before. And it concerns me that the bill would set restrictions on
funding before these other requirements are fully implemented.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Well, I thank you for your observations.
And let me just say that the door is open after the close of the
hearing today if you have a further thought about that. You make
a good point, and it's one which we will be concerned about as we
consider this legislation.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Would you take a look at S. 1329 and see if
anything lends itself to you in this alternative bill?

Mr. HARDIN. Yes; I will.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Hardin.

We are now pleased to welcome a panel consisting of: MaryLee
Allen, director, child welfare and mental health, Children’s De-
fense Fund; David S. Liederman, Child Welfare League of America;
Susan Herrman, Association of Junior Leagues; and John Gantt,
Crossroads Children’s Home of Fort Wayne, IN, accompanied by
Ian Morrison, chairman, Public Affairs Committee, National Asso-
ciation of Homes for Children in Washington.

While the panel assembles, may I ask if there is anyone still here
from othe Department? Anybody 1n the room here from the Depart-
ment’

g\io response.]

nator ARMSTRONG. | neglected to mention to Secretary Hardy
that Senator Long and perhaps some other members of the com-
mittee will have some questions which they wish to submit for the
record. And I think Mr. Stern or someone will see to it that that
gets to the Department. And we would be grateful if you would
give us a response 8o that we can incorporate it into the record.

Senator ARMSTRONG. ] think it is beyond the scope of this hear-
ing, Senator Moynihan, but the point you make about the numbers
of children who will receive public welfare, and more regrettably
not the fact that they receive it, but the fact that they are in cir-
cumstances which require or gualify them for such assistance, is a
sad fact. And it is well beyond the scope of what we are doing this
afternoon, but it's something that we might think about.

In that connection, some people, including some thoughtful au-
thors, have expressed the sense that the reason for this dramatic,
even shocking, phenomenon in our society is the establishment
within our society of incentives not for protecting families but for
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b‘x"eaking them up. And that’s exactly what we are seeing evidence
of.

I wish we could pursue that this afternoon. I don't think we can,
if we are going to get our business done. But at the right time, we
ought to follow up on that.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I gave the Godkin lectures
this spring on that subject, and I would welcome an opportunity to
follow up.

Senator ARMSTRONG. You know, I regret to saﬁ that I wasn’t
a;vare of that, and maybe I should send off for the transcript of
that.

Senator MoyNIHAN. That was a big mistake you made, Mr.
Chairman. [Laughter.)

You shall have a copy in your office when you return this after-
noon.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Could I have a copy of the executive sum-
mary? [Laughter.]

No; I would be happy to have that. I have been doing some read-
ing on that subject, and I share your sense of concern, even alarm,
about that kind of a trend.

Well, we are pleased to welcome the panel. And may I just recog-
nize them in the order of which they appear on my agenda, begin-
ning with Ms. Allen.

STATEMENT OF MS. MARYLEE ALLEN, DIRECTOR, CHILD WEL-
FARE AND MENTAL HEALTH, CHILDREN’'S DEFENSE FUND,
WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. ALLEN. Thank you. Mr. Chairman and Senator Moynihan, I
am MaryLee Allen, director of child welfare and mental health at
the Children’s Defense Fund. I am pleased to have the opportunity
to apgear before you today as you review implementation of Public
Law 96-272, the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act, and
exglore further reforms necessary to strengthen the act.

DF, like the other organizations with me on the panel today,
has been involved in 96-272 since its very beginning, almost 10
years ago now. Therefore, we have a sincere interest in seeing the
act made to work even better for children.

I agree with the previous witnesses that significant progress has
been made over these past 5 to 7 years on behalf of children with-
out homes. Public Law 96-272 has proven to be an effective cata-
lyst for the States in reforming their laws to put in place a frame-
work that will help ensure permanent families for children.

In my written statement. I describe in detail some of the
g;ogress that has been made to date, and I ask that my statement

made a part of the record of today's hearing.

In my brief time today, I want to talk about only one of the
groups of children addressed by Public Law 96-272. These are the
children about to enter care today, tomorrow or a month from now.
By focusing on the front end of the system on the need for grevem
tive and reunification services. however, I do not suggest that the
Children’s Defense Fund does not support reforms in other areas.
Certainly as our written statement indicates, we are extremely
supportive of those provisions in S. 1266 and S. 1329 that improve
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supports for special needs children in adoptive families, older ado-
lescents about to leave care without families to return to, and also
supports for foster parents and other caretakers who we are asking
to care for increasingly troubled children. However, I know that
other members of this panel and the following panel will be ad-
dressing each of these areas in some detail.

CDF believes it is essential, as you attempt to improve the cir-
cumstances for children already in the system, that you not lose
sight of the front door of the child welfare system. It is only by ad-
dressing the needs of children entering care and trying to either
keep families together where possible or to reunifg amilies quick-
I{l, if that's appropriate, that we will really be able to affect the
child welfare system of the future.

As your staff data and materials show, preventive and reunifica-
tion services were one of the initial focuses of Public Law 96-272.
However, 5 years later, as Mark Hardin indicated, a substantial
gap still remains between laws and policies in this regard and

tate and local practices affecting children and families.

The promises of Public Law 96-272, in our view, have not been
reali in this area for several reasons. First, because States have
been hit with substantial cutbacks in Federal resources over the
last several years; and, second, because there have been additional
fiscal pressures on the States. Third is the fact that virtually every
State has seen increasing reports of abuse and neglect that have
required many States to transfer or redirect resources from needed
prevention and reunification services to crisis cases.

When Public Law 96-272 was enacted in 1980, it was anticipated
that by fiscal year 1986, $1.2 billion in funds would have already
been available to the States under the title IV-B child welfare
services program, and that States would have received about $15.5
billion in title XX funds. These are cumulative figures and do not
take into account inflation over the period 1981 through 1985.

However, when we look at what has happened with funding for
these programs over the last 5 years, we see a different picture.
The reality is that States have received 29 percent less under the
title IV-B program than had been anticipated,.and 14 percent less
under the title XX program, a program which many States draw
upon for services in this area.

In part as a result of reduced Federal funding, child welfare staff
have been cut and many programs have been curtailed. At the
same time, as I mentioned earlier, virtually every State has experi-
enced increased reports of abuse and neglect, forcing the redirec-
tion of limited resources to crisis services.

A recent survey J‘ust completed by the National Committee for
Prevention of Child Abuse reported increases in 42 States in re-
ports of abuse and neglect between 1983 and 1984. Many of these
increases were in excess of 156 percent. As a result, in some States
that had been seeing decreases in the number of children entering
care, there have actually been increases in the number of children
now coming in. )

| urge the subcommittee not to neglect the children at the front
door of the system as you look at reforms in the child welfare area.
Specifically, there is a need for an increased appropriation for the
title IV-B child welfare services program, an increase in the au-
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thorization for the title XX social services block grant, and, par-
ticularly important, the continued abiiity of States to transfer
unused foster care funds to be used for prevention and reunifica-
tion services.

I also recommend that the subcommittee explore whether there
might not be ways to allow States to use limited title IV-E foster
care funds for alternative services to keep families together or to
reunify families, if these can be shown to result in reduced foster
care dollars.

The Children’s Defense Fund certainly recognizes the commit-
ment to Public Law 96-272 that the committee has shown over
these past 5 years, and we look forward to working with you as we
try together to strengthen it.

Thank you.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you very much.

[The prepared written statement of Ms. Allen follows:]
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SUMMARY

The Adoption Assistance and Child Weifare Act, enacted in
1980, has been an effective catalyst in encouraging states to
establish laws, policies and procedures that encourage permanence
for children.

-- States are now more likely to have basic information
on the children in their foster care systems.

-- Most children in foster care now have written case
plans which identify their needs and permanency goals
and are reviewed periodically.

=-- More special needs children have been adopted with the
assistance of federal funds under the Title IV-E
program.

-- There is increasing recognition in policy and program
of the value of preventive and reunification services.

Significant gaps still remain, however, between these laws
and policies and the practice involiving individual children in the
states. Immediate federal attention is needed in the following
areas, some of which are addressed by S. 1266 and the Adoption
Assistance, Foster Care, and Child Welfare Amendments of 1985:

-- Increased support for the adoption of special needs
children by expansion of medical assistance and post~
adoption services;

-~ Continuation of federal foster care eligibility for
children voluntarily placed in care;

-- Increased resources to establish and expand preventive
and reunification services;

-- Increased and improved training for foster parents and
staff of group residences;

-- Establishment of plans and programs to assist oider
foster children in making the transition from foster
care to independent living; and

-~ Increased reporting to Congress on the child welfare,
foster care, and adoption programs operated by the
states.
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Chairman Armstrong and members of the Subcommittee, 1 am
Marylee Allen, Director of Child Weifare and Mental Heasth at
the Children's pefense Fund (CDF), and 1 am pleased to have the
opportunity to appear before you today on behalf of CDF as you
review implementation of the Adoption Assistance and Chiid Welifare
Act (P.L. 96-272) and related child welfare programs and examine
various proposals to address these programs. The Children's
Defense Fund, a privately funded pubtic charity, was first involved
in the development of P.L. 96-272 ten years ago and has followed
closely its implementation since 1ts enactment in 1980. We are
very pleased the Subcommittee has taken this opportunity to review
the benefits for children and their families that have resulted
from P.L. 96-272 and to explore improvements which must be made 1n
the federal foster care, adoption assistance, and child welfare
services programs if the goal of P.L. 96-272 ~- permanent famiiies
for all children -- is to become a reality.

CDF first appeared before the Finance Committee to express
its concern about children at risk of placement and in out-of-home
care in 1977. At that time we were involved 1n a major study of
children in foster care systems across the country and were con=-
cerned about the problems of anti-family bias and gross public
neglect that characterized the care many of these children
received. We shared with you findings from our study that were

later published in 1979 in Children Without Homes: An_ Exaination

of Public Responsibility to Children in Out-of-Home Care. This

afternoon I would like to review with you the progress that has
been made since 1977 in addres<.ing those problems, describe what

more needs to be done on behaif of the hundreds of thousands of
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children still at risk of out-of-home placement or in care, and
in that context describe how we believe the proposals currently
before the Finance Committee move us closer to makinrg permanent

families a reality for all these children.

Progress on Behalf of Children Without Homes

The Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act enacted in June
1980 was designed to address many of the problems identified in

Children Without Homes, other national studies, and studies con-

ducted in approximately 15 individual states. It built upon reforms
being instituted in numerous states and localities to facilitate
"permanency planning.” It picked up momentum during its five

years of consideration by the Congress and had an impact on states’
policies and procedures even before its actual passage. Although
implementation of the Act's services and protections has been
impeded by the budget cuts of the last several years and other
fiscal pressures on states, advances on behalf of children without
homes and their families can be evidenced in many communities and
states across the country.

Increased Awareness of Individual Needs

When CDF testified before you in 1977 on the results of our
survey, we shared our finding that public agencies knew little
about the children for whom they were responsible. Child welfare
officials responding to our survey could not provide data on the
race of 54 percent of the children reported to be in out-in-home
care; the age of 49 percent of the children; the length of time

in care for 53 percent; the number of moves for 87 percent; or the
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legal status for 73 percent. Only two of our seven study states
were even attempting to gather statewide data within the child
welfare system. Children were frequently lost., They had no case
plans that set forth goals for their care. They were not reviewed
periodically. They were children like Dennis S. who at age 17
was entering his sixteenth foster home after having been
surrendered for adoption at birth by his mother.

The Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act attempted to
address this gross public neglect of children and failure of state
responsibility by requiring states to track the progress of
individual children in care and ensure that they benefit from a
number of substantive protections instituted on their behalf., It
required states to conduct an inventory of all children who were
in foster care under the responsibility of the state for six
months, and to establish a statewide information system that
would allow the state to determine the status, demographic charac-
teristics, location and goals of placement for every child in
foster care currently or within the preceding twelve months.
Further the Act requires that each child have a written case plan
that describes the care and services being provided and their
appropriateness in ensuring permanent placement for the child; it
also mandates a two-tiered system of periodic case reviews to
ensure appropriate care and services-and to assess the adequacy

an? timeliness of efforts to provide a permanent family for the
child.

I am pleased to say that tracking and planning mechanisms

like those described above have helped to significantly reduce the
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number of children lost 'in the foster care system. There are
fewer children left adrift without anyone knowing who they are,
where they are or how long they've been there. Most states have
made at least one major attempt to inventory the children charged
to their care. And others have gone beyond that in getting
sophisticated tracking systems up and operating. The American
Public Welfare Association, with a grant from the Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS), received aggregate data from 47
states and the District of Columbia describing children in foster
care during various periods in 1981 and 1982. Although useful
descriptive data were available from only less than half of the
states, they represented a significant advance over five years
earlier, and the 1983 data reflect even further improvements.
Data from these systems should now be collected by HHS and
reported to Congress to enable a careful review of state progress.

Children also have a greater chance today of being more than
a number, They are less likely to be invisible than they were in
1977. Most children in care today have some form of a written
case plan. All states have also instituted some form of semi-
annual case review., In the majority of states these are done
through administrative case reviews; in at least 10 states citizen
review boards are used; and in other states review is by the
court.

o In Maine the Administrative Case Review System

conducts reviews of all children in voluntary care

or court-ordered custody of the Department of Human
Services every six months. Over two thousand case
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reviews were conducted during the period July 1983
through June 1984 by the Regional Case Review
Manajers and other agency personnel. Parents
participated in 28 percent of the reviews, and foster
children in 26 percent of them, Foster parents parti-
cipated in 40 percent. More recently trained citizen
volunteers have also begun participating on the review
panels.

. O In New Jersey, Child Placement Review Boards in each
county, comprised of citizen volunteers with a demon-
strated interest in child development and welfare, who
are appointed by the court, review cases of voluntary and
involuntary placements within 45 days of placement or
court order and annually thereafter. The agency case-
workers, parents, child and other interested parties are
invited to attend the review. The Board submits its
recommendation as to the future status of the case to
both the agency and the court. In Calendar Year 1983
3,796 children were reviewed by the Boards. For S1
percent the recommendation was return to parent, and
for 12 percent relative placement. Adoption was
recommended for 13 percent and independent living
for 11 percent.

Regardless of which type of reviewing body is involved, there
seems to be consensus that permanency efforts on behalf of indivi-
dual children do improve when a careful review is anticipated.
Good reviews_ have helped ensure that plans are tailored to
the needs of individual children. Caseworkers and review board
members in a New Jersey study agreed that advocacy for the rights
of children and parents was one of the major benefits of the
citizen review process. Coordinators and caseworkers also
stressed the value of the hoards in raising agency staff awareness
of the needs of children in placement. The 1984 annual report of
the Maine Foster Care Review System cited the benefits of review
as seen through the eyes of the reviewers. They included "the
assertive, logical exploration of permanency options for children,

particularly for those who are reltatively new in care,” and "the

51-769 0 - 86 - 3
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opening of windows through the sharing of information and
responsibility among Department personnel, parents, foséer
parents, children and members of the community."

States have also made advances in implementing the require-
ment that all children in care receive, within 18 months and
periodically thereafter, a dispositional hearing by a court or
court-administered or approved body to determine the future status
of the child. Members of this Committee heard repeatediy throuyh-
out their consideration of P.L. 96-272 that once a child 1s in care
for 18.months, he or she was much less 1ike1y to be returned home
or placed with a new permanent family. The dispositional hearing
is the time at which the child's future status is to be determined,
A comparative study of dispositional hearings undertaken for HHS
in 1982 by the Westat Corporation in affiliation with the American
Bar Association's National Legal Resource Center on Child Advocacy
and Protection reported that 34 state§ required full hearings ané
and that in approximately half the states hearings were held more
frequently than in 1980. Similarly a large number of states had
added the requirement that the hearing must result in a decision
regarding permanence for the child. Both the judges and ayency i
staff surveyed in the Westat/ABA study reported that one of the
major benefits of the dispositional hearing was.that it helped to
give priority to permanency planning. The majority of the res-
pondents saw the judicial hearing decreasing the length of stay
in foster care and increasing the percentages of children retuzn-

ing home or having parental rights terminated so adoption could
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be pursued. Louisiana judges and agency staff also reported
increases in the services provided to facilitate reunification
as the result of the hearings.

Improved tracking of and planning for children has resulted
in heightened awareness of the needs of individual children and
their families as well as increased understanding of the aggregate
needs of child welfare agencies. Agencies are better able to
specify the services that must be developed and the staffing pat-
terns necessary to aderjuately service children's needs. With this
increased capacity has come heightened awareness of the gaps in
child welfare programs which I will discuss in my analysis of what

more needs to be done.,
-

Improved Recognition of the Importance of Families for
Children

CDF testified in 1977 that a strong anti-family bias prevaded
every point in the placement process and shaped decisions about
children at risk of removal or in out-of-home care. Few efforts
were made to preserve families and prevent the inappropriate
placement of children in care, nor were parents encouraged to
maintain contact with their children once placed. 1In some cases
they were actively discouraged from doing so. Services to ieunify
children with their families were rare.

Once ties with the natural family were broken, children were
too frequently denied new permanent families through adoption. The
anti-family bias continued. Adoption efforts were hampered by

fiscal barriers, inadequate funds for subsidized adoptions, and



deeply embedded views that certain children were "hard to place"

and thus "unadoptable." In Children Without Homes, we talked about

children like Jenny, a handicapped chiid in Ohio. who could not be
adopted by her foster family, because she would lose eiigibilty
for the medical care and services she needed and received while

in foster care., Jenny's pre-existing disabilities, on the other
hand, made her ineligible for her foster parents' health insurance
policy.

The Adoption Assistance and "hild Welfare Act sought to
eliminate the anti-family bias in many child welfare systems and
to encourage family preservation and reunification where
appropriate, and adoption when other options were not possibie.
Because the most obvious and far reaching advanrnces to date have
occurred relevant to adoption, 1'd like to mention those first.

The availability of federal funding for the first time for
adoption subsidies under Title IV-E of the Social Security Act and
the automatic entitlement of IV-E children for Medicaid has resutted
in some states in significant numbers of additional children being
adopted. Federal funds have freed up state dollars which are now
used to reach additional children. The increased pressure for
case plans and periodic reviews has also resulted in greater
numbers of children being identified for adoption and beiny moved
toward that goal. Although use of the IV-E Adoption Assistance
Program by the states has progressed slowly because of its complex
eligibility requirements, claims under the program have grown from

$2,1 million in 17 states in FY 1982 to $32.3 million in 48 states
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s FY 4T, {nnly Klaska, Hew Mexico and Wyoming do not currently
use trs procrar,’  Children with special needs like Jenny, as long
a% ttaxy 3ze el133ble {or IV-E assistance, can novw be adopted and
te arered - f continued Medicaid, Subsidies have not only ensured
~ »
femry ani o tterc permanent families but have proven cost effective
ay we |,
“me hundred and ten children were added to Minnesota's
ad-ption subsidy program in FY 1983, a 32.7 percent
i=creane wer the previous year. Eighty percent of
tren were 1V-F eligible, Minnesota adoption advocates
esrirate thet the annual cost of subsidies for the total
-f 447 ~hildren in the program in FY 1983 represented
& mavings for the state of almost $600,000 when con-
*racted with the cost of maintaining the children in
trster care.

r .ts June 19B4 Report to Congress the Department of Health
ant kumar Services 1ndicated that federal funding for adoption
ans.svance under Title IV-E had resulted in states expanding their
adrpe  nr aseistance programs, It cited increases in the number
f ok, ldren for whor claims were being made and decreases in the
~amte s awsiting adnptive placements.

¥.0. 96-27, also regquires states to give more attention to
trne ra*.ral farilies of children for whom placement is being con-
s:4ered nr vas heen effected. The Act requires states to develop
service programe to prevent the unnecessary placement of children
ir care and *o reunite placed children with their families. To
help develop such programs, states are allowed under the Act to
transfer unused foster care funds from the Title IV-E program

for use 1n the Title IV-B child welfare services program., States

mus*t ensure for IV-E children that reasonable efforts are made in

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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cach case prior to placement to prevent a child's need for removal
and to make it possible for the chiid to return home. A judicial
determination as to those efforts is also required as a condition
of eligibility for federal match for certain IV-E children.
) Since 1953, at least half the states have made leyislative
or regulatory changes to bring them into compliance with the
requirement for the reasonable efforts determination. In
some states, California, Indiana, louisiana and New York, for
example, statutes spell out steps to be followed in assessing the
efforts to prevent placements. States such as Ohio, Washington
and Wisconsin are establishing lists of core services that must be
in place statewide. A Colorado statute established Placement
Alternative Commissions in each county to create and expand aiter-
native programs to foster care.

As anticipated by P.L. 96~272, increasing numbers of modeis
have been developed for family preservation programs that can be
used to prevent placement. Many of these programs, which have
proven extremely cost-effective, have several distinct
characteristics. They are 1) aimed at preventing removal; 2) time
limited and of short duration; 3) intensive; 4) family oriented;
$) home-based; 6) crisis oriented; and 7) team delivered.

o The Intensive Family Services Program (IFS) operated by
the Oregon Children's Services Division since 1980 is
designed to provide in-home intensive family treatment
services for a limit of 90 days to families with
children determined at imminent risk of substitute care
placement. The program has maintained a success rate
that exceeds 75 percent in keeping families intact.

An evaluation of IFS families served during the 1981-83
biennium and followed for one year after completion of the
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program reported significant cost savings. IFS costs were
determined to be $945 per fami as contrasted with an
average placement cost per child of $4,690. The combined
costs of the IFS program plus the costs of placement for
the children who needed to be placed either during

the three months of treatment or the 12 month follow~

up was $862,000 less than the cost of substitute

care for the group. The net savings per child was just
over $4,000.

In Maine, home-based programs, rmodeled after the “"Home-
builder Program®™ initiated in Tacoma, Washington, have
been in operation since 1981-82. These programs which
are aimed at preventing removal for at least one

year provide services for a 12 week maximum period
during which time families are linked with other appro-
priate supports in the community. Costs for the pro-
gram range from $3,125 to $6,250 per family -- a
significant savings when contrasted with the per child
costs of out-of-home care and when the program's impact
on other siblings in the family and overall family
functioning is taken into account.

Kansas over the last several years has expanded its
Family Support Worker Program statewide after demonstra-
tions in two urban and two rural areas revealed signi-
ficant declines in "deprived child" petitions being
filed and children placed in out-of-home care.

In-home service programs developed in other states, including

Colorado, Delaware, lowa, Minnesota, and New York, have also

successfully reduced the number of children entering care, and

often proven cost-effective.

o]

In lowa, the Department of Human Services {(DHS) through
its Family-Centered Services Program provides purchased
services to about 700 or 800 families per month.

The number of public and private agencies contracting
with DHS to provide comprehensive in-home services,
family therapy, in-home supervision, day treatment

and other services has almost doubled since 1980. A
number of the programs have average-por—_family program
costs that are less than half of a per ¢ ] cost of
placement in substitute care, Further, due to the
emphasis on in-home treatment, use of foster family home
care in Towa has declined consistently.
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The success of these various model programs and the increasing
recognition in policy and practice of the importance of tamiiies
for children has made permanence a reality for many children ana
holds out the possibility for many more. However, as 1 will
describe shortly, without increased effort, the potential for
permanent families will not be realized.

Heightened Federal Emphasis on Permanence

Prior to the enactment of the Adoption Assistance and Child
Welfare Act of 1980 federal policies and proyrams encouraged the
anti-family bias and public neglect previously described. As we
testified in 1977, federal fiscal incentives encouraged the re-
moval of children from their families and discouraged their
return home or adoption as appropriate. The federal framework
outlined in P.L. 96-272 redirects these fiscal incentives and
establishes certain protections to ensure permanent famillies
for children.

A 1983 Urban Institute report on the implementation of
P.L. 96~272 stated that evidence suggests that the law has been
an effective catalyst in bringing about reforms in child welfare
and encouragfng states to improve their permanency planning for
children. The Institute examined child welfare plans and budgets
in all states, and conducted case studies in six states, California,
Kentucky, Michigan, New York, Oregon and Texas, which together
accounted for about one third of the nation's foster children.

It reported that the management improvements in P.L. 96-272,

specifically the information systems, case plans, and case
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reviews, have been implemented to a level that might have seemed

unattainable only four to five years ago. P.L. 96-272 has been

a valuable asscet to state policy makers who must argue against

state and local funding reductions in the child welfare area.
Excerpts from the Address of Chief Justice Alfred G. Schroeder

of the Kansas Supreme Court to the Joint Session of the 1985 Kansas

Legislature capture the importance of the federal emphasis on

permanence:

"In 1980, the Congress of the United States focused
attention on the issue of permanenc lanning by passage
of the Adoption AssistanceEEnE Cﬁxig Welfare Act.

This set of laws is designed to ensure that states pro-
perly address the need to minimize the use of foster
care and move instead toward the placement of children
in a permanent “"home®" situation, if possible. The im-
plications of this effort are far-reaching, in terms of
the overall welfare of society.

The humanitarian aspect of this problem is of para-
mount importance. An effort by the Judicial Council in
the middle 60's to have a family law bill enacted by
the Legislature failed. Subsequent similar efforts in
the Legislature have failed. Now, viewing the situvation
as a Monday morning quarter back, we can see the lack
of appropriate action was penny wise and pound foolith.
Why do 1 say this?

Wholly aside from the humanitarian aspects of the
problem, let's talk money, a matter which we all under-
stand.

After enactment by the Congress of the United
States of the Omnibus Crime and Safe Streets Act of
1968, the U.S. Justice Department began gathering
statistics on crime. As a result recent published
reports suggest that up to 90% of killings, rapes, and
other crimes against people in the United States were
committed by persons who were victims of child abuse.
These are the children under our juvenile code des-
cribed as "children in need of care." These are the
children for whom foster care funds are provided.

In Kansas each year for the past two years we have
been spending approximately $20 million on foster care.
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In Kansas each year for the past two years we have
been spending approximately $38 million on keeping
prisoners in our penal institutions. So what we are
talking about is $58 miliion most of which is spent on
what may be metaphorically described as attempting to
close the barn door after the horse is stolen.

It seems to me shifting the emphasis of state action
to prevention, that is, routing the child in need of care
on the path that leads to good citizenship, and diverting
them from the road that leads to prison, is the sensible
approach, This is the thrust of permanency planning for
our children in need of care.”

What More Needs to be Done?

Over these past five years the Adoption Assistance and Child
Welfare Act has proven to be an important catalyst in moving
states to establish laws, policies and procedures that embody the
Act's requirements and put in place a framework to encourayge
permanence for children. Significant gaps still remain, howeve:,
between these laws and policies and the practice affecting 1inai-~
vidual children 1n the states. Federal attention should now be
turned to outcomes for children to ensure thay actuaily benefat
from the Act's promises.

In order to ensure appropriate outcomes for children, CDF
believes that improvements are needed in a number of areas. 1
will list them hriefly and then elaborate on each, referring
where applicable to S. 1266 and Senator Moynihan's Foster Care,
Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Amendments of 1985 (here-
after referred to as the Moynihan bill). First, however, let me
say that CDF is very pleased that both S. 1266 and the Moynihan
bill build on the foundation created by the Adoption Assistance

and Child Welfare Act and attempt to strengthen certain aspects
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of the Act's various programs.
The areas where CDF believes immediate attention is neces-
sary are the following:

o Increased suppourt for the adoption of special needs
children by expansion of access to medical assistance
and provision of appropriate post~adoption services.

¢ Continuation of federal foster care eligibility for
children voluntarily placed in care, provided there
are protections to prevent abuses of such place-~
ments.

o Increased resources to establish and expand services
designed to preserve families where appropriate and
facilitate the reunification of children in care
with their families,

o Increased and improved training for foster parents
and staff of group residences to provide them the
supports necessary to care for increasingly troubled
children with special needs.

o Establishment of plans and programs to assist older
foster children who are not returned home or placed
with adoptive families make the transition from
foster care to independent living.

O Increased reporting to Congress on the child welfare,
foster care, and adoption programs operated by the
states which includes descriptions of children
served by the programs and the results of special
initiatives undertaken on their behalf.

Adoption Supports

Significant improvements have been made in facilitating the
adoption of special needs children. The Department of Health and
Human Services has made the adoption of special needs children one
of its priorities and in its Annual Report to Congress of a year
ago documented advances made in encouraging adoption. Adoption
exchanges have greatly increased the availability of information

about children with special needs and their readiness to be
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N
adopted. However, as adoption exchanges have been more readily

used and adoptions of children across state lines have increased,
new problems have been identified. The reluctance of many health
providers to honor out-of-state Medicaid cards is one of the most
serious problems faced by adoptive parents who adopt across state
lines or later move to another state. It has been a substantial
bactrier to their obtaining appropriate medical care.

Although children who are receiving IV-E adoption assistance
payments are now automatically eligible for Medicaid, their
Medicaid eligibility flows from the state where the adoption
assistance agreement was entered not the state where the child
resides with his or her adoptive family. The American Public
Welfare Association estimates, based on a June 1984 survey, that
there are approximately 1,010 children receiving IV-E adoption
assistance payments who reside with their adoptive parents outside
of the state providing the adoption assistance and thus have out-
of-state Medicaid cards. Problems like those facing the Jones and
Taylors are not atypical.

o Pegqgy, an Oregon infant, was born with Down's Syndrome

and placed for adoption in March 1984 with a family

in lowa who had already adopted several children with
disabilities. Peggy needed two open heart surgeries,
and the Jones family was assured Medicaid would cover
the cost of it all. The surgery was performed but after
one month in intensive care Peggy died. Bills were
submitted promptly to Oregon, but nine months later

the doctors have not been paid. The Jones family has
since had an eight month old child with Down's Syndrome
placed with them from the District of Columbia. He

too has a congenital heart defect but doctors in the
area will provide no care unless they get cash up
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front. The District is meanwhile asking the family
to hang on for the subsidy to be approved. Physician
visits are $120 each and now the child needs an
echocardiogram. FEven if Oregon pays up, the Jones'
doctors have expressed concern about going through
this again.

o Johnny was an eight year o0ld child living in a

residential treatment center in Massachusetts. He
had been severely physically abused and required
extensive therapy. Massachusetts workers arranged
for him to be adopted by Mrs. Taylor, his paternal
aunt in Pennsylvania. Johnny needed to continue
his therapy but Mrs. Taylor could find no one who
would accept the Massachusetts Medicaid card.

when Johnny's behavior intensified, Mrs. Taylor

had no choice but to return him to the Massachusetts
facility. He remains there now with the additional
loss of extended family to deal with.

We are pleased the Department of Health and Human Services
has addressed the problems facing families like those just
described in S. 1266. S. 1266 makes IV-E adoption assistance
children eligible for Medicaid from the state where they reside.
This will help families who adopt a special needs child from
another state or adopt a child and later move. Although enactment
of the Interstate Compact on Adoption and Medical Assistance was
originally expected to help these families, enactment of the
compact and enabling legislation has been slow. To date only
about eight states have enacted enabling legislation, with Maine
being the first in April 1984.

Similar problems in obtaining medical care have been
experienced by foster parents caring for children from states
other than the one where they reside. These children too have
out-of-state Medicaid cards which local physicians often will not
honor. We therefore urge the Committee to also consider estab-
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lishing Medicaid eligibility in the state they reside for
Title IV-E foster care children,

S. 1266 also improves administrative of the IV-E Adoption
Assistance Program by deleting the requirement that a child
receive an adoption assistance payment to trigger Medicaid
eligibility and substituting instead the requirement that there
be in effect an adoption assistance agreement. This chanye, also
included in the Moynihan bill, will eliminate the need for a state
to incur the administrative expenses involved in making a nominat
subsidy payment on behalf of a chiid when in fact Medicaid is ail
that is needed in a particular case.

Another administrative problem which the technical lanyuaye
of S. 1266 does not appear to address but the Moynihan bili does
address is the fact that currently chiidren placed under IV-E
with adeoptive families are not eligible for Medicaid until a
final or interlocutory adoption decree has been entered.

States that do not have interlocutory decrees must now license

or approve the pre-adoptive families as foster homes and often
cover the medical expenses with state funds. We urge support

for the proposal in the Moynihan bill which provides that Medicaid
eligibility for a IV-E child would begin from the time the
adoption assistance agreement was entered, even when it preceded

a final decree of adoption.

We also support the provision in the Moynihan bill that
makes & IV-E adoption assistance child eligible for services
offered by a state under the Title XX Social Services Biock Grant

as if the child were AFDC eligible in the state where he or she
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resides. This provision is dropped in S, 1266. We recognize that
AFDC recipients have not been automatically eligible for Title XX
services in a state since 1981, However, states often still grant
priority for Title XX services to AFDC families, and IV-E adoption
assistance childreA*shduld continue to be eligible for Title XX
services in a state on the same basis as these AFDC families. For
exanple, services such as specialized day care or respite care
which a state may be providing under Title XX could certainly

be of use to a family caring for a handicapped child.

We also ask that you support, with some technical changes,
the provision in the Moynihan bill that attempts to expand
Medicaid eligibility to all children with special needs adopted
with state and/or local funded subsidies as well as those eligible
for Title IV-E adoption assistance payments. 1In part because of
the strict eliéibility requirements for the IV-E program, some
states have found only a relatively small proportion of their
children eligible for IV-E subsidies. For example, for children
who have been in state subsidized foster care for years it is
often impossible to determine whether the child was AFDC eligible
at the time he or she entered care. An in-depth look by the
Permanent Families for Children Project of the Child Welfare
League of America at the use of IV-E subsidies in seven states
with substantial numbers of subsidized adoptions found only about
25 percent of the subsidy children qualified for IV-E. In Oregon,
35 percent of all adoption subsidies have federal matching funds.
In Minnesota, however, B0 percent of the new subsidy cases in

FY 1983 were IV-E children.
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Difficulty in securing medical assistance for special needs
children is still a significant barrier to placing them in per-
manent adoptive homes. By extending Medi-raid to children placed
with state subsidies, as the Moynihan bill does, more children
will be able to move from foster care to adoption.

Voluntary Placements

We are pleased_that both S. 1266 and the Moynihan bill would
make permanent the provision in P.L. 96-272 that allows states
to claim federal reimbursement under the IV-E Foster Care Proyram
for children entering foster care pursuant to a voluntary place-
ment agreement provided other IV-E eligibility requirements ace
met and various protections are in place to prevent voluntary
placements from being abused. P.L. 96-272 requires that the chiid
be placed pursuant to a written voluntary placement agreement
which can be revoked by the parent placing the child upon request
unless the state agency obtains a court order that return would be
contrary to the child's best interest. In order for the federal
match to continue for voluntarily 61aced children, there must be a
judicial determination within 180 days that continued piacement is
still in the child's best interest, In order to claim reimburse-
ment for these children when they enter care, a state must ailso
have implemented the services and protections mandated by the Act.
We believe these protections, together with those discussed below
that are being added by various states, adequately protect these
children. To our knowledge, there have not been reports of abuses
of the provision. Twenty-two states were expected to claim federal

reimbursement for voluntarily placed children in FY 1984.
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In addition to the voluntary placement protections in
P.L. 96-272, states ar; increasingly limiting the circumstances
and length of time in which voluntary placements are allowed. At
least twenty-four states impose time limits on voluntary place-
ments by statute or other means. A numb-'r, for example, limit
placements to from 30 to 90 days, after which time ‘courts are
required to assume jurisdiction if the child is not returned
home. Others, Kansas and Missouri, for example, do not allow
any voluntary placements. Some states do not allow them when
abuse or neglect is alleged (e.g. Louisiana), or use them
primarily for certain populations, such as developmentally dis-
abled children (Colorado and lowa).

While we support the provision in S. 1266 to make IV-E
eligibility for voluntary placements permanent, we do not support
the repeal of the reporting requirement with regard to such
placements. Rather we believe that the bepartment of Health and
Human Services should be required to report at least every two
years on the children who are being placed pursuant to voluntary
placement agreements to continue to assure Congress that such
placements are being used appropriately. The Moynihan bill
includes such a requirement.

Preventive and Reunificatlon Services

Unfortunately the pool of funds available for alternative
services to enable children to remain with their families or be
reunified in a timely fashion has fallen far short of that
anticipated by P.L. 96-272 when it was enacted in 1980. The Act

anticipated that by FY 1986 approximately $1.2 billion in funds
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under the Title 1v-B Child Welfare Services Program would

already be avajlable to the states and that states would have
also had $15.5 billion in Titie XX Social Services funds available
to draw on for child welfare services. Instead, without account-
ing fcr inflation from 1981 through 1985, onty $841 million 1n
Title IV-B funds have been provided, 29 percent below the antici-
pated amount, and only $13.2 billion in Title XX, a 14 percent
decrease over what wa$ anticipated. Further, the current funding
levels for the Title IV-B and XX Programs of $200 million and
$2.72% billion respectively fall well below what would have been
provided if funds had been adjusted for inflation.

The impact of cutbacks in federal service dollars on the
state child welfare agencies has been made more severe by
increased demands on agencies resulting from escalating reports of
abuse and neglect., The last several years have seen significant
increases in reports of abuse and neglect in almost every state.
The American Humane Association estimated 1.5 million chitdren
were reported abused and neglected in 1983, a 15 percent increase
over the previous year. A more recent survey of state child
protective service agencies conducted by the Nationai Committee
for Prevention of Chiild Abuse reported increases in child abuse
reports during 1984 in 42 states, and in 20 states the incCrease
over 1983 exceeded 15 percent. Individual states report alarming
increases:

o In Oregon there was a 31 percent increase in valid

reports between 1981 and 1982 and an 8 percent
increase the next year.
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» M™issouri reported a 22 percent increase in child abuse
an~3d neglect reports between 2ugust 1983 and August
14F4 and an increase in children entering foster care
as well.
© The New Jersey Division of Youth and Family Services
received 26,398 reports of abuse and neglect in 1983
and expected the number to exceed 43,000 by the end
of 1984, A 26 percent increase in sexual abuse
reports was projected for the same period.
"¢ 'nrreases 1n reports have strained wmany child protective
service ddivisions and child welfare agencies beyond their limits.
Statf nave teer reduced and those remaining have been redirected

t. “4¢al with crisis cases. For example, child protective services
st3f* 1~ Tregon were reduced, in spite of the increases in abuse
ar? nealect reports, and other workers had to be shifted from
errvicing thte agency's ongoing caseload to handling new cases.

The [-ursi1ana Division of Children, Youth and Families which
responds 't aruse and neglect reports has had its staff decreased
ty approximately 300 in the past four years, in part as a result
~f Titie ¥) Ccuts.

The increases in caseloads for agencies combined with limita-
+1mrc oo fundirng have forced agencies to emphasize crisis responses
at *he expense of long term prevention. 1In a number of states the
increases 1n child abuse and neglect have resulted in more chil-
dter ertering care. This influx, together with cutbacks, has
hampered preventive efforts and permanency planning for children
already ir care, both called for in P.L. 96-272.

o In San Mateo County, California, one ot the earliest

sites for implementing the P.L. 96-272 protections,
Childrens' Services intake increased 22 percent

between 1982 and 1983, and 39 percent of these cases
were due to physical or sexual abuse. The shift in
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emphasis away from intensive pre-placement services
then increased the use of foster care: 50 percent
more children were admitted to shelter cace in the
county ia 1983 than in 1981.

o In a number of Wisconsin counties, proyrams established
with Title IV-B funds to show the effectiveness of
family-based services as an alternative to foster care
had to be reduced or discontipued as dollars were
channeled into investigations of escalating reports of
child abuse.

o The American Public Weitfare Association reported that
some states had to decrease the funds transferred from
1v-E foster care to IV-B chiid welfare services because
of increased caseloads, Colorado was one state that
experienced an increase in the number and percentaye of
IV-E foster children as a result of increases in the
number of AFDC families caused by the depressed economy.
Increases in abuse aiso increased Colorado's foster
care caseload, Oklahoma's foster care population had
been decreasing but increased in 1984 due to a 30
percent increase in abuse reports. Oklahoma had 200
more children in care thal year than two years eariier.
State and county officials, judges, review board members,
and chitd advocates have pleaded for increased service doilars.
The 1983 Urban Institute study of the implementation of P.L. 96-272,
refercred to earlier, documented the impact of cuts in the Title XX
and 1V-B Programs on the development of service programs. 1In a
1984 survey by the American Public Welfare Association, chiid
welfare officials in 21 of the 23 states surveyed reported a need
for more Title IV-B funds for increased preventive services and
many of them specified the need for in-home service programs.
State expenditures for out-of-home care often still €ar exceed
expenditures for alternative scrvices. In Missouri, for exampie,
only $.8 million was devoted to home-based services in 1984, com-
pared to $10.% miliion for foster care, It makes Little sense

to ask a judge to find that efforts to prevent placement have
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been reasonable when the cost put forth to maintain the child in
the home may fall far short, by four or five times, the expendi-
tures for out-of-home care.

The deficiencies in services have been highlighted as more
children have case plans that are carefully reviewed on a periodic
basis. Yet as noted earlier, the models exist and states have
shown the initiative to establish needed services. 1t is clear
that states could be doing so much more for children and families
if the Titles IV-B and XX Programs were funded as originally
envisioned and additional service dollars were made available as
well,

CDF is pleased that S. 1266 recognizes the needs states
have for additional resources to ensure permanent placements for
more children in foster care. However, rather than increasing
funds for the development of alternative services to foster care,
S. 1266 proposes a system of bonus payments and a cap that we
believe may cause harm to children. The proposals in S. 1266
for bonus payments for reducing the numbers of children in long
term care and for a cap on foster care are at odds with the
varied needs of individual children in care, the need states
have for resources up front to establish alternatives to out-
of-home care, the different progress made to date by states in
improving their foster care systems, and the varied impact on
foster care caseloads of increasing reports of abuse and neglect.

CDF strongly opposes the proposal in S. 1266 to cap funds
for the Title IV-E foster care program. Such a proposal fails

to recognize the harms to children that can result when funding
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has fallen far short of the anticipated levels necessaty to
establish alternative programs for the children who will be kept
out of care or perhaps moved out prematurely hecause of the cap.
The cap is especially harmful now when new demands on agencies
caused by increased reports of abuse and neglect have also caused
states to reduce their effort to develop alternative services to
foster care. However, rather than acknowledging the need for an
increased investment in services, S. 1266 proposes to cap the
foster care program when funding for the IV-B Program is still
$20 million below the level anticipated in FY 1982.

Such a cap also alters the fundamental entitlement nature of
the foster care program that has been in place for almost 25
years. A proposal to cap foster care now, just as some states
are seeing increasing numbers of victims of physical and sexual
abuse enter care, seems especially contrary to Congress' long
stated concern ahout protecting these especially vulnerable poor
children, Such a cap also ignores the fact that children in
foster care today, in many states, are an older population many of
whom are more troubled and have more special needs than in the
past, and thus may require more expensive care. The proposed cap
on foster care in S, 1266 should be opposed. Instead we urge
you to consider the ceiling proposal in the Moynihan bill.

COF also opposes the bonus payment sxstem, as proposed in
S. 1266, for many of the same reasons. First it fails to
recognize individual variations among states. For example, states

that have worked hard to implement the protections in P.L. 96-272
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for the past five years and implemented permanent plans for
children in their caseloads are not likely to benefit from this
incentive system, yet they should be rewarded so that their
efforts to ensure that children are appropriately placed can
continue,

Second, it assumes that states have resources available to
move children who have been in care for extended periods back home
or into other permanent pilacements. The proposal to offer states
increased funds only after alternative placements are made fails
to recognize the fact that states need funds to develop such
alternatives, Further there is no assurance that bonuses actually
received after the fact will be used to develop the alternative
services and resources necessary to help keep other children out
of care or to reunify children with their families, or to provide
adoption assistance.

Third, there is a danger that the bonus system, currentdiy
based on an annual determination, will encourage states, faced
with overwhelming fiscal demands to push back to 24 months the
time for concerted efforts to get children out of federal foster
care, irrespective of their needs, so that the state can then
qualify for the incentive payments. Although there may be a way
to target an incentive system on limited groups of children who
have lingered in care for extended periods, the current proposal

might discourage or delay reunification for chiidren for whom 1t

is appropriate.
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We urge the Committee to drop the bonus provision and
instead explore other mechanisms for providing states incentives
to plan appropriately for IV-E children who are at risk of
entering care or have been 1n care and should be returned home or
placed with adoptive families.

Training Foster Parents and Other Residential Care Staff

Appropriate training and supports for foster parents and
other residential care staff are key components of a quaiity
foster care system. Unfortunately, in these times of fiscal
restraint, training programs have often been among the first
things to be cut. Lack of training and adequate supports for
foster care providers, however, can negatively impact the quality
of’the care children receive. A subsequent investment must then
be made because of the lony range costs to chiitdren of inappro-
priate care. There have, for example, been reports from several
states of abuses of children in foster homes that have resulted in
part because foster parents were asked to assume responsibility
for very troubled children with needs they were not trained to
handle. )

Qur experience is that foster parents want training. Increasing
numbers of states are imposing minimum pre-service and in-service
training requirements for foster parents. Minimum curriculum
requirements should address basics like the foster care system,
the impact of placement on the foster family and on the chiildten

and their parents, children's relationship to their birth

families, and the developmental needs of children. Specialized
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training requirements should address the special needs of
adolescents, sexually abused children, handicapped children and
others. Good curricula for foster parent training have been
developed.

Senator Mquihsp'g bill, would require, effective January 1},
1987, that foster parents caring for IV-E children have partici-
pated in a suitable training progrem designed to help them recognize
and deal with the special needs and problems of foster children.
Although the substance of that training is not speciffed, the state
must consult with foster parents, appropriate child care providers,
and representatives of advocacy groups in designing the training,
so as to ensure that it addresses the needs of those being trained.

The training regquirements in the Moynihan bill, coupled with
the availability of higher federal reimbursement for the training
provided, are significant steps forward in improving the quality
of care for foster children.

Independent Living Programs

Implementation of the case reviews required by P.E. 96~272
has highlighted the problem of the large number of youth aging out
of the foster care system without appropriate preparation for
their transition to independent living. Data from several
national studies suggest that approximately 40 to 50 percent of
the children in foster care are over the age of 12, and individual
state reports show comparable portions of their caseloads to be
comprised of teens. Although iL is hoped that many of these youth
will be able to return home, and that others will be adopted or

will establish other permanent living arrangements, increased



86

-30-

attention must also be given to those youth who will remain in
care to the age of majority. It is estimated that approximately
16,000 adolescents, ages 17 and 18, faced discharge from
substitute care in 1982 because they were about to reach the

age of majority.

Reviews in a number of states have shown that there are not
adequate efforts made to help these youth become self-sufficient.
Two findings from New York are not atypical:

o A New York City study found that within one year of

leaving foster care, a significant percentage of
young girls ended up receiving federal income support
through the Aid to Families With Dependent Children
Program (AFDC).

o Another New York study of how children in foster
care are prepared for independent living reported
that only about one-third seemed well prepared,
although progress was made for another third. The
study, conducted by the Citizens Committee for
Children of New York, also found that there was no
comprehensive, coordinated program for helping
them learn to be self sufficient,

Efforts to prepare youth for independent living have been
hindered in some states by a 1981 change in the AFDC Progranm,
The change in AFDC resulted in allowing & child to continue in
federally funded foster care only until age 18, or at state
option to age 19 if the youth is in school and realistically
expected to graduate by that time. Because foster children, who
are moved from home to home, are also moved from school to school,
it §is not at all unusual for them to be several years behind their

O
peers in graduvating from high schcol. 1In some states the AFDC
change sets an artificial boundary that forces some youngsters

out on their own before they are ready and have completed a basic
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level of schooling. The Moynihan bill includes a provision which
will hopefully encourage foster children in some states to stay in
school and graduate. The bill allows states the option of pro-
viding Iv-E foster care payments to youth to age 21 provided they
are enrolled in secondary school or an equivalent vocational pro-
gram.

A broad array of services in addition to education should
be available to meet the varied needs of adolescents 1in the foster
care system who are facinyg independence. Adolescents discharyed
from care, who cannot count on continued parentali support, must be
able to make it on their own: They will need help to be ablie to
find housing, continue their education or get a job, perform
certain daily living routines, and avoid future dependence on the
state. Attention must also be given to the needs of these youth
for emotional support and help with decisionmaking and termination.

Numerous modeis have been developed for services for youth
preparing to leave foster care., Some states have establlsheq
specialized group homes, semi-independent living arrangements, or
independent living subsidies. There are programs for job training,
life skills training, and individual and group counseling. States
also need to establish laws and policies which aliow and encouraye
the development of such services. West Virginia, for example, has
developed a policy which outlines the independent living skills an
adolescent must reccive. Arizona's program includes the develop-
ment of a discharge plan for each child preparing to leave care.

The Moynihan bill inciudes special funding to ensure the

development of written independent living plans based on
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individualized assessments of need for older foster children. It
also requires the establishment of transitional independent living
programs to meet these needs. Technical assistance from the
Department of Health and Human Services is expected to help states
establish such programs. The Administraticn for Children, Youth
and Families in HHS is currently funding a review of independent
living programs by the Westat Corporation in Rockviile, Maryland.
We urge the Committee to support the required efforts on behaif of
older adolescents in foster care included in the Moynihan bill.
Further we ask that you consider amending the Title IV-E Foster
Care Program to atlow children receiving independent living
subsidies as part of a supervised transitional program to be
eligible for federal reimbursement, provided the children meet

the program's other eligibility requirements.

Child Welfare Reporting

States have now had five years to implement the procedures,
protections and services set forth in P.L. 96-272, There are
available data to aid in the monitoring of these efforts. As
mentioned earlier, progress in implementing data trackiny systems
has been made in many states., The American Public Welfare
Association has been collecting data on a voiuntary basis from the
states for two years. At least forty states have been certified
by HHS as being in compliance for at least one year with the
protections set forth in Section 427 of the Act, which include the
inventory and information system. However, HHS's monitoring
efforts to date provide little information on the impact of

P.L. 96-272 on children and families in the states.
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States themselves think HHS's monitoring has been uneven.
They argue that compliance reviews were handled differently in
different states resulting in inequitable treatment in some
instances. One state, for example, is currently pursuing a claim
in court that it failed its compliance review, although other
states that had followed the same course and implemented similar
policies and practices had been approved.

CDF believes this to be an appropriate time for Congress to
exercise increased oversight of implementation of P.L., 96-272 to
try to assess for itself what progress has been made in the states.
P.L. 96~272 was originally enacted because members of this
Committee and the full Congress were concerned about the problems
in the nation's foster care system. You were acting not only to
protect the children and families involved, but to protect your
federal investment as well. The Act is built on fiscal incentives
to encourage preservation and reunification of families. Federal
dollars were also added under the Act to encourage the adoption of
special needs children and to ensure appropriate care for children
voluntarily placed by their parents. The Moynihan bill proposes
to provide further fiscal incentives for the development of
training programs for foster parents and residential care staff
and independent living programs for older fdolescents. Careful
monitoring of the success of the various fiscal incentives in
achieving the intended goals is necessary. Data must be collected
to see the outcomes produced for children.

The biennial reporting requirements in the Moynihan bill

provide a snapshot of children in care and highlight those funded



90

-34-

with federal dollars. The descriptive studies proposed will
provide additional information on special efforts being taken to
improve the foster care system. We urge the Committee to seriously

consider these reporting requirements.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you to share
CDF's perspective on implementation of P.L. 96-272 and the need
for additional reforms. The Committee's strong committment to
child weifare reform has helped maintain P.L. 96-272 these past
five years. We look forward to your continued support as toyether

we seek to strengthen it.
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Senator ARMSTRONG. Mr. Liederman.

STATEMENT OF DAVID S. LIEDERMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. LiepErMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, my name is David Liederman, the executive di-
rector of the Child Welfare League of America. The league is a 65-
year-old organization, comprised of 350 public and private volun-
tary, not for profit, member agencies in the United States. Among
our members are the Colorado Christian Home, the Colorado De-
partment of Social Services, Children’s Aid Society of New York,
and the New York State Department of Social Services, just to
mention a couple. {Laughter.]

We've reviewed the administration’s bill, S. 1266, and are sup-
portive of the provisions pertaining to the adoption assistance pro-
gram, and would like to commend the administration for its atten-
tion to the issues which these proposals address.

We also endorse the provision of.S. 1266, which would make per-
manent the voluntary placement provision.

However, we take strong exception and oppose any attempts to
cap or end the entitlement status of title IV-E foster care, includ-
ing the lowering of the so-called trigger under title IV-B to $200
million, thus effectuating an immediate cap on foster care. It has
always been our position, Mr. Chairman, and will continue to be--
and I would hope it would be the position of this committee—that
foster care is an entitlement and should be continued to be treated
as an entitlement. If a child shows up at the Colorado State De-

artment of Social Services or the New York State Department of
ial Services or special services for children in New York City
and requires foster care, that child is entitled to foster care. And to
arbitrarily place a cap on foster care, I think, defeats the entire
purpose of what foster care was intended to do.

I can’t speak to that strongly enough.

And it's interesting, too, that it is true that the number of foster
children has gone down, and we support that. And that was the
original intent of the act. But it’s also true, and the Department’s
own report points out, that in 19 States there were increases in the
number of children in foster care between 1980 and 1982. We've
had reports from Los Angeles County where they have had a dra-
matic increase in the number of foster care kids just in the last
year. So that although the numbers are going down nationally,
there are fluctuations from State to State, from locality to locality,
and it's really important for us and for you to take into account
that factor and not put a cap on foster care because it goes in the
wrong direction.

What we should be doing in our opinion is increasing the amount
of money for foster care because foster care still leaves a lot to be
desired. The average payment for foster parents in the United
States is about $190 a month. We all have raised children and we
know what it costs to raise a child and $190 a month doesn’t sound
to me like a lot of money to be helping foster parents to raise a
child. And yet that is the average payment around the country so
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that we think there needs to be further efforts to improve the
foster care system; not try to cap it.

And at the same time, we need additional money for preventive
services, which is what IV-B is all about, and we should be increas-
ing the $200 million that's now available to a much higher figure
so that we have additional money for preventive services to pre-
vent children—who otherwise can’t be prevented from going into
the system. .

We also oppose the use of bonuses, bounties, or any other incen-
tive payments to States for the removal of children who have been
in foster care arbitrarily. The proposal proposes a bonus of $3,000,
and for children who have been in care for more than 24 months,
we think that, too, goes in the wrong direction. What it doesn't
take into account is that there are thousands, thousands of chil-
dren in the United States who need long-term foster care. We re-
cently did a survey of our entire membership and we had not one
single agency that supported the notion of the bonus without cer-
tain safeguards. And those protections need to be in there.

You know, there are lots of older kids, there are lots of kids who
need long-term foster care for whatever the reason. And to arbi-
trzatrilirl have a bonus without an individualized case plan, which
was the principal s)rotection under Public Law 96-272—if you don't
have an individualized case plan, how can you just arbitrarily say
to States and localities and counties that we are going to give you
$3,000 if you get the kids out of foster care even if we don’t know
the reason they are coming out of foster care. They might be
coming out of foster care only to go into the street.

Let me just make a couple of other comments. We have also re-
viewed the Moynihan-Stark bill, S. 1329, and wish to state our
strong support for that proposal; particularly, the part of the pro-
posal that mandates foster care subsidies up to the age of 21, tied
to the 2nrollment of secondary school or vocational training, as
well as the State plan requirement for transitional living pro-
grams.

We would like to commend you, Senator Moynihan, for your
leadership in this area. We think that’s a great step in the right
direction. It has been law in many States throughout the United
States regarding special needs of children that those services
should be available from the age of 3 to 21. If there was ever a
group that was a special needs group, it's young people, children,
in foster care and we think raising the subsidy to 21 is a step in
the right direction.

And I might add, Mr. Chairman, that the recent report that
came out of New York City on runaway and homeless youth in
New York City showed that as many as 50 percent of the youth
seeking shelter in the city had come out of the foster care system.
So lthat: this provision to include services up to the age of 21 is cru-
cial.

Frankly, we like the Moynihan-Stark bill. We think the Motv‘:i-
ggnz—%ar bill should be used as the vehicle to amend Public Law

And we thank the committee for hearing us. And I'm sorry I
went over my time.
Thank you very much.
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Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Liederman.

[The prepared written statement and a letter from Mr. Lieder-
man follow:]

51-769 0 - 86 ~ 4
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CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, my name is David S.
Liederman, and 1 am the Executive Director of the Child Welfare League of
America. The League is a national organization comprised of more than 350
publiz and private voluntary not-for-profit member agencies and 1,200
affiliates who provide various child welfare services to children and families
at-risk tnhroughout North America. Such services include adoption, family
foster care, residential treatment, group homes, day treatment, home-based

) —
social services and child day care. Among our members, for example, are the
Colorado State Department of Social Services, the Boys & Girls Aid Society of.
Oregon, the Lutheran Service Society of New York, the Jewish Children's Home
of New Orleans, Children's Home Society of Minnesota, United Methodist Home of
Little Rock, Arkansas, and fFamily and Children Services of Kansas (City,
Missouri.

We appreciate very much the opportunity to present our views on the two
pieces of legislation - S. 1266 and the Moynihan/Stark bill amending
P.L. 96-272, the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980. The views
which we will express here today stem from our many years of involvement in
P.L. 96-272 -- beginning with the issues which gave rise to its legislative
formation, to its ultimate Congressional passage, and more recently, to its
national implementation. Our 350 member agencies and 1,200 affiliates -- both
public and private -- are involved on a day-to-day basis in carrying out its

-

legislative mandates. We have published resource and implementation manuals,

articles in our Child Welfare Journal, research studies and various sets of

standards, all for the purpose of guiding the practice of "permanency

planning" as embodied in P.L. 96-272.

-1
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0f course our purpose today is not to talk about the Child Welfare League
of America, but rather the proposed provisions relating to foster care and
adoptive services -- specifically $.1266 and the Moynihan/Stark bill. There
is much that needs be said and, indeed, we will go into some detail. However,
1f we only had one minute of your time.ithis is what we would say.

Before proceeding with a more detailed discussion of S. 1266 and the
Moynihan/Stark bill, let me briefly review the concept of "permanency
planning" to clarify the context within which these two bills would fit. This
concept literally revolutionized the child welfare field. ;;ior to the
enactment of P.L. 95-272, approximately 500,000 children were believed to be
“adrift" in the foster care system, with little or no effort made to account
for them, to return them to their own families or, if more appropriate, to
place them in alternative permanent settings.

In 1977, Congregs began deliberations on legislation in response to this
national tragedy -- deliberations which continued throughout both sessions of
the 96th Congress and which culminated in the passage of P.L. 96-272. This
law established a new Title IV-E of the Social Security Act to provide federal
suppart for foster care and adoption assistance and made improvements in Title
IV-B Child Welfare Services. Moreover, it also mandated certain protections
for children in foster care which were tied to fiscal incentives to the States.

Such protections exist today and begin, as a child moves through the
system, with a provision requiring what is widely known as “reasonable
efforts.” This provision requires that the State rust make “reasonable
efforts" aimed at preventing the child's removal from the home. The child is
further protected by a requirement for a court ruiing that the State did, in
fact, comply with reasonable efforts. If the court determines that

"reasonable efforts" did not occur, the State cannot receive Federal
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reimbursement for Title IV-E foster care payments. Therefore, under the
currént {sster care system, adequate protections exist to ensure that children
are not being placed in foster care unnecessarily.

T Once a child-is placed in foster care, however, protections also exist to
ensure that his or her stay is not unnecessarily prolonged. This occurs in
three ways, all of which are mandated. First, an individual caseplan must be
developed for each child, describing the services which will be provided and
which will facilitate the child's return home as quickly as possible. Second,
an independent review of the case must occur every 6 months in order to ensure
the continuing appropriateness of out-of-home care. Third, a "dispositional
hearing" is required within 18 months of the original placement in foster
care. This hearing must be held by a family or juvenile court or by an
administrative body appointed by the court. At this time, the agency must
have developed a permanent plan which provides for the child's return home or
movement into an appropriate permanent placement.

In 1980, States began implementing the new program. Four-and-half-years
later, on June 11, 1984, Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)
Secretary Heckler released a report to Congress outlining the extent to which
changes had occurred in State child welfare systems as a result of
P.L. 96-272. The findings included:

. a significant decrease in the number of children in foster care, from
more than 500,000 in 1977, to 243,000 in 1982;

[} a decrease in the duration of placement of children in foster care,
from an average of 47 months in 1977, to an average of 35 months in
December 1982;

. a 50X decline in the number of foster care children free for
adoption, from 102,000 in 1977, to 50,000 in 1982;

] an increase in the number of children for whum Title IV-E Adoption
Assistance funds were claimed, from 28% in 1381, to 4,672 in 1983;
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. compliance in ragard to the permanency planning protections cn the
part of most States; and

. improvements in child welfare services attributable to Title IV-B.
The report concluded that P.L, 96-272 "has helped maintain the momentum of
system and program changes designed to assure good child welfare practice.”

Today, almost one year to the date of Secretary Heckler's very positive
report on P.L. 96-272, the Administration returns to Congress in support of
S. 1266, which it has designed to “make improvements* "fine turn" this
program. While we would agree that there is some need to make improvements in
both the foster care and adoption assistance programs, we cannot fully support
S. 1266 due largely to the proposed foster care amendments contained therein.
We base this decision on our belief that the assumptions underlying these
proposals are faulty and, if enacted, will halt the progress made over the
past four-and one-half years toward good child weifare practice. Furtner,
these proposals, we fear, will adversely affect those children most in need of
the care and services provided under the current foster care system. We do,
however, support and commend the Administration on its proposed amendments to
the adoption assistance program. These amendments address some of the more
problematic aspects of this program and hopefully will help to remove any
existing barriers to the adoption of special needs children.

In connection with the Moynihan/Stark bill, we fully support the proposed
amendments contained therein, inasumch as they address the various service
gaps tha& currently exist in both the foster care and adoption assistance
programs. The League recommends that the Moynihan/Stark bill be used as the
primary legislature vehicle for zmending P.L. 96-272.

! would now like to detail the specific comments of the Child Welfare
League of America regarding each of the bills. Each item discussed is in the
order in which it appears in the respective bills. )
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S. 1266

(1) Incentive bonuses of $3,000 per child to States for reducing the

number of children who have been in foster care for more than 24 months

(Sec. 2): Mhile we do not support unnecessarily lengthy stays of children in
foster care, we do not believe that this is an appropriate mechanism for
ensuring that such does not occur. As written, the amendment would simply
encourage States to remove children from foster care after twenty-four

months -~ period. It does not encourage States to exdTore why such a
situation occurred nor what the individualized needs of the child and what the
child's family might be. Nor does it allow for States to address such needs,
given that the bonus would be received only after the child is removed from
foster care. As such, it completely ignores one of the principle protections
mandated under P.L. 96-272 -- the individual case plan.

Moreover, the provision sets-up a potentially dangerous practice issue in
that it overlooks the need for and discourages the use of long-term foster
care, which most experts agree is a valid and sometimes necessary child
welfare service.

For example, we have recently completed a survey of our member agencies,
all of whom are experts in the field. The results of the survey have not yet
been fully tabulated; however, for purposes of this testimony, we examined the
data from 10 States representing 33 child welfare agencies -- both public and
private .-- who, in combination, provide adoption and foster care services to

over 25,000 children.* One of the survey questions posed was:

* The 10 States include: Arkansas, Coloradc, lowa, Louisiana,
Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma and Oregon.
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-

"Current discussions about the foster care program suggest that

one way to ensure the unnecessary length of stay in foster care

is to place a Federal limit on such stays -- limits might range

anywhere from 12 to 24 months. Based on your knowledge of

foster care, please briefly discuss why you may or may not favor

such a limit.*

NOT ONE AGENCY FAVORED SUCH LIMITS, WITHOUT EXCLUSIONS FOR NECESSARY LONG-TERM
FOSTER CARE OR WITHOUT APPROPRIATE SAFEGUARDS TO THE INDIVIDUALIZED NEEDS OF
THE CHILD. Following is a sample of some of the comments:

“For some children, foster care is the most appropriate plan -

they do not have families or their parents do not progress well

enough to resume responsibility for their children". (Colorado

County agency serving 3500 children)

“tighteen percent are now staying longer than 24 months,

primarily adolescents coming into care." (Oregon State agency

serving 9600 children)

“Any approach which does not permit an individualized approach

will not serve children well.” (Louisiana private voluntary

agency serving 150 children)

“While limits may encourage agencies to plan more actively and

aggressively, they also may encourage inappropriate placements

to meet deadlines." (New York State wide voluntary agency

serving 700 children)

Ideally, our goal is to move all children through a continuum-of-care into
situations which most closely resemble a family setting. We all know that a
permanent, stable family situation works best for children and is far less
costly to the government, both now and in the future. In the real world,
however, permanent adoption may not be possible for all hard-to-place
youngsters -- those who are challenged physically or emotionally. . . those
who are older. . . those who have been in trouble. Foster care may, in some
instances, be the most appropriate and the most family-like situation
ultimately available.

Accordingly, we cannot and will not support the use of bonus payments to
States which do not recognize the need for and appropriateness of long-term
foster care and which do not also take into consideration the individualized
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needs of the child. The Child Welfare League of Americg, therefore, opposes
this amendment as proposed and urges this Subcommittee to do likewise.
(2) The use of bonuses payments for any purposes under Titles IV-E, 1V-8

and XX {Sec. 2). While we are opposed to the payment of bonuses, as proposed,
we are particularly opposed to their use for purposes of the Title XX --
Social Services Block Grant Program. Title XX is a program which provides a
variety of social services to all age groups, including for example, services
to the elderly. Under S. 1266, bonuses would be paid to States as a result of
reducing a child's length of stay in foster care, without regard to that
child's individual needs or case plan. Why should monies derived from
reductions in foster care which could risk a possible inappropriate return
home or an inappropriate adoptive placement be made available to other age
groups, such as the elderly, who may have stronger political constituencies
relative to the children served under the foster care system. Any bonuses
under this provision should be restricted for the purposes of Titles IV-E and

1v-8 only.
(3) Lowering to $200 million the appropriated amount for Title IV-B Child

Welfare Services which will effectuate a mandatory foster care cap (Sec. 3).

We are opposed to this provision as a back-door approach to capping foster
care and also because it violates the compromise reached during the passage of
P.L. 96-272. This compromise was developed out of two differing legislative
proposals pending at the time: one, which would have "capped" foster care and
one which would not. The Child Welfare League of America has long been on
record in favor of open-ended entitlement funding for the foster care

program. Indeed, we firmly believe that the concept of a needy child's legal
entitlement to foster care services should continue to be upheld as one of our

oldest social responsibilities.
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During debate on P.L. 96-272, in order that needed foster care reforms be
enacted, a compromi;e was struck., This provided that the foster care program
would be capped only after the States had received sufficient. funds enabliing
them to finarce the service improvements and procedural safeguards mandated
under P.L. 96-272.

Title [V-B was seen as the cornerstone of P.L. 96-272 in the provision of
services aimed at preventing the child's unnecessary removal from iome,
reunifying the family, and supporting permanent planning efforts., States were
assured that the full funding of Title 1V-B ($256 million) would occur for two
years befaore IV-E foster care would be capped; thus allowing States the time
necessary to establish and implement such services, Since passage of P.L.
96-272, Title IV-B has not been funded above $200 million. Moreover, Title
XX, also assumed to assist in the establishment of these services, has, since
1982, remained frozen at its current level of $2.7 billion.

In our survey, the same 10 states and 33 agencies mentioned earlier said
that the need for preventive and reunification services was far greater than
their availability. This indicates that States, given the lack of adequate
funding, have not been able to fully establish nor provide services so central
to the concept of permanent planning. Moreover, a June 1984 study, conducted

on behalf of HHS, entitled, Assessing the Implementation of Federal Policy to

Reduce the Use of Foster Care: Placement Prevention and Reunification in

Child He)fare. found that, “Federal appropriations for Title lv-B reached
authorized levels during the first year of implementation only, precluding or
Vimiting the type of service and resource expansion envisioned under the I;w."
The Child Welfare League of America believes that P.L. 96-272 has been
successful in its implementation due largely to the provision of Child Welfare

Services under Title IV-B. However, there is much that remains to be done --
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more services need to be in place if the reforms envisioned under P.L. 96-272
are to be fully realized. This is not the time to cap foster care, through
any method. We, in fact, believe that the "trigger® should be removed
altogether -- but under no circumstances should it be lowered. The Child
Welfare League of America, therefore, opposes this amendment and urges the
Subcommittee to do likewise.

(4) Eliminating the Necessity of an Advanced Appropriation for

Limitations as to Title IV-B Funding {Sec. 3). We oppose this provision as we

believe that protections must remain in place for purposes of adequate and
full funding for both Title IV-B and Title IV-E programs.

(5) Eliminating the options under which a State's Title IV-E foster care

allotment is determined (Sec. 3). It is our understanding that the Committee

has requested HHS to provide information as to the impact and effect of this
provision upon the States' foster care system. We, therefore, request to
reserve the right to comment on suéh impact until a later date, once this
information is made available.

(6) For FY 86, Cap Title IV-E Foster Care at $485 miliion (Sec. 3).

Aside from our belief that $4385 million does not represent a realistic figure
for FY 85 expenditures, as it excludes consideration of claims which, under
current law, may be made in FY 86 and FY 87, we are strongly opposed to any
capping of Title IV-E Foster Care. As noted in Secretary Heckler's June 1984
report to Congress, referred to earlier, a significant decrease in the number
of children in foster care occurred nationally from 1977 to 1982. Yet, this
same report indicates that 19 States experienced an increase in the number of

foster care children from 1980 to 1982*.

* These states include: Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaifi,
I1linois, Jowa, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota,
Ohio, Oklahoma,.Rhode Island, South Dakota, Utah and Washington.
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Morever, according to House Committee Print 99-2: Background Materials and

Data on Programs Within the Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways & Means, 25

States indicated an increase in their foster care populations from 1983 to
1984.%

We believe that this provision to eliminate the open-ended funding of
foster care adopts+a tbookkeeping" approach intended to limit spending in the
program while ignoring the fluctuating needs of the States, as evidenced
above, and most especially, the children whom they must serve on an
entitlement basis. Such an approach fails to recognize that if arbitrary and
unrealistic caps are set, States may be forced to reevaluate their entitlement
criteria; thus, forcing children to remain in unsafe homes, at continued risk
of further abuse and neglect. In testimony before a field hearing of the
House Budget Committee, this past April, one of our members in California,
testifying against the President's FY 86 budget proposal to cap foster care,
drew a very graphic analogy between what might happen under a foster care cap
and what has happened in Los Angeles County as a result of fiscal restraints:

"In 1982-83, after experiencing serious staff losses due to State
and County revenue losses following the passage of Proposition 13
and the 1980-82 recession, the Los Angeles County Department of
Public Social Services was forced to make the terrible choice of
limiting the intake of children referred to protective services.
The Cepartment admitted in testimony before the California
Legislature, that, for nearly a year, it only investigated and
acted upon 45% of the cases referred. It was almost as if a child
had to be physically bleeding before 'official action' could be
taken. No one knows what happened to the other 55X of the children
or how long it took before the conditions of some children finally
became aggravated enough to move 'the system® to action. All of
this, because of a shortage of funds. This illustration is not
drawn to condemn Los Angeles County DPSS - the Department had to
make hard choices; it did not act arbitrarily. But, an arbitrary
‘cap' on foster care will certainly create similar ‘hard choices'
because of the lack of funding and the lack of placement options."

~* These states include: California, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Georgia,
Hawaii, Indiana, lowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Michigan, Nebraska, New
Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, South
Carolina, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, and West Virginia.

-10-



105

The League agrees. Furthermore, we would ask that this Committee, during
its consideration of S. 1266 bear in mind the children who are in need of
foster care and the circumstances create that need -- children who are abused
and tragic emotionally and physically neglected, children who are runaways or
throwaways, children who are physically handicapped, and children in trouble.

Moreover, as deinstitutionalization efforts in mental health and
corrections move previcusly institutionalized children into foster care, our
agencies are reporting more severe, complex and long-term cases. Foster care
children with emotional problems, histories of delinquency, or those who have
been victims of physical and sexual abuse will obviously require intensive
treatment at greater costs. Assistance must remain available with sufficient
flexibility to allow States to meet the individuaiized needs of each child
they serve and each eligible child in need of foster care should be guaranteed
the availability of such assistance. The Child Welfare League of America,
therefBre. strongly oppose the capping of foster care and urge the
" Subcommittee to do likewise.

(7) For FY 87, basing State's allotments on FY 84 expenditures and for

FY 88 and each succeeding fiscal year, basing allotments on the preceding

fiscal year, adjusted by the inflation factor (Sec. 3). This proposed

amendment would not only disallow the fluctuating needs of the States and
children whom they serve, but would further erode any type of measurement by
which we, gauge such fluctuations and, in effect, block grant foster care
assistance. Despite the present scarcity of information regarding the foster
care system, at least we now know where the decreases and increases occur.
Such information, although minimal, provides an opportunity to study the cause
and effects of differences among the States, with a view toward a more

efficient service detivery. Finally, since the ultimate impact of this
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proposed amendment is tied to the provision changing the current allotment
structure and because information as to its effect is rot fully known, we
would request to reserve the right to a future comment, once the information
is available,

(8) Revising the inflation factor (Sec. 3). On its face, this proposed

amendment would appear to build-in future reductions in the foster care
program. However, since the full scope of such reductions cannot be
accurately reflected without the data regarding the proposed changes in
calculating State allotments, we would request the right to a future comment,
once the information is available.

{9) Deeming Medicaid eligible for children for whom an adoption

assistance agreement is in effect and prior to adoption finalization.

Specifying that such chilidren are eligible for Medicaid from the State where

they reside, regardless of whether such State was/is a party to the adoption

assistance agreement (Sec. 4). We strongly support this provision with one

suggestion that the Title XX -- Social Services Block Grant bg also included
'for such purposes. The inclusion of Title XX would ensure the provision of
sociél services to children adopted under an adoption assistance agreement in
those States which continue to have a means-test in effect. Further, we would
like to commend the Administration for its recognition of these problem areas
of the adoption assistance program and for its willingness to take corrective
action. * The movement of children across State lines for purposes of adoption
or even after the adoption has occurred has created many problems in terms of
these children receiving the Medicaid services to which they are entitled. We

believe that this situation has created a strong disincentive to promoting
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special-needs adoption and will, therefore, work along side of the
Administration to secure passage of this provision, provided Title XX --
social services are also included.

(10) Limiting to one-year, the submission of prior year claims (Sec. 5).

We oppose this provision on the grounds that such a limit would impose an
unreasonable deadline, given the time needed for county administered States to
summarize their financial claims. We also believe that this does not take
into account the time needed for all States to process their claims throughout
the system -- from foster parents to child caring institutions to county run
operations and back to the Federal government -- in a timely and accurate
mannes.

(11) Making permanent the voluntary placement provision and repealing the

requirement for an annual report (Sec. 6). We strongly support the permanent

extension of the voluntary placement provision given the current system of
protections which are in place. We support the concept of voluntary
placements which eliminate unnecessary court proceedings and which tend to
place additional stress on the family thus creating a more traumatic
experience for the child. We, therefore, believe that its use results in good
child welfare practice and that its permanent extension will encourage States
to expand its availability.

However, we do 'not support repealing the annual report requirement since
we believe it is important to know the extent to which it is used, the reasons
for such placements and whether such placements contribute to overall
objectives of P.L. 96-272. We believe that the knowledge gleaned from such
reports will further aid in the improvement of quality child welfare services

and should therefore be retained as it exists under current law.
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Moynihan/Stark bill

{1) Mandating foster care subsidies up to age 21 when the child is a

full-time student -in a secondary school or in an equivalent level of

vocational or technical training (Sec. 101). The League strongly support this

provision based on the fact that this is an often heard suggestion from our
members regarding changes in the foster care program. In our survey, which we
mentioned earlier, we asked our members to describe what they believe happens
to children 18 and over who have had to leave foster care due the lack of a

Federal and/or State subsidy. While we anticipated some negative responses,

-we did not anticipate the kind of hopelessness or seﬁ;e 6? desperateness that
we received with such consistency. For example:

<} “Some exist on marginal jobs; others move in with others; some girls
move into prostitution.* (lowa)

) “Join the service or join a street culture - get into trouble with
authorities.” (Arkansas)

o "Unless youth are prepared to become socially and economically
independent, many will become known to the justice system and/or
become future public assistance recipients.® (Oregqn)

o “Many end up as homeless, without funds and no skills.* (New York)

In regard to the latter comment, recent studies are now showing that a

large number of homeless youth have previously been in foster care. One such

study, Runaway and Homeless Youth in New York City (Shaffer & Caton) found,

based on interviews with New York City shelter users, that as many as 50X of
the youth seeking shelter had a history foster carme—picement. We strongly
believe that the abrupt temmination of youth from foster care at age 18, due
to.the lack of a Federal subsidy, serves netther the goals of permanency
planning ~or the needs of that youth and ultimately the society into which he
or she is tossed. Who among us was truly independent at age 187 Most of us

in this room were fortunate enough to have families who helped us through this
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transition. For many of these youngsters, however, there literally is no
one. It simply is unrealistic for us to expect that at the "magic" age of 18,
this youngster can go out into the world, get a job, get an apartment, manage
money and become independent. We, therefore, strongly urge this Subconmittee
to favorably report out this provision and take the lead in addressing the
incidence of homelessness among our former foster tare youth.

(2) State Plan Requirements for Transitional Independent Living Programs

for Older Foster Children (Sec. 102). For the many reasons cited above, we

also strongly support this provision since we believe the extension of the
Federal subsidy must also be tied to the provision of services aimed at
preparing foster care youth to properly exit from the system. On March 14,
1985, the Child Welfare League of America sponsored a “Mini-Hearing" on
Capitol Hill at which many House and Senate staffers were present. Testimony
was presented by League members and staff on the necessity of independent
living services to adolescents exiting from the foster care system. As
explained by League staffer, Helen Stone, who is presently involved in a
two-year national study surveying the success of Sndependentlliving programs
for such adolescents, “For foster youth, decision making may be more difficult
in that they have had a greater sense of failure and they are more accustomed
to having others make decisions for them: administrative agencies, parents,
courts, foster parents, agency staff, etc.“ Based on this fact alone, Ms.
Stone pointed out that foster children needed special preparation in
developing confidence in themselves so as to enter into the decision making
tasks so critical to independent life. Based on her review of independent

1iving programs conducted at 62 voluntary agencies in 20 states, Ms. Stone
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suggested particular emphasis be given to : housing issues, such as renting
apartments, and signing leases; help with linkages to medical care; and job
skills. Another panelist testifying at the Mini Hearing in regard to
independent 1iving needs was Bob Guthiel, Executive Director of a League
member agency in New York. Mr. Guthiel testified regarding his agency's
involvement in a class action lawsuit filed by the New York Coalition for the
Homeless on behalf of all former foster care children, ages 18 to 21, who are
now homeless after being discharged to independent 1iving. The goal of the
lawsuit is to obtain a court order directing State and City officials to
provide adequate after-care services, including residential care, to these
young people. The suit, as Mr. Guthiel explained is what results “when we
have governmental policies which have no other goal beyond the single goal of
discharging children from the foster care system as soon as possible without
looking or probing more deeply into the human causes involved and the needs
that are there.* Mr. Guthiel's closing remarks at that time are quite fitting
to the recommendations and request we would make of the Subcommittee in
connection with this proposed amendment: “We are here today to ask you, with
as much passion and energy as we can muster, (to do) what we can do to build
on the better foundations that have already been laid in P.L. 96-272 and give
those devastated young people the support they must have if they are going to
have any chance at-all." MWe agree and therefore, urge this Subcommittee's
favorable action on the proposed amendment.

(3) Medicaid Coverage for All Adopted Children with Special Neods aﬁﬁ'for

Children Prior to Finalization of Adoption {Sec. 201). We support these

provisions based on the fact that many special needs children who are adopted
have severe physical or mental handicaps requiring costly medical coverage.

To extend to them the same medical coverage as is afforded to subsidy special

-16-



111

needs children, we believe, makes sense from a practice point of view. We
further support the provision of Medicaid prior to finalization of adoption
since these children are no longer technically in the foster care system and
also technically cannot be defined as adopted, since their final adoption fis
pending. Many States have coped with this situation by certifying the
potential adopting family as a foster family so that Medicaid coverage can be
made available to that child. The problem then becomes an administrative one
in terms of licensing and training requirements which extend to foster parents
but which are not appropriate for potential adopting parents. The simpliest
solution to this situation would be to deem the child who is in this *1imbo*
state, eligible for Medicaid and therefore, we urge that this amendment be
adopted as proposed.

(4) Post-Adoption Services (Sec. 202): We also strongly support this

provision, given that it too has been named as a high priority by our members,
many of whom have witnessed an increasing demand for such services. Mary Jane
Fales, a former League staffer, testified at the Mini-Hearing in March, on the
need for post-adoption services. As Ms. Fales so succintly §tated, “The
vision that most of us had, which was of waving farewell at the courthouse
steps to this newly formed family who were going to walk off into the sunset
together, was really a fantasy. That for many of these families we had helped
bring together, there was a lot of struggle and sometimes pain - that we
really left them alone for the most part for them to deal with that." Citing
a national Child Welfare League study, soon to be released, entitled "On

Adoption Frontiers* by Kathleen Nelson, Ms. Fales pointed out that 90X of

families who had adopted special needs children, who were interviewed for this
study several years after the adoption had been completed, indicated that they

needed some kind of ongoing help, such as counseling or therapy. Moreover,
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when they had gone into the community to try to find some kind of help or
support, they had struck out -- a great majority were unable to find any
assistance.

Ms. Fates has been conducting her own survey, on the need for and
availability of post-adoption services, the results of which are also soon to
be published. In conducting this survey, one of the statistics which she
shared as "not being documented" to any extent but which is “repeated pften
enough" so as to suggest some validity is that one out of every three children
currently in residential treatment is, in fact, adopted. We don't know how
many children may have been returned into our systems, their adoptions
dissolved because they come in through a different door than they go out.

Ms. Fales, in sharing some of the preliminary information of her survey,
indicated that she had been able to locate only between 30 to 40 programs
around the country who consider themselves specialists in the area of
post-legal adoption services. These programs include adoption agencies,
private therapists, some clinical or residential treatment programs and so
far, one self-help group. On the positive side, most of these programs are
reporting a very high rate of success in a very short period of time -- 3 or 4
months on average. The resuits, by and large, have been that families who had
been on the edge of placing the child into some kind of facility, had changed
their minds and today, remain as intact families. On the negative side, as
indicated earlier, very few of these exist. Most families who are in need of
these services are having to go out into the mental health community and are
finding, in general, very unsatisfactory results. Moreover, some of these
families would be traveling as much as two or three hours just to go to a

one-hour session with someone having a speciality in the area of treatment.
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In summary, Ms, Fales outlined five major points that we would ask this
Subcommittee to bear in mind during its consideration of this proposed
amendment :

o Based on her survey, it is clear that adoptive families of all types
need and want specialized post-adoption services and when they're
available they come from everywhere to get them;

0 The success rates are high in these programs and are preventing
children from being returned into the system or placed into
residential facilities;

o Agencies and States are who placing these children do have an ongoing
responsibility, which is to support the families they have helped to
create, and, if we do not we are going to find ourselves with fewer
of these families available as an adopting resource;

0 No one model agency, private therapist, clinic or self-help group is
necessarily ideal for all the families we're talking about, but,
whoever provides the services.

1] Funding is currently a major barrier to more agencies and private
therapists and clinics developing post-legal adoption services or to
expand upon the ones that do exist.

Accordingly, we strongly support this amendment and urge the Subcommittee

to report this as proposed.

{5) Training for Foster Parents and Staff Members in Child-Care

Institutions (Sec. 301): Again, we strongly support this proposed amendment

and rely on testimony from Joseph Bracco, Executive Director of a League
agency in San Rafael, California, presented at the League Mini-Hearing in
March, regarding the necessity for foster parent training.

Based on a racent study conducted by the California Association of
Services to Children, also a League member, which surveyed the profiles of the
10,000 children served by its 60-member agencies throughout California, Mr.
Bracco pointed out that the family characteristics, placement histories,
presenting problems, and other indicators show that children now have more

out-of-home placements, more difficult presenting problems, both in number and
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intensity, and are more damaged by past failures. Therefore, the demands for
quality foster care are going to increase not diminish. In this context then
it is critical that wé look for ways to improve the delivery of foster care.
We believe that training and support services directed at foster parents and
child caring institutions are one way in which to do so and that the
amendment, as proposed, would help to accomplish this,

With few exceptioh?, every State is reporting an increase in child abuse
and neglect. There are increasing instances of sexual abuse in alarming
proportions. The California study, noted earlier, reports that the degree of
disturbance of children coming into out-of-home care has increased
significantly in recent years. The needs of these children being placed in —
foster care means that foster parents must be mental health givers as well as
parents. 1t is critically important to ensure that the caretakers to whom
these children are entrusted -- the foster parents and child caring
institutions -- are adequately prepared to carry out this task.

In outlining his own foster parent training and support program,

Mr. 8racco said that one of the most significant spinoffs has been the
development of a mutual support network among the foster parents. As they get
to know each other, they find they are not alone in the problems and stresses
they experience. They begin to share insights and approaches, provide respite
opportunities for each other, and provide a network whereby they call on each
other for support.

With respect to the impact of training, Mr. 8racco pointed out that
providers who have had foster parent support and training indicated that the
chance for the retention of the child in a foster home and conversely for the
avoidance of placement failure, is enhanced. Foster parent/child care worker

burnout is decreased. Additionally, the'availability of foster parent

«20-
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training may serve as an incentive for difficult-to-find foster families,
especially for those who may be inexperienced or hesitant about making such a
commi tment.

Mr. Bracco also suggested that while most foster parents welcome training
opportunities, the programs must be developed in the context of being a
support service, including for example, the provision of incentives such as
respite or child care or the provision of stipends for participants.

In summary, Mr. Bracco offered three recommendations:

o‘ The Federal government should assist the States by mandating the

development of criteria, standards and specific plans for the ongoing
training of foster parents;

(] Federal funding should be made available to implement and support
these plans;

(<] Agencies, both public and private, responsible for placing and
supervising foster children should be mandated to provide a
comprehensive orientation for all foster parents, available on an
ongoing basis.,

We are particularly pleased that, as proposed, this training would be tied to
State licensing requirements and would be reimbursed to States under the
training portion of Title IV-E, thus, providing substantial financial
incentives to ensure a comprehensive traiﬁing approach. We bglieve the
provision that States develop the training and retraining in consultation with
foster parents, appropriate child care providers, and advocacy groups is a
positive step in helping to identify and address meaningful and revelant
training issues. We would like to further state for the record that the Child
Welfare League of America has developed a foster parent training curriculum
which is-used by States and child care providers and we would be happy to make

this available to the Subcommittee as a model.

-21-
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(6} Permanent Extension of the Voluntary Placement Provision (Sec. 401).

As stated earlier, we are strongly supportive of making the voluntary
placement provision permanent. We are also very supportive of and pleased to
see that the annual reporting requirement is left as it exists in current law.

(7) 3-Year Extension of the Foster Care Ceiling and of the Authority to

Transfer Foster Care Funds for Child Welifare Services (Sec. 402). We have

noted our reservations about any provision which would ultimately cap the
Foster Care Program. We do, however, strongly support the extension of the
transfer provision given that this provides an effective way to supplement

Title IV-B Child Welfare Services.

(8) Periodic Redeterminations of £1igibility of Children in Foster Care

(Sec. 501}: The Child Welfare League of America understands the
administrative necessity of amending this provision so as to require that the
redeterminations under Title IV-A, for purposes of foster care maintenance
payments, be made only when there has been a change affecting such
eligibility. We note our support of this amendment, as proposed, with the
assurance that by so doing we are not weakening the system for Title IV-E
children. Accordingly, the Child Welfare League of America, recommends that
the Subcommittee favorably report this amendment as proposed.

(9) Biennial Reporting Requirement (Sec. 502): The Child Welfare League

of America strongly supports the concept of a biennial reporting requirement.
In this regard, we would like to insert a relevant statement made by the
California Association of Services for Children, a League member agency, in

the introduction to its recent study, entitled: The Foster Children of

California: Profiles of 10,000 Children in Residential Care:

"Without adequate information about the services provided to
dependent, neglected and abused children - indeed, about the
children themselves -- courts are making placements, executive

=22~
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branch agencies are making policy, estab1ishin$ re?ulations and’
impiementing programs and legislators are passing laws and

providing (or not providing) funds. . .8eyond the endangerment

of the children involved, the lack of information results in

serious questions being asked about the efficacy, efficiency and

cost of children's services generally, Absent data, these 'hard

questions' cannot be answered. Unanswered, the questions

continue to put good programs and the children they serve

at-risk."

We agree and, therefore, support the concept of a biennial reporting
requirement. However, we are concerned that in so doing we may be placing a
burden on public agencies and inadvertently misdirecting their energies away
from the provision of services to the collection of data and processing of
paperwork. So that this not occur, we would suggest the provision of
additional funds to help establish and implement a reporting system which
would accomodate the gathering of the information as outlined in the proposed
amendment. Accordingly, the Child Welfare League of America, supports this
proposal, with the suggestion that the Subcommittee provide additional funds
specifically for the purpose of assisting States in establishing this Biennial
Reporting Requirement.

In conclusion, we come back to our opening paragraphs in which we outlined
the various protegtions contained under P.L. 96-272 and which have done much
to revoluntionalize the provision of child welfare services to needy
children. In outlining these provisions, we were reminced of where, as
providers of such services, we had been, where we are today and where we must
go in the future. As always, our concern is the children who are so
vulnerable and often so wounded that they cannot verbalize their need for
protection. It is up to us, as child welfare advocates and providers of
services, to then speak on their behalf; to point out where and how services

designed to help these children might be improved.
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In this context, we applaud Chairman Armstrong, the Administration,
Senator Moynihan and Congressman Stark for beginning this dialogue and
moreover, for allowing the Child Welfare League of America an opportunity to
be included.

Also in this context, we are sincerely, troubled by the foster care
amendments proposed by the Administration's bill, S. 1266. We believe that
such proposals do not provide for the adequate protection of the children who
enter the system of out-of-home care. Indeed, as pointed out, the
individualized case planning protections which are so critical to the reforms
envisioned under P.L. 96-272, would be all but ignored were a cap ;n foster
care, in any form, to be implemented. The bonus payments, while perhaps
well-intended, we believe, would seriously threaten the practice of quality
child welfare service and cause greater harmm to children at a time when they
are attempting to heal their suffering. For these reasons, we simply cannot
support these proposals. However, we do strongly support and will work for
the passage of the adoption assistance amendments with the suggestions for
improvements as earlier mentioned.

We are also strongly supportive of the Moynihan/Stark bill and will work
toward the passage of each in both the House and Senate, according to our
comments as outlined. We believe that each of the amendments contained in
these b{\ls is necessary at this time and, in combination, will address some
of the service gaps presently existing under P.L. 96-272.

Accordingly, we would like to again thank the Chairman for the opportunity
to present the views of the Child Welfare League of America on the two bills
urge that the Subcommittee report out the Moynihan bill in its entirity and
use it as the legislative vehicle for the integration of the proposals
regarding the adoptinn assistance program and the permanent extension of the

voluntary placement provision contained in the Administration's bill, S. 1266.

«24-



119

CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC.
CENTER FOR GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
440 First St. NW, Suite 520, Washington, D.C. 20001 (202) 638-CWLA

July 24, 1985

Mr. Edgar R. Danielson
Senate Finance Comnittee
SD-219

Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Danielson:

Enclosed is the transcript of my oral remarks, which we have reviewed and corrected
pursuant to your direction.

In regard to Senator Moynihan's request that we submit the New York study relating
to foster youth who have aged out of the system and who end up on AFDC, the Child
Welfare League did not cite that study in its written statement. We did, however,
cite a study conducted in New York City by Shaffer and Caton, entitled Runaway and
Homeless Youth in New York City, which we would be pleased to provide for the record,
upon request. For your information, this study 1s 82 pages in length.

The AFDC study, I believe, was cited by the Children's Defense Fund in 1ts written
statement and you may, therefore, want to check with them regarding its inclusion
in the record.

Thank you for the opportunity to review my remarks.

Sincerely,

David S. Liederwan
Executive Director

GUASRDING CHILNREN S RIGHTS @ STRVING CRILDREN'S NEEDS
g
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Senator ARMSTRONG. Ms. Herrmann.

STATEMENT OF MS. SUSAN HERRMANN, MEMBER, AREA 11
COUNCIL, ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR LEAGUES, WILMINGTON, DE

Ms. HERRMANN. Thank you.

I am Susan Herrmann of Wilmington, DE, a member of the area
IT council of the Association of Junior Leagues and a past president
of the Junior League of Wilmington.

With me are Mary Francis McGuire, staff trainer for family
court of the State of Delaware and Liane Screnson, volunteer coor-
dinator of the Delaware task force on permanency planning; both
are members of the Junior League, and Sally Orr, director of
public policy for the association.

I am pleased to have the opportunity to appear here today on
behalf of the Association of Junior Leagues, an international
women’s volunteer organization with 252 member leagues and over
160,000 individual members in the United States, and to discuss
with you proposed changes in Public Law 96-272. I wish to present
a written statement, and with your permission, summarize the con-
tents.

The Junior League of Wilmington has supported Public Law 96-
272 since its inception. Today, I also bring a letter of support from
Delaware’s Department of Services for Children, Youth and their
Families.

Six years ago a member of the Junior League of Wilmington
spoke with two Congressional committees about Jenny, a young
woman who was typical of a child in foster care at the time. Jenny
had entered care because of neglect. And during her first 7 years in
care, she had lived in three foster families.

At age 13, the prognosis for her future was release at age 18 to
independent living. Because of Public Law 96-272, children like
Jenny have seen improvements in their lives. In Delaware, the
number of children in foster care has been cut in half. However,
the picture is far from rosy.

Today, 55 percent of the children in Delaware’s foster care
systen; are boys. Let me tell you about Jeffrey and Bobby, who are
typical.

Jeffrey is black, which is significant since black male children
constitute the largest single group in care—30 percent. Jeffrey en-
tered care at the age of 6 and stayed 6.7 years.

Bobby is white. He entered care at the age of 8 and stayed just
3.3 years. Jeffrey and Bobby and all children in care today are
more fortunate than Jenny. Placement statistics for 1984 indicate
they have only been placed once, not several times. And placement
plans include return to the family or adoption.

But please note that it is white children who are more likely to
exit care by adoption. Many black children only exit by reaching
the age of majority.

At this time, I want to mention how pleased we are with the
adoption incentives undertaken by the administration. In addition,
we applaud the initiatives of Senator Moynihan in the legislation
he introduced last week, S. 1329, which bolsters the independent
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living option for children leaving care and offers counseling upon
request for adoptive parents of special needs children.

We believe the improvements in the foster care system in Dela-
ware and other parts of the country are due in large measure to
Public Law 96-272. We continue to support its reforms and incen-
tives to eliminate unnecessary or long-term placement of children
in foster care.

Specifically, the Association of Junior Leagues supports the
changes in Medicaid reimbursement procedures contained in S.
1266. The association also supports the permanent authorization of
Federal matching funds for children voluntarily placed in foster
care.

The need for foster care can arise because of the community’s
economic conditions, family stress, increased awareness of abuse
and neglect, or a lack of resources for families in crisis. States need
options to offer families in times of need.

We strongly oppose the section of S. 1266 which eliminates re-
porting requirements for States utilizing voluntary placement. In
addition, we urge Congress to require a level of reporting that
would make monitoring and evaluating foster care possible
throughout the United States. Without data, we will be unable to
develop new programs or suggest future improvements for the de-
livery of services.

The association supports an increase in title IV-B funds which
provide preventive and reunification services. However, we are op-
posed to the bonus system proposed in S. 1266. Since there is no
uniform data on children in care, monitoring will be almost impos-
sible. Some States now count children who return home from foster
care as still in care until they have been home for 6 months.
Others consider a child to have left foster care once he returns
home. Some States consider a child placed in an adoptive home
awaiting adoption to have left foster care, while others consider the
sallme child to be in foster care until the adoption process is com-
plete.

Confusing to say the least. Another of our concerns is the possi-
bility of abuse of the system, either with inappropriate releases or
extensions of time in care to qualify for the bonus.

By expressing our reservations about the bonus plan, we do not
wish to convey the idea that children should remain indefinitely in
foster care. We are in full support of good permanency planning
and would be happy to work with this committee and the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services to develop other incentives to
achieve that goal. )

The association is also opposed to changing the funding pattern
for title IV-E of the Social Security Act. Although the intent is to
encourage a reduction in the number of children in care, many pro-
fessionals anticipate that there will be a decrease in the services
provided or an inability to accommodate all the children who
should receive care.

We believe the need for Public Law 96-272 continues. We hope
you will keep the Medicaid reimbursement proposals and the vol-
untary placement options. We urge you to reject proposals to
change the funding patterns for titles IV-B and IV-E, and we ask
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you to consider further the proposed incentive plan for moving
children out of care.

Thank you.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Ms. Herrman.

[The prepared written statement of Ms. Herrmann follows:]
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THE ASSDCI'ATION OF JUNIOR LEAGUES. INC

TESTIMONY

OF
THE ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR LEAGUES, INC.
ON
S. 1266, FOSTER CARE AMENDMENTS OF 1985 AND
THE ADOPTION ASSISTANCE AND CHILD weLFARE ACT OF 1980 (P.L. 96-272)
BEFORE THE
SUBCUMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND
INCOME MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS
OF THE
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
ON
JUNE 24, 1985

PRESENTED BY
SUSAN A, HERRMANN
MEMBER, AREA II COUNCIL
THE ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR LEAGUES, INC.

828 THIROD AVENUE, NEW YORK, N.Y. 100232 + (212) 38s8-a238q
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SUMMARY

The Association of Junior Leagues urges the Subcommittee on Social
Security and Income Maintenance Programns of tne Senate Finance Committee
to maintain the child welfare reforms brought about by the Adoption
Assistance and Cnild Welfare Act of 1980, (P.L. 96-272), which provides
states w}th incentives to avoid unnecessary placement of children in
foster care and to reduce the duration of placement by returning children
to their natural parents or arranging for adoption.

A

1. The Association

The Association is an international women's voluntary organization
consisting of 252 Junior Leagues, with 162,000 individual members in
the United States. Tiie Association promotes tne solution of
community problems through voluntary citizen involvement, and trains
Junior League members tu ve effective voluntary participants in

their communities. B

Il. Chilg Welfare Reform Supported oy the Association

A. The Association supports the proposed changes in Medicaid

reimbursement procedures contained in S.1266.

B. The Association supports the permanent authorization of federal

matching funds for children voluntarily placed in foster care.
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C. The Association strongly opposes the section of S.1266. which
etiminates reporting requirements for states regardino voluntary
placement, and the Association urges the Congress to require
sufficient reporting to cenerate data necessary to monitor and
evaluate foster care. We strongly urge that HHS establish
minimum reporting standards to be followed by all states and

require annual reports about states' complfance.

0. The Association opposes the bonus system proposed in S$.1266 and
urges caution in the development of such incentives to insure

that they do not have a detrimental effect on children in care.

E. The Association strongly opposes the proposal to trigger a cap
on funding for Title 1V-E of the Socia! Security Act funds in
any year in which $200 million is appropriated for Title [V-B8 of

the Social Security Act.

F. The Association supports an increase in Title IV-B funds as a
means of providing preventive and reunification services and

believes this would achieve more than a bonus system.

G. The Association supports initiatives which would enable states
to develop programs to assist older children leaving the foster
care system to make a successful transition to independent

Yiving.

51-769 0 - 86 - 5
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Good afternoon, I am Susan Berrmann of Wilmington, Delaware, a
member of the Area II Council of the Association of Junior Leagues
and a past president of the Junior League of Wilminoton, Delaware.
The Association of Junior Leébues is an international women's
volunteer organization with 252 member Leagues in the United States,
representing approximately 162,000 individual members. Junior
Leagues promote the solution of community problems through voluntary
citizen involvement and train their members to be effective

voluntary participants in their communities.

. The Association's commitment to the improvement of services for
children and families is long-standing. Junior League volunteers
have heen providing such services since the first Junior Leaque was
founded in New York City in 1901. In the 1970's, the Association
and individual Junior Leagues expanded their activities to advocate
for legislative and administrative changes directed at improving the
systems and institutions which provide services to children and
their families. These advocacy activities focused on achieving
passage of the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act
(P.L. 96-272) and opposing attempts to eliminate or weaken it. This
is the eighth time that a representative of the Association has
appeared before Congress to support this important piece of

leaislation.
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I am particularly pleased to have the opportunity to appear
before you today on behalf of the Association to discuss the
proposed modifications in P,L. 96-272 because the Junior League of
Wilmington was the first Junior League to join the Association's
Leaislative Network and representatives of the Junior Leaque of
Wilmington have testified twice before Congressional committees in

support of P.L, 96-272.

Average Foster Care Child in Delaware

When a reprecentative of the Wilmington League first appeared
before a Conaressicnal subcommittee six years ago, she reported on
"Jenny", the average child in foster care in New Castle County,
Delaware, in 1978, At that time, the computer profile for Jenny
showed that Jenny had heen 5.8 years old when she entered care
hecause of nealect, Her father was not living with the family, and
her mother was unemployed and emotionally troubled. She had one
sibting, also in foster care, but in a different home. A variety of
services were offered to her mother, but she either did not take
advantage of them, or discontinued ihem, possibly due to a
transportation problem or the inappropriateness of the services.

Jenny's mother visited her infrequently.
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At the time the profile was constructed, Jenny was 13 years old
and had been in foster care for 7.2 years. She had lived in three
different foster homes. While her inftial placement goal had been
to return to her mdther, her current goal was permanent foster

care.

As a result of foster care, Jenny's relatfonship with her
biological family had been severely damaged by years of living
apart. Jenny was experiencing foster care "drift"--wandering from
foster home to foster home. While return to her own mother was
improbable, it was also highly unlikely that the possibility of
adoption of Jenny would be explored, since she was a teenager and
considered to be in the "hard-to-adopt" category. Consequently,
Jenny was never certain where she would spend Christmas or her
birthday, or with whom. The prognosis for Jenny in 1978 was release
from foster care at age 18 for "independent 1iving." At that time
Jenny would have spent more than 12 years in foster care in five

different foster homes.

Today statistics reveal quite a different profile of the
average child in foster care in Delaware. {Foster care review has
been extended to all three counties {n Delaware.) According to the
Delaware Department of Services to Children, Youth and Families, the

average time in care for the 902 children in foster care under the
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supervision of the Division of Child Protective Services in 1984 was
less than two years. As in Jenny's case, the majority of these
children entered care because of neglect, and their fathers are not
living with the family. HKowever, unlike Jenny, the average child in
foster care in 1984 was now a hoy and had been placed only once.

His ptacement plan was either return to the family or adoption.

While this profile presents a considerably more positive
picture than that of Jenny, it is important to note that the average
age of a child in foster care in Delaware in 1984 was 10,6 years,
indicating that the average time of care includes many children who
have been in care considerably more than two years. An analysis of
the 422 cases of the children reviewed by the Delaware Foster Care
Review Board (FCRB) between July 1, 1983 and June 30, 1984, shows a

more complex picture,

1 would like to fllustrate that picture by telling you about
two average children in foster care, "“Jeffrey"” and "Bobby" who
represent 55 percent of the children in care; girls represent 45
percent. Jeffrey is black., It is particularly important to look at
what happens to btack male children because they constitute the
largest group in care--30 percent; black ¢irls and white boys and
airls are equally represented at about 22 percent of the total.
Jeffrey entered care when he was six years old and stayed in care
6.7 years. Bobby--who is white--entered care when he was eight

years old and stayed in care 3.3 years.
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In general, boys tend to stay in care 1.4 years longer than
airls, and black children tend to stay in care almost twice as long
as white children. Thus, while the picture seems to be improving
for white children, black children average more than six years in
foster care. Further, the longer children remain in care, the
greater the likelihood that they will not be returned to their
natural parents. Black children such as Jeffrey exit care primarily
by réaching the age of majority; white children exit through

adoption,

We believe that the improvements in the foster care system in
Delaware and other parts of the country are due in large part to the
reforms made possible by P.L. 96-272. As a representative of the
Wilmington League reported to Congress in 1982, many of the
advances in child welfare initiated in Delaware were "in large part
due to the fact that a train, in the form of what is now P.L,
96-272, was coming down the track." As a result of the momentum
created by that train, a compromise version of legislation written
by the Junior League of Wilmington mandating a citizen's review
board for children in foster care was passed by the legislature and
signed into law by Governor DuPont., In addition, the Family Court
of the State of Delaware approved a guardian ad litem program
supported by the League and judicial review of children in foster

care was established,
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We strongly believe there is a continued need for P.L. 96-272,
for this reason, we are delighted that the Administration has
dropped its attempts to place Tities IV-B and IV-E of the Socfal
Security Act in a block grant and proposes to keep the Title IV-f
adoption subsidy program open-ended. We also are pleased that the
Chairman of this subcommittee has noted the strong bi-partisan
support in Congress for this legisltation and has pledged to work
with all those interested to ensure widespread comments and review

of any proposed modifications in Titles IV-B and IV-E.

Junior Leagues Encourage Adoption of Special Needs Children

OQur interest in encouraging the adoption of special needs
children is long-standing. Junior Leagues across the country have
worked to encouraae the development of adoption programs for special
needs children, For instance, the Junior League of New York City
worked on an adoption opportunities project from 1976 to 1983, The
project disseminated information to the public on hard-to-place
children and included sponsorship of a series of columns in the
Sunday edition of the New York Daily News. The series entitled, "A
Child is Waiting," which ran for two years, informed the general
public about children in need of adoptive homes. The New York
League received an award from the Mayor of New York City in

recognition of this public service., The League's Adoption
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Cpportunities Committee also published, Adoption: A Guide to

Adopting in the New York Area, which provides information about the

requirements for adopting a child and the procedures which
prospective adopting parents should expect when working with an
agency. It also 1ists the adoption agencies in New York City and

the surrounding area.

The Junior League of Fort Smith, Arkansas, started the "Family
Find Project" in 1984, to find permanent homes for children whose
ties with their biotogical parents have been terminated. The League
provides four volunteers and made a granti of $2,450 to the project
to help support this effort. The program operates in conjunction
with the Adoptions Services Unit of the Arkansas Division of Social
Services. Its objective is to place 100 special needs children per
year, One aspect of the project consists of updatine, expanding and
disfributing the portfolio used by adoption spectalists and parent

groups 1n the recruitment of families.

The Junfor League of Rochester, New York, in 1977, provided
financial support to volunteers to start a CAP (Council of Adoption
Parents) book, a photo 1isting of ﬁard-to-place children, The
Rochester League provided $40,000 over three years and ten
volunteers to get the project started; the project now has expanded

nationwide, Funding had been sought from a large number of
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foundations, but efforts to obtain funding had been unsuccessful
until the Junior League of Rochester provided support. MNearly 3,000
children have been listed and 1,662 have been placed in adoptive
homes. Currently, more than 800 children are listed in the 387 CAP

books which are in circulation in 39 states.

Oéher Junior Leagues have sponsored projects similar to the CAP
books. For example, the Junior League of Atlanta, Georgia, provided
$2,500 and five volunteers to support the "My Turn Mow" project
which is a photo listing of special needs children in the custody of
the state of Georgia and available for adeption. The Junior League
of Detroit joined with ten adoption agencies in the area to produce
the "Waiting Child Directory Project", a listing with photographs of
children in the metropolitan Detroit area who are available for
adoption. The Leaoue provided $7,000 and ten volunteers to support

the project.

Because of League activities such as these, we are especially
pleased that the Office of Human Development Services has developed
a National Special Needs Adoption Program and that the
Administration has dropped its plans to cap the Title IV-f
subsidized adoption program. As we testified in our earlier
appearances before Congress, states are hesitant to begin new
programs if they are uncertain that funding will be available. The
national initiative signals that there is federa)l support for the

adoption programs focused on special needs children,
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Association Supports Medicaid Improvements

We are pleased that the Foster Care Amendments of 1985,
S. 1266, introduced by Senator Armstrong at the request of the
Administration, propose changes in the Medicaid reimbursement
procedures which would make it easier for children who are eligible
for Title IV-E Adoption Assistance Programs to obtain Medicaid
coverage. We believe the proposal, which would eliminate the need
to maintain token adoption assistance payments to continue Medicaid
eligibility, will eliminate urnecessary red tape and reduce
administrative expenses. In fact, the state of Kansas, responding
to a survey conducted by the American Public Welfare Association
(APWA) reported that it costs the state $70 in administrative costs

to make these payments of $1 a month.

We believe that the proposal to specify that children receiving
Title 1V-E£ Adoption Assistance are elioible for Medicaid in the
state where they reside will eliminate unnecessary red tape. Most
importantly, it wil) ensure that these children receive the medical
care that they need. At every Congressional hearing we have
attended on P.L. 96-272, representatives of advocacy aad adoptive
parents groups as well as state officials have testified about the
difficulties of assuring medical coverage for children receiving

adoption assistance who move from one state to another.
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This is an ongoing problem in Delaware. For instance, a nine
year old Delaware boy with many medical problems was recently
adopted by a Florida couple. Although the boy required a number of
prescription drugs, the pharmacist in Florida would not fill the
prescriptions because the child was not eligible for Medicaid in
florida. The pharmacist also refused to bill Delaware. The parents
had to buy medicines for six months and be reimbursed by the private
agency that had placed the child for adoption. However, the private
agency could not be reimbursed by the state or the faderal
government because no mechanism has been established for payment,

As a result of practices such as this, private agencies with
purchase of service agreements in Delaware are having to dip into
their endowments at an increasing rate. Nor can they turn to the
United Way for assistance; the United Way of Delaware will not
allocate funds for child welfare services because it considers them

a responsibility of the state.

Association Supports Voluntary Placements

We also support another reform contained in S. 1266--the
proposal to make permanent the provisions of Title IV-E which
authorize federal matching funds for certain children who are
voluntarily placed in foster care. We believe that the opportunity

to ptace children voluntarily for short periods of time--providing
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certain safeguards against abuse such as those mandated by

P.L, 96-272 are in place--allows parents to seek assistance without
undue stigma or unnecessary state intervention., For instance, some
Tow and middle income families with good parent-child retationships
who need support in providing help for handicapped children seek
state assistance in placement because they simply cannot meet the
financial costs of those placements., For example, the APWA survey
of states regarding P.L. 96-272 reports that Colorado uses voluntary

placements exclusively for developmentally disabled children.

However, we strongly oppose the section of S, 1266 which would
eliminate the reporting requirements for states regarding voluntary
placement. The prohibition against federal financial participation
(FFP) for payments of foster care for children who were voluntarily
placed in foster care was made because of widespread abuses of the
practice of voluntary placements. In recognition of these past
abuses, P.L., 96-277? mandates a number of protections for children in
foster care, including a provision that FFP is not available for any
chiid who remains in foster care more than-lao days without judicial
review and a requirement that a written agreement be made between
the state agency and the parents or guardian of the child in

placement.
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Need for Uniform Data

These safeguards, of course, remain in place, but we believe
that the federal government should not abdicate its responsibility
for children for whom it is providinao financial assistance by
ceasing to require reports of the characteristics of these children;
it would not have any way of monitoring a state's compliance with
the conditions under which voluntary placements may be eligible for
FFP, Future evatuation of the characteristics of children who are
placed in foster care could lead to proposals for improvements in
the foster care system, However, without data, it will be
impossible to determine if states are in compliance with current law

or if changes need to be made in current procedures.

In fact, we are increasinaly concerned about the inadequacy of
data reoardina foster care maintained by the Department of Health
and Human Services. As the Conaressional Budget Cffice points out

in its study, Reducing Poverty Among Children,

Comprehensive national data on the number of children
and families receiving various child welfare
services, and the costs of those services, are
inadequate. The collection of such data would
greatly improve efforts to evaluate current services
and programs, and to assess policy options in this
area, (Reducing Poverty Among Children, Congress of
%ggsgnited States, Congressional Budget Office, May
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We believe it is impossible to develop sound policy or monitor
or evaluate existing policy without adequate information about the
effects of new pplicies and procedures. For this reason, when the
regulations for P,L. 96-272 were published for public comment, the
Association strongly urged that HHS establish minimum reporting
standards to be followed by all states and that HHS should receive
annual reports about states' compliance with these requirements.
However, in its statement published with the final regulations for
P.L. 96-272 in the Federal Register of May 23, 1983, HHS rejected

the request for specific reporting requirements.

Consequently, it is impossible to obtain uniform data regarding
childiren in foster care. The only uniform reporting currently
required of states by HHS is the averace monthly number of children
for which expenditures are claimed. While this tells us the number
of children in IV-E foster care at a particular time (101,594 in
1983), it tells us nothina about the characteristics of these
children, not even the length of time these children are in care.
Since the monthly figures merely represent the total number of
children served in a particular month, there is no way of knowing to

what extent they represent the same children or different children,

The principal other reporting system utilized by the Office of

Human Development Services (OHDS) is the Yoluntary Cooperative
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Information System {VCIS) operated by the American Public Welfare
Association (APWA) under coﬂtract to OHDS. The voluntary aspect of
this system makes it impossible to collect uniform data. while
reports from all 50 states and the District of Columbia are included
in the most recent compilation of YCIS statistics, states used 20
different definitions of foster care. For instance, some states
count children who return home from foster care as still being in
foster care until they are at home for six months, Others consider
a child to have left foster care once he/she returns home. Other
states consider a child placed in an adoptive home awaiting adoption
to have left foster care, while others consider a child who is
placed for adoption to be in foster care until the adoption process
is completed., Furthermore, since the reporting system is voluntary,
not all states answer all questions, so the compilation of data is

based on a fluctuating data base.

Defects in Bonus System

This absence of adequate data is one of several reasons why we
believe the bonus system proposed in S. 1266 for reducing the number
of children in long-term foster care is unworkable. We also are
concerned that the proposed system would be subject to abuse. For
instance, an administrator intent on enhancing his department's
revenue could encourage staff to delay returning children to their
homes or placing them for adoption until they have been in care for

24 months, In other cases, children may suffer because they are
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returned home at an inappropriate time or parental rights could be
terminated prematurely. In addition, there is no requirement that
children remain out of foster care once removed, so they could be
removed to meet the requirement for the bonus and returned to foster
care shortly thereafter, thus creating a sense of further
impermanence in their lives, There also s a question about what
type of monitoring would be needed to ensure that abuses do not
occur and follow-up to determine what has happened to those children

removed from care.

Our concern about the bonus system does not in any way indicate
that we believe that children should be allowed to remain
indefinitely in foster care. We strongly believe in good permanency
planning. We are pleased that HHS is looking for new ways to
expedite a child's attachment to a permanent home and would be happy
to work with this committee and HHS to develop cther incentives for

develcping these methods.

Association Opposes Changes in Title 1V-B "Trigger"

We strongly oppose the proposal to trigger a cap on IV-E foster
care funds in any year that $200 million is appropriated for Title
1V-8, The trigger mechanism for capping foster care funds
established by P.L. 96-272 was developed after widespread

consultation with a variety of groups. The decision to set limits
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on entitlement programs available to some of the most under-
privileged children in this country was difficult. The agreement to
support the legislation was made because of the opportunity to
substantially increase Title 1V-B funds, thereby providing more
money for preventive and reunification services. P.L. 96-272 states
that the cap on foster care cannot be imposed unless $266 million
has been appropriated for Title IV-B two years in a row. To date,
$200 million is the highest amount appropriated and that amount was

first appropriated for the current fiscal year.

It is important also to remember that inflation has
significantly erodéﬁ the value of $266 million since P.L. 96-272 was
enacted., In addition, P.L. 96-272 substantially increased
funding tevels for Title XX of the Social Security Act, the prime
federal funding support for child protective services. However, the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 cut Title XX funding by 21
percent, putting further stress on an already overburdened child
protective service. The CBO report also points to the cutbacks in
Title XX funding and the slower than expected growth in Titlie 1V-8
as one of the reasons states have had difficul ties in fully
developing and imptementing the preventive and reunification systems

required by P.L, 96-272,

Although the intent of the cap is to encourage a reduction in

the number of children in care, the expectation among professionals
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is that there will be a decrease in the services provided to
children in care or an inability to accommodate the actual number of
children who will be in need of care. In addition to being
considerably lower than the cap established by P.L, 96-272, the
foster care funding cap proposed by S. 1266 would not allow states
the flexibility to meet their particular needs. Establishing the
allocation of funds in proportion to a state's share of funding for
FY 1984 does not allow for changes in the economy or major disasters
which can result in an upsurge of foster care placements. It is
important to remember that approximately three-quarters of the
children in foster care are placed because of the absence of their
parents or the condition of their parents, e.g. mental illness.
Placing a restrictive cap on foster care funds without ensuring
funding for preventive and reunification services can endanger
children's lives.

According to the National Council on Child Abuse, a 30 percent
increase in reporting is expected nationally over the next three
years. This trend has already been documented in Delaware by the
Intra-Family Child Sexual Abuse Proéram--a cooperative effort
between the State's Division of Child Protective Services, New
Castle County Police Department, and the State's Attorney General's
Office. In New Castle County in 1982, 23 of 51 reported cases were
substantfated; in 1984, 124 of 187 reported cases were

substantiated. The two other counties in Delaware also report an
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increase in sexua) abuse cases. In Kent County, six of i5 reported
cases were substantiated in 1982, and 38 of 72 reported cases were

substantiated in 1984, In Sussex County in 1982, seven out of eight
reported cases were substantiated, while 52 out of 99 reported cases

were substantiated in 1984,

We also do not believe that the proposed limitation on foster
care or the bonus system will encourage adoption or good permanency
planning, There is no restriction on the types of children for whom
the bonus will be paid other than that they must be in foster care
more than 24 months, The child may not even be legally free for
adoption, and in some cases, it might actually be inappropriate to
move for adoption. Ideally, children who are free for adoption
should be placed immediately., Children who are ready to return home
should be returned. The 24-month bonus system would work against
both these sound policies. In all cases, natural families need to
be offered services to help them keep their children and when this
is not possible, legal requirements must be met to free the child
for adoption and find an adoptive home. The bonus would not be paid
until after a child left care, so the funds would not be available

for these services,

We believe that increasing Title IV-8 appropriations to provide
for increased preventive services--a need cited by 21 of 23 states

surveyed by APWA--would do more to advance permanency planning than
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creating a bonus system that could be subject to widespread abuse.
If some type of financial incentive program is developed, we believe
it should target on assisting families to prevent placement or
expediting the adoption of special needs children with multiple
handicaps who cannot remain at home., We also would support
initiatives designed to help older children who leave foster care to
make a successful transition to independent living. In addition, we
would encourage Congress to consider providing incentive funding to
encourage innovative state preventive and reunification service
programs as suggested by CBO in its report. The State Public
Affairs Committee of the New Jersey Junior Leagues was one of the
groups instrumental in achieving passage of the emergency cash fund

for protective services cited by CBO.

In summary, we urge you to support the reforms included in
S. 1266 regarding Medicaid coverage for special needs children who
are adopted, to preserve the option for voluntary placement and to
reject proposals to change the funding patterns for Titles I1V-8 and
IV-£ established by P.L. 96-272,

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you today.

Susan Herrmann

Member, Area 1I Council

Association of Junior Leagues



145
Senator ARMSTRONG. Mr. Gantt.

STATEMENT OF JOHN GANTT, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
CROSSROADS CHILDREN'S HOME, FORT WAYNE, IN

Mr. GANTT. Senator Armstrong, and Senator Moynihan, thank
you for the opportunity to testify regarding foster care. I am John
Gantt, representing the National Association of Homes for Chil-
dren [NAHC] an organization composed of 400 private, nonprofit
agencies providing homes for children. I personally direct such an
agency in Indiana.

With me is Dr. Ian Morrison, the chairman of NAHC’s Public Af-
fairs Committee, who also dlrects such an agency, one located in
New York State.

I wish to address the bonus provision of S. 1266.

Public Law 96-272 has already brought about the following
changes in foster care: There are many, fewer younger children
who are placed in residential group care programs now; youngsters
in the foster care system are moving through the system more rap-
idly; placements in the foster care system are regularly and fre-
quently monitored in judicial administrative hearings to determine
the need for placement and the need for continued placement.

Public Law 96-272 has essentially guaranteed that youngsters in
foster care today are predominantly the so-called hardcore place-
ments. They are older adolescents. They and/or their families’
problems are much more intractable. Placement is not a matter of
choice but of necessity.

Let me cite only three examples of the troubled and abused
youngsters who live in my foster facility.

Betty was locked in the upstairs of her home and fed only one
meal a day, which was usually mush or oatmeal. Her grandmother
used the Social Security disability check to pay for other things,
but not for Betty’s care.

Alice is accused of murdering her Laby, a baby which died of
malnutrition and infection resulting from severe diaper rash. But
she lived in the same household with adults—her own mother, a
stepfather, uncles and cousins, all of whom ate regularly and well
and who sexually abused Alice regularly.

Barbara sat on the center line of a busy street hoping to be run
over by a car so her life would end. She had watched her older sis-
ters be pressed by their mother to become sexual partners with her
stepfather as each became 14 years old—and her birthday, the
14th, was just days away. She couldn’t face it.

Do you think that the problems of the youngsters and families
like these can arbitrarily be presumed fixable within 24 months?
And do you believe that such children whom I cite above should
return any time soon to their families or that we should play in-
centive games with the length of time they stay in a foster care
treatment facility?

The administration suggests that these children be adopted be-
cause ‘‘all children are adoptable.” However, in two of the three
cases cited, parents or guardians refused to terminate their rights
to these children. Under the law, they are not adoptable.
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Furthermore, even if a child is legally adoptable, he or she may
not want to be adopted. They realize that bonding with adoptive
parents will take at least 2 or 3 years, and by that time they will
be out of the family or the home and on their own. Adoption does
not necessarily mean permanency. Our members report case after
case of failed adoptions today. There can be little worse than a
failed adoption for an already troubled child.

It is our opinion that if S. 1266 becomes the style for our pro-
grams and would no longer pay much attention to personal needs,
but only to financial expedience—that already happens, of course.
But to assume that in this country there is a massive attempt to
keep children too long in a foster care or group setting, is to
assume that somewhere there is money to be made and fortunes to.
be amassed by keeping children away from their homes. Increas-
ingly, seriously disturbed young children who are referred to the
majority of this country’s residential settings demand specialized,
expensive, technical services which none of us can afford to offer
for unlimited lengths of time. The fact that most of us raise funds
from private sources to subsidize the cost of care for today’s young-
sters indicate strongly that we are not in this business to ware-
house kids in institutions.

If the clause providing a bonus tied to a time limit in foster care
is not removed, we believe many youngsters such as I have de-
scribed will be returned prematurely to the pathological environ-
ment which forced them into foster care in the first place. Many
others will return to what are realistically nonexistent families.
And still others will be prematurely adopted. In all cases, the
youngsters will be forced to live on the streets.

Officials throughout the country are already warning of the in-
creasing crisis of homeless youngsters. S. 1266 will cruelly fuel the
increase of desperate young people who have no place which can
legitimately be called home.

It's our recommendation that we delete the clause providing a
bonus tied to the 24-month time limit for foster care.

Further, we would suggest that you add substitute provisions,
such as thcse found in Senator Moynihan’s proposed bill, providing
funding for supervised independent living programs and providing
services during the transition from foster care placement to final
discharge. Above all, and most importantly, we urge you to recog-
nize that there is no panacea for fixing the problems of troubled
youngsters and their families. These youngsters are individuals
whose needs must be individually assessed and individually met.

Thank you for this opportunity.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you.

[The prepared written statement of Mr. Gantt follows:]
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

1. Introduction

The National Association of Homes for Children (NAHC) is an
organization of 400 prjvate, nonprofit child care agencies for children
who are neglected, abused and handicapped.

11. Impact of P.L. 96-272

A. P.L. 96 -272, because of its system of judicial and
administrative reviews, has insured that children in foster care are
"hard core" placements.

B. Examples of such children include those who have been
physically and sexually abused and those who are physically and
mentally handicapped.

C. These childen's problems and their families' problems
cannot be presumed fixable within 24 months.

111. S. 1266 -- Provision Dealing With lncontives to States
Reducing Their Long-Term Foster Care Population

A. Children in long-term care cannot necessarily return to
their families at the end of 24 months in foster care.

B. Many of these children should not be adopted because they
are not legally free for adoption or because they do not want to be
adopted.

C. Adoption does not mean permanency. Failed adoptions are
increasing.

1v. Results of S. 1266

A. S. 1266 will cause the states to pey more attention to
financial expediency and less to a child's nceds.

B. S. 1266 will forage children to return home or be adopted
prematurely., Ultimately, these children will end up back in foster
care or on the streets.

V. Recommendations
A. Delete the bonus pravision.

B. Add provisions related to funding for independent
living programs.,

C. Recognize that there is no panacea to fix the problems
of troubled youngsters and their families.



149

TESTIMONY OF MR. JOHN GANTT
SOCIAL SECURITY AND INCOME MAINTENANCE PROGRAM SUBCOMMITTEE

June 24, 1985 -~ 2:00 PM

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee;

Thank you for the opportunity to testify regarding foster
care. I am John Gantt representing the National Association of
Homes for Children (NAHC), an organization composed of some 400
private, nonprofit agencies providing homes for children who, for
a multiplicity of reasons including neglect, abuse, handicaps,
cannot remain in their own homes. I personally direct such an
agency in Indiana. I am accompanied today by Dr. Ian Mor;ison,
the Chairman of NAHC's Public Affairs Committee.

The members of our association provide homes for children in

various settings, including:

o adoptive homes;

° foster family homes;

[} community-based group homes;

[] supervised independent living arrangements in

apartments; and
° residential treatment centers providing care in

small group settings.



S. 1266

One particular aspect of S. 1266 needs to be addressed on
behalf of our Association: The "bonus™ provision tied to a 24-
month time limit for foster care placement. Th: clear
implication of this provision is that youngsters' problems can be
cured or "fixed" within 24 months. Let us examine this
implication.

P.L. 96~272 has brought .bout the following changes in
foster care:

[ many fewer younger children are placed in resi-

dential group care programs;

[} youngsters 1n the foster care system are moving
through the system far moce rapidly;

[ placements in the foster care system are regqularly
and frequently monitored in judicial/administrative
hearings to determine need for placement and need
for continued placement.

P.L. 96-272 has essentially guaranteed that youngsters in
foster care today are predominantly the so-called "hard core”
placements.

] they are older adolescents;

. their and/or their families' problems are much

more intractable;

. placement is not a matter of choice but of

necessity.

who Are The Youngsters?

Let me cite only four examples of the troubled and abused

youngsters who live in my foster care facility:
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Betty was locked in the upstairs of her home and fed only
one meal a day, which was usually mush or ocatmeal. Her
grandmother used the. Social Security disability check to pay for

other things -- but not for her care.

Alice is accused of murdering her baby which died of
malnutrition and infection resulting from severe diaper rash.
But she lived in' the same household with adults =-- her own
mother, a stepfather, uncles and cousins, all of whom ate
tegularly and well, and who sexually abused her regularly.

Danny is a borderline personality, so unpredictable and
unmanageable that his family has simply disowned him. They want
nothing to do with him ever again, and neither do any of the
foster homes he used to live in.

Barbara waited on the center line of a busy street, hoping
to be run over by a car so her life would end. She had watched
her older sisters be pressed by their mother to become sexual
partners with her stepfather as each became 14 years old -- and
her birthday (l4th) was just days away. She couldn't face itl

Do you think that the problems of the youngsters and
families I have cited can arbitrarily be presumed "fixable"
within 24 months? And, if not:

Do you believe that such children whom I cite above should
return any time soon to their families?

Or that we should play incentive games with the length of
time they stay in a foster care treatment facility?

The Administration suggests that these children be adopted

because "all children are adoptable.” However, in three of the
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four cases cited, parents or guardians refuse to terminate their
rights to these children; so, under the law, they are not

adoptable.

Furthermore, even if a child is legally adoptable, he or
she may not want to be adopted. The average age of children in
our care is 13. Those 15 and over generally do not want to be
adopted. They realize that bonding with adoptive parents will
take at least two or three years and, by that time, they will be
out of the home on their own.

Finally, adoption does not necessarily mean pemanency.
Our members report case after case of failed adoptions today.
And, there can be little worse than a failed adoption for an
already troubled child. Failed adoptions diminish any self-
esteem a child may have had and they place a child in terrible
limbo -- divorced from the past, with no clear future. The
majority of failed adoptions can be prevented with proper
counseling and professional discretion. However, even under P.L.
96~272 as it is now written, professional discretion is not a
factor in the mechanistic, "least restrictive placement” approach
to discharging children from foster care. How much greater will
the problem of failed adoptions become if states are given more
incentives to ignore professional discretion?

The Result

It is our opinion that if S. 1266 becomes the style for

our programs, we will no longer pay much attention to personal

needs -- but only to financial expediency. That already happens,
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of course, but to assume that in this country there is a massive
attempt to keep children too long in a foster care or group
setting is to assume that somewhere there is money to be made and

fortunes to be amassed by keeping children away from their homes.

On the contrary, the increasingly seriously disturbed
young people who are referred to the majority of this country's
residential settings demand specialized, expensive, technical
services which none of us can afford to offer for unlimited
lengths of time. The fact that most such centers raise funds
from private sources to subsidize the cost of care for today's
younasters indicates strongly that we are not in this business to
warehouse kids in institutions.

We cannot afford to do that -- and while there may be some
abuses somewhere, we urge you not to be convinced that those
abuses are a representative picture of the delivery of
residential services in the United States.

If the clause providing a "bonus" tied to a time limit in
foster care is not removed, many youngsters such as I have
described will be returned prematurely to the pathological
environments which forced them into foster care in the first
place. Many other such youngsters will return to what are,
realistically, non-existent families. And still others will be
prematurely adopted. In all cases, the ycungsters will be
forced, or will opt, to live on the streets. Officials through-
out the country are already warning of the increasing crisis of
homeless youngsters, a cri~is threatening to reach dimensions not

seen since the 1930s. To a significant extent, this phenomenon



154

is attributable to the effects P.L. 96-272, in its present form,
is already having. S. 1266 will cruelly fuel the increase of
desperate young people who have no place which can legitimately

be called "hone."

Recommendations
1. We recommend that you delete the clause providing

a "bonus" tied to a 24-month time limit for foster
care.

2. Further, we would suggest that you add substitute
provisions such as those in Sen. Moynihan's proposed
bill providing funding for supervised independent
living progrms and providing services during the
transition from foster care placement to final
discharge.

3. Above all, and most importantly, we urge you to
recognize that there is no panacea for "fixing" the
problcems of troubled youngsters and their families.;
These youngsters are individuals whose needs must

be individually assessed and individually met.
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Senator ARMSTRONG. Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, if you would bear with me,
I'm going to brag a little bit about the junior league. The junior
league was founded at the turn of the century by the aunt of W.
Averell Harriman to recruit young ladies to work in the settlement
houses which were developing at that time, in an era not different
from our own, when children were just running wild in the streets
of New York and they needed to be looked after. And not every or-
ganization keeps to its original pur‘;)oses over what is nearly a cen-
tury. Isn’t that right, Ms. Herrman?

Ms. HERRMAN. Yes.

Senator MOYNIHAN. And—if there is anything that equips the
members of the league is that they are, in the largest number,
mothers in their own right and they have families in their own

“right, and they know how much hard work is involved in finding a
home and placing a child. I mean it is hard labor. And it takes
years. I mean 4 years is no time at all for some of those things.
And you do it. You do it all over the country. You do it in Colora-
do. And it started in New Ydrk. I just wanted to make that point.

I wanted to ask Ms. Herrman, if I can, that I think the whole
panel would agree on. That we do need good uniform data here,
don’t we.

Ms. HERRMAN. Yes; in trying to prepare for this testimony, we
found that there was not uniform data throughout the various
States. Different States report different lengths. And it would be
very helpful if the Department of Health and Human Services
would insist upon uniform reporting.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I mean it's an aspect of our general concern
not to see these children lost in the system. We will just know a lot
more with the data and be able to think more clearly about the
issues.

I'd like to just sai;‘uto Ms. Allen that we always appreciate the
Child{len’s Defense Fund’s outstanding exhaustive, analytical ap-
proach.

And to you, Mr. Liederman, I can’t say it better than you did.
Foster care is entitlement of the Social Security Act. If anyone
thinks otherwise, say so. A child with a parent is entitled to aid to
families with dependent children. How we use the program is one
thing. But it is an entitlement. And we don’t want to sever it be-
cause the situation of children is reaching a crisis.

Is there any of you here who doesn’t think we are beginning to
have a crisis of abandoned and neglected and abused and insuffi-
ciently supported children?

g\go response.]

nator MoyNiHAN. I think, Mr. Gantt, you mentioned that
around the country people think of it as approaching the condition
of the 1930’s.

Mr. GANTT. Correct.

Senator MoyNiHAN. Which was a condition of a prolonged eco-
nomic crisis. Europe had this kind of a problem in the 1920’s.
There were swarms of children who made their way around Europe
in the aftermath of war, like young packs of children.

b But it is the uniform testimony that it's here; it's not coming. It’s
ere.
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But I'd like to just include—I am making a speech myself, but let
me just call the attention of my chairman and friend to the fact
that when my grandfather left County Kerry, he made his way to a
town in western New York and got a job with the pipeline and he
dug pipelines fc about 40 years and then he reached the point
where he had g enough pipelines and he stopped where he was
at the time. .d that was a little town about 4 miles from Fort
Wayne, callea Bluffton, IN. I know Fort Wayne well from visiting
Bluffton. I think you probably know where Bluffton is.

Fort Wayne is on the Wabash, isn’t it?

Mr. GaNTT. No, sir.

Senator MoYNIHAN. What is the river?

Mr. GANTT. We have three rivers. The St. Joseph, the St. Mary’s,
and the Mowmee.

Senator MoyNIHAN. St. Mary’s and the St. Joseph. Wabash is a
little north.

Mr. GanTT. Toward the center of the State.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Yes; but it’s a—but it’s river city.

Mr. GANTT. Yes, sir.

Senator MoyNIHAN. The nicest little city you would ever want to
see is Fort Wayne, IN.

Mr. GANTT. One of the most liveable cities in the United States.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. One of the most liveable cities in the United
States, and yet you have children lying in the middle of your
itreet,s hoping to be run over and killed in order that they not go

ome.
.I}'Ir. GaNTT. That's correct. That illustration was a Fort Wayne
girl.

Senator MoyNIHAN. A Fort Wayne girl. You have children who
are accused of murdering their babies and who are abused and
beaten. You have boys who can barely talk. You can’t find adoptive
homes for them, you can’t send them home, and you have to take
care of them. And foster care is sometimes the best and most
humane thing that can be done. And it doesn’t anly happen in Chi-
cago. It haf)pens in Fort Wayne, IN, one of the nicest places to live
in the world. I mean if you want to define lucky, it’s being born in
Fort Wayne and growing up there.

But not for everyone. Just not for everyone. And not for a very
great many.

Mr. Liederman.

Mr. LiepErMAN. Yes; I just wanted to pick uf on the crisis aspect
in the foster care because I think you are really saying a lot of the
things that we feel very strongly.

Foster care has been the whipping boy. And I think it’s grossly
unfair. And let me say something about foster parents. Foster par-
ents are probably one of the greatest resources we have in the
United States. There are some phenomenal people out there who
take children into their own home, who provide great care at a re-
imbursement that is hardly worth talking about.

Senator MoyNIHAN. About $190 a month.

Mr. LiIEpERMAN. And what we need to be doing is strengthening
that. We need to be working with that system and helping those
foster parents, because both the Family Foster Care Program and
the group residential programs provide in many instances the best
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hope for a lot of these kids that you are talking about, who are in
crises, and who need that kind of help. And I think we should not
forget it.

There’s a saying if something ain’t broke, don’t fix it. Public Law
96-272 is working very well, OK. It has accomplished a lot of the
things that it set out to accomplish. It's not broke. It’s working.
Why do we now all of a sudden have to come in with a cap, with
changing the trigger, with a bonus? You know, really trying to
force—I mean we have probably reduced the system as much as
you practically can.

And we are for moving as many kids out of foster care as you
possibly can and with adoptive homes or back into their own
homes, But let’s do it with individualized case plans. Let’s do it sen-
Sibly and let's do it in the way that the law was intended for us to

o it.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I wanted to ask one further question, but you go ahead with
yours.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Well, I want to join in your general con-
gratulation of Fort Wayne, IN. [Laughter.}]

I’ve never visited that place, but I'm certainly motivated to do so
after all that has been said here today.

And I also want to compliment the junior league. And you are
correct. We have a very active junior league in Colorado. In fact,
representatives of the Junior League of Colorado have testified
before this committee, and, in fact, have performed a great service.
In fact, I congratulate all of the witnesses for their testimony.

I want to ask Mr. Liederman this question. I gather that from
your testimony while you favor the placement of foster care chil-
dren in adoptive homes or in their natural homes, you do see that
there is a certain irreducible number that are just simply going to
remain in foster care until they are emancipated. Do you have a
sense out of your experience and that of your organization of what
the numbers are? We are at a quarter of a million roughly now. Is
that the practical minimum?

Mr. LiEDERMAN. I don’t know.

fS}e]na‘}or ARMSTRONG. Or can we reduce it or do you have a sense
of that?

Mr. LiepErMAN. I don’t think we should accept that it’s the mini-
mum. I think we should try to continue to force the system as
much as we can, and we are for that.

But, you know, I would go a step further, Mr. Chairman. I think
that there are some kids for whom foster care is a legitimate alter-
native. It's good practice. It's a good alternative for some kids,
given where they are in their life, their relationship to their
family, their own particular problems, the availability of a group
care facility or a family that is willing to provide care for them. I
don’t think we should just say that foster care is the last resort. I
mean for some kids it's a very legitimate alternative and we should
look to it as an alternative that can really help some kids.

Should we press the system? Absolutely, we should press the
system. And I think the law does it. And I think we should contin-
ue to do that.

51-769 0 - 86 - 6
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Senator ARMSTRONG. You really would not care to say whether
or not you think we are at about the bottom or not.

Mr. LiepERMAN. It’s so hard to say. I really couldn't.

Senator ARMSTRONG. All right.

Mr. LiEpERMAN. And I would be just making it up if I did.

Senator ArRMSTRONG. Fair enough. And I think it's fair to note
the point you’ve made that there will be some young people, par-
ticularly those of a certain age, where adoption may not be a prac-
tical alternative and foster care is the only practical alternative or
the most desirable alternative available.

Mr. Gantt, I would like to go back to the cases that you cited.
They certainly were shocking. And I know Senator Moynihan
would feel as I do that it’s just shocking to the conscience of any
thoughtful person to imagine the brutality that these young people
are subjected to as you described it. But I want to ask this question.
In the particular cases you described, as a result of this coming to
your attention or the attention of the authorities: What kind of
legal proceedings ensued? And as a result of these legal proceed-
ings, did the children involved become adoptable?

Mr. GANTT. No; they did not. In most cases, particularly in abuse
cases of this sort, there is very little done with the parent or the
adult who is legally abusive—who is abusive of the child. While
there are laws that can address that, typically what happens is the
child is removed from the home and placed in an institution.

In each of the three cases that I have cited, I don’t know of any
successful legal action that was taken against the parents, thus re-
leasing the children for adoption.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Why not? In the specific cases that you
have cited, why would there not be legal action taken against the
parents?

Mr. GANTT. I don’t know that I can cite all of the reasons be-
cause we are not usually involved as an advocate of the family in
this case, but as an advocate of the child. But in cases where the
family has been brought to the attention of the court, typically,
there is some recommendation for some counseling. There is very
little teeth in the laws at least in our area to enforce that. And so
some cursory appearance at a mental health center is usually done
and the parents are free after that.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Would you be kind enough to furnish to the
staff of the committee the specifics of those cases you cited? I'd like
to look into the law enforcement aspect of it because if the circum-
stances are what you have cited, it seems to me that something
more than couneeling is indicated for the people involved.

[The information from Mr. Gantt follows:]
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Bibossrons

FORT WAYNE CHIl DREN'S HOME 7 2525 LAKE AVENUE FORT WAYHNE IN 46895 « BOX 5038 HAZELWOOD STATION » 219/484-4153

July 18, 1985

The Honorable William Armstrong
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Armstrong:

You requested additionsl information about the cases
we cited during the June 24 hearings on S. 1266.

“Betty" (who lived with a grandmother) was not released
for adoption. The court took the position that as lang as
there was a family member willing to care for her, parental
rights were not to be terminated.

"Alice" (accused of murdering her baby) was clearly a
"child in need of services". However, the court took the
position that she should be tried for the alleged murder,
and subsequently sent her to & correctional facility. Her
birth parent expressed willingness to take care of her, and
so parental rights were not terminated even though the
parent is not providing adequate care for the child.

"8arbara" (waiting on a center line of the street to be
killed by a car) was so traumatized by her abusive family
situation thet she received not only the care and treatment
of our facility, but was also treated in a state psychiatric
program. Even if she were released for adoption (and she
wasn't), she needs professional help to cope with the fear,
angar, and depression which rack her days and nights.
Barbare's mother has no intention of volunterily releasing
her child for adoption and a petition for termination of
parental rights was not acceptable to the court.

An incentive system to reward states which reduce
numbers of children in foster care through adoption will
have little effect in our courts where the decisions must be
made to terminate involuntarily rights of parents. That's
one reason why many children are simply not adoptable--
courts are reluctant to terminate parental rights and thus
free children for adoption.
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The Honorable William Armstrong
Page Two
July 18, 1985

Another reason why more children are not adoptable lies
with the children themselves. Many are unwilling to be
adopted. None of the above children, for example, was inter-
ested in even talking about living with adoptive parents,
They want either to return home, or to be on their own.

In fact, as we discuss issues with young people such as
"what would you do about the baby if you had an unwanted
pregnancy?" the replies reduce to these, and in this order:
abort; keep the child; and (a far distant third) adopt out
the child.

Whether or not this seeming revulsion to adoption is
related to concerns about adoption failures, we cannot yet
ssay. But we do know that workers around the country are
reporting an alarming number of referrals which involve
children from failed adoptiona. There is little data as
yet, but the reports are rampant.

We utiiize adoptions--where feasible and appropriate.
Many member agencies of the National Association of Homes
for Children place children with special needs in adoptive
families. All of our members support adoption as one of the
possible options for children they serve. Many operate
their own adoption agencies. -

We strongly oppose the technique of moving children
into adoption because of economic incentives to states. The
number of children in the foster care system who do not want
to be sdopted; the disinclination of courts to sever birth
parent relationships; and the number of feiled adoptions we
are now serving, convince us that adoption must be a care-
fully selective process based upon individual human needs,
not economic inducements from the government.
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Senator ARMSTRONG. Let me also say, Mr. Gantt, without want-
ing to argue it at this point that I'm not sure you understand en-
tirely the intent of the administration’s proposal. It may be that
your estimate of its probable effect is completely correct. I'm not
sure it is, but it may be.

But I think you do misunderstand the intent. And at another
time, I would be glad to chat with you about it, or perhaps more
appropriately the drafters of the legislation and those who con-
ceived it would like to chat with you because I think you really
don’t understand what they are trying to get at.

In any case, I'm grateful to the panel. We thank you for coming.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask just one more
question?

Senator ARMSTRONG. Oh, sure, Go right ahead.

Senator MoyNiHAN. I just join in——

Senator ARMSTRONG. No more about Fort Wayne, please.

Senator MoyNIHAN. No more about Fort Wayne. {Laughter.]

Senator ARMSTRONG. I'll stipulate that it’s a nice place.

Senator MoyNIHAN. I think we can get some legislation here if
we talk to each other and find out where we agree.

I want to share something with the panel an experience I had
recently. I went back to an old school I once attended in Queens,
NY. They had put up a new building and converted the old build-
ing into a shelter for street children, the children that were just
- wandering around the streets of New York.

And there was a priest there by the name of Harvey and he had
linked up with florists. The florist industry is one of the big indus-
tries in Manhattan. And he got these children that came in in ail
conditions—sexual abuse was the most common; reading, average
reading skill for the third grade maybe. But he got them into the
business of just wiring up flowers and making up bouquets and
wreaths, things like that. And then found florists around the city
who would take these young people in and give them jobs.

Everything works pretty well until they turn 18—they learn this
and they have a job and they can support themselves. And then
they turn 18 and what do you do? They have to leave the program.
They can’t go home. And they aren’t adults. And somehow we have
to provide some extension here, don’t we?

Mr. LiIEDERMAN. You are right on the money. The kids between
18 and 21 are the most vulnerable population.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Didn’t you tell me that a New York study
fﬂ‘l'?)%" that a significant number of those children ended up on

Mr. LieDErRMAN. No; as showing up in homeless shelters.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, you said a New York City study found
that within 1 year of leaving foster care, a significant percentage of
i(i:l‘lll’)lé girls ended up receiving Federal income support through

Mr. LiepERMAN. Correct. .
Sl;ax;ator MoyNIHAN. Which means they had an illegitimate child,
right? -
r. LIEDERMAN. Right.
Senator MoyNIHAN. And some social institutions we haven’t yet
figured out.
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Mr.QLlEDERMAN. How about we put some of that money into that
group?

Senator MoYNIHAN. Pardon?

Mr. LiepErMAN. How about we put some of the money that we
would spend on a bonus into that 18-to-21 group?

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Make them eligible longer.

Mr. LiEDERMAN. Prepare them for independent living.

Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I just think that it is a reali-
ty and our panel seems to agree. Mr. Morrison, would you have the
same sense of this as a problem?

Mr. MogrrisoN. Well, I think it’s a major problem in many of the
homes that we have across the country. There are members of our
organization that run transitional programs with charitable funds.
As children age out, many of whom are not under AFDC anyway—
they have cottages in which they can live, they can work and they
are supported, or where they attend a local college. That program
expands with charitable funds, if—in places like New York where
we have had major problems for years, I think that is part of the
answer.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Well, I would just say, Mr. Chairman, if you
have a situation where a significant number of persons are on
AFDC a year after they leave foster care, we have a serious crisis.
Mr. Liederman, you can send that study to us.

Mr. LiEDERMAN. Yes.

Senator MoyYNIHAN. Some portion of 18 years trying to look after
a person and then they turn 18 and by 19% they are on AFDC.
Well, that is a definition of failure. That’s an intergenerational sit-
u;tion right there. After 18 years of effort, 18 months and it's all
shot.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Well, I'm reluctant to cut this off, but the
reality is that if we don’t, we are not going to finish.

I thank you, panelists.

I would like to now call the panel consisting of Mr. Thomas
Blatner, director of the division of youth and family services man-
agement team, New Jersey Department of Human Services; Su-
sanne Turner, who is director of the division of family services,
State of Missouri; and Eric Brettschneider, deputy administrator,
%peclial services for children, human resources administration, New

ork.

Panelists, with the apology that I have given to others, our time
is short and the issue is important, but we will ask you to be as
brief as you possibly can.

May I call first on Mr. Blatner.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS BLATNER, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF
YOUTH AND FAMILY SERVICES MANAGEMENT TEAM, NEW
JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES, TRENTON, NJ

fo: BLATNER. Yes. Thank you very much for the opportunity to
testify.

Be(}c,)re I get into my formal testimony, as my informal testimony,
I would like to make several comments regarding what Senator
Moynihan said about the mental health system. I left my home
State of New York in 1972 because of the policy of deinstitutional-
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ization which was aimed at emptying institutions as opposed to
helping people. And I think that there is a very strong lesson to be
learned from that experience and what we are talking about today.

Second, in terms of your recent lectures and thinking on the
status of families, our junior league and Association for Children of
New Jersey have recently completed a study of the status of chil-
dren in New Jersey, which you might want to take a look at, which
very much confirms your notion that we have to take a broad look
at this social problem. And looking at any one piece of the system
will simply not do the job.

I think we are definitely in a crisis situation. Just in the last 2
years in New Jersey we have seen the reporting of child abuse in-
crease 120 percent, from 20,000 reports to 45,000 reports. Our case
load has gone from 29,000 children under the supervision of our
child welfare agency, which I am responsible for, to over 47,000.
Our foster care caseload is going up. We have taken a position to
err on the side of the safety of the children. We are very interested
in permanency planning, but we in child welfare have a very diffi-
cult situation.

We want to break a tradition today that sees one State with 7
percent of the Nation’s children eligible to receive 70 times more
Federal aid for foster care than a State with 3 percent of the Na-
tion’s children~-New Jersey.

We want to break a tradition that provides incentives to States
to reduce the number of children in long-term foster care, but
offers no help for foster children who need specialized services like
independent living arrangements, transitional programs, or long-
term foster care.

We want to break a tradition of Federal adoption subsidies based
upon a child’s past status as a public welfare recipient rather than
removing the roadblocks to a permanent home for all children.
And we want to break a tradition that sees the Federal Govern-
ment hinder States’ efforts to prevent the abuse and neglect of our
ghiléiren by not appropriating the authorized level of title IV-B
unds.

Before I finish, I will present our ideas on how we can do this.
But while New Jersey realizes there is much to change, we also re-
alize that there is much in the past to save.

The Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 was set
up to turn around Federal financial incentives from supporting
out-of-home care to preventing the need for placement. States were
asked to reduce the length of stay to encourage permanent solu-
tions like adoption and to monitor the progress of each child.

New Jersey has had a long standing commitment to these goals
which were established prior to the legislation, and we stand by
those commitments.

Since 1980, New Jersey has strengthened our commitment even
further. The average length of stay in foster care dropped from 3%
years in 1980 to 1% years in December 1983 until the major in-
crease in child abuse occurred and now we are going up again.

Case management sgstems with time limited goals have been put
in place. And county based child placement review boards monitor
the care of children in our system.
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So while New Jersey seeks to maintain the tradition of the legis-
lation, we also seek to alter its dynamics. We think that it’s very
important that a Federal-State-local partnership, based upon a
family preservation policy, be adopted to turn around the tide of
history. We've adopted a policy in New Jersey that is certainly
based upon prevention, community partnerships, time limited case
goals, but we have also recognized that unless we deal with social
neglect, all these tickerings with the system will not do much good.

Specifically, our first recommendation is to fully fund prevention
services under title IV-E. Prevention spending must be brought up
to authorized levels if we are to meet the challenge of the awful
specter of child abuse.

Second, the funding formula for title IV-E foster funds is inequi-
table. At present, States with histories of large claims are reward-
%{fl‘or their largess while cost-conscientious States have been penal-

Let me show you an example. Should a ceiling be triggered in
the fiscal year 1985, hypothetically New Jersey with 3 percent of
the Nation’s children would be eligible for $3 million. Colorado,
with 1.3 percent of the Nation’s children would be eligible for $2.6
million. But New York, with 7 percent of the Nation’s children,
would be eligible for $228 million of the total $543 million available
nationwide. California, with 10 percent of the Nation’s children,
would be eligible for $110 million. These two States, representing
17 percent of the Nation’s children, would receive a full $338 mil-
lion, almost $2 out of every $3 potentially available.

We feel there is a more equitable way. We feel that a child in
need should receive equal help regardless of where he or she may
live, and we feel that those of us trying to help neglected, aban-
doned, or orphaned children at the State and local levels deserve a
gairdt_ieal from the Government. We should have no cap without full
unding, -

New Jersey suggests the present and proposed formula for deter-
mining state allotments be changed in favor of one which fairly
distributes funds to States based upon their proportion of the Na-
tion’s population under 18, or some other equitable solution. Under
this fair funding formula, 40 States would receive more; those who
would not receive more, we feel that they should not be penalized,
and we suggest a form of transitional phase-in or even a hold
harmless provision. We are not out to hurt anybody.

Social service block grants and IV-B funds are both allocated in
this fashion.

There are other recommendations in my written testimony. But
some of the ones that I want to support are Senator Moynihan’s
proposal regarding the aging out from services. We started to col-
lect some data in New Jersey and it has been very successful. We
have to find ways for transitional living and independent living al-
ternatives for older kids. And, finally, providing subsidy for all
hard to place children for adoption; not just those who have a back-
ground of public welfare.

Thank you very much. .

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Blatner.

[The prepared written statement of Mr. Blanter follows:]
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TESTIMONY BEFORE THE UNITED STATES SENATE

FINANCE COMMITTEE, June 24, 1985

I want to thank you on behalf of the State of New Jersey
for affording me the opportunity to testify at these hearings
on the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980.

New Jersey has a long-standing commitment to its
children: to protect them from harm or threats of harm by the
provision of services in their own homes, or when necessary,
in foster care; to ensure permanency by preserving and
strengthening families or by subsidizing adoption of those
with special needs; and to reduce the incidence of child
abuse and family breakup by the provision of preventive
services.

Although the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act
of 1980 was intended to encourage all the states to edopt the
good practice requirements which New Jersey and others had
implemented years ago, other aspects of the Act, especially
as they relate to funding and interstate relations should be
reviewed and addressed by Congress.

We are here today to provide the subcommittee with New
Jersey's perspective on the Act in three ways:

First, we will outline what we saw, and still see as the
goals and promises of the Act, and our assessment of the
achievement of these goals and the fulfillment of these

promises; second, we will comment on the amendments proposed
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by the Administration as embodied in Senator Armstrong's
bill, and thcse proposed by others, as contained in Senator
Moynihan's amendatory legislation; and finally, we will
recommend some basic changes in the law which we believe will
move towards  fulfillment of the national commitment made
by the framers and supporters of the Adoption Assistance and
Child welfare Act.

Prior to 1980, federal funding of foster care and child
welfare services came through Titles 1IV-A and 1IV-B,
respectively. Federal funds were made available on a
matching basis as part of the AFDC entitlement program, to
meet the placement costs of eligible children from public
assistance households who were judicially removed from their
own homes and into foster care. Limited federal funds were
also made available to each state for child welfare services
to provide for protection, prevention, and permanency for all
its children, regardless of AFDC eligibility. The states'
IV-B plans were federally approved, and funds were (and still
are) apportioned equitably on the basis of each state's share
of our nation's under 21 population. Although $266 million
was authorized as the annual national allocation, no more
than $56 million was ever appropriated until 1980, while the
AFDC~fuster care program remained an open-ended, entitlement
program whose costs grew and grew since then.

The Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980
was intended to change this: to turn around federal financial

incentives from supporting out-of-home foster care, and to
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encourage states to prevent placements through the provision
of in-home services; to reduce the length of otherwise
necessary placements by requiring planning and periodic
review for each child; and to encourage permanency by adding
a new program of federal financial participation in certain
adoption subsidy payments. Title IV-B appropriations were to
increase, in steps, from $56 million in 1979 to $266 million
in 1983. Title IV-E allocations were to be capped at a
national ceiling of less than $390 million in 1981, with
provision for up to a 10% inflationary growth each year
thereafter. States were to be encouraged to implement a
comprehensive set of services, p}ocedures and safeguards as
quickly as possible through financial incentives under
section 427 of the Act. Most importantly, funds not utilized
for foster care maintenance under an individual state's Title
1V-E ceiling could be transferred and utilized under the
state's Title IV-B prevention, protection and permanency
programs to effectuate and maintain the turnaround. These
then were, and are, the Act's goals and promises as we see
them,

A whole set of complicated, inter-related formulae and
options were built in to determine individual state ceilings
or caps on IV-E expenditures; provision was made for
monitoring various incentives and temporary alternatives; and
other special, retroactive and conforming amendments were
added to the end of the bill. And when the smoke cleared in

1981, we found an increase 1in our IV-B appropriation
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commensurate with that received by every other state, and a
modest additional financial incentive under section 427
because of requisite safeguards being in place. However, for
a state with over 3% of our nation's children, New Jersey had
a IV-E cap of only 3/4 of 1% of the national ceiling.

Colorado, with 1.3% of our nation's children had a cap
nf less than 1% of the $387 million national ceiling. New
York, with approximately 7% of our nation's children, had a
IV-E cap of $161 million, or more than 40% of the national
ceiling, Of the $79 million nationally transferred to IV-B
that year, New Jersey transferred $1.4 million, Colorado
transferred $1 million and New York transferred over $61
million. -

Title IV-~B has not been funded at its statutory level
since 1981, with the states thereby encouraged to claim more
and more under the IV-E toster care program, contrary to the
real intent of the Act. While good practices and safeguards
were, in fact, adopted and refined by more and more states,
and we and others took advantage of voluntary ceiling
provisions to maximize federal funding, we feel that actuai
implementation of P.L. 96-272 fell short of achieving its
goals,

The adoption assistance porticn of the law is another
example of a go;l whose realization has been inhibited from
the beginning. Although the very title of the Act implies
that adoption assistance is an equal partner with child

welfare under the law, less than $500,000 was claimed-
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nationally in total wunder this part in 1981, with $3.4
million claimed in 1982 and $§5 million in 1983, While
funding for adoption assistance should have doubled in 1984
and doubled again in 1985, it still only represents a small
fraction of the $485 million in 1985 commitment to the
"untitled" foster care program under the Act.

Almost all of the states had adoption subsidy programs
long before 1980. For example, more than 2000 children have
been adopted under New Jersey's state-funded program over the
last 10 years. However, many special needs children do not
come from AFDC households. We suggest that the current
federal requirement for this assistance, which is based on
and linked with a child's previous eligibility for public
assistance, be recognized for what it is: an unfair
application of a former status to a current need. What the
federal government must come to realize is that a child's
former parents' financial status bears little relation to the
need for a subsidy in an adoptive honme. The granting of a
subsidy should be based on the need to effectuate an adoptive
placement and not the child's former statué as a recipient of
public welfare.

We believe the Act can be recast, using the same basic
mold, in such a way as to enable more to be done within
responsible, affordable parameters. The Administration's
proposal, as introduced by Senator Armstrong, is supposed to
be designed to "give States needed flexibility to meet the

needs of their foster care and child welfare programs and at
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the same time encourage efficient use of every Federal
dollar". Our section by section review of the bill reveals
it contains some of each.

The provision for bonuses for reducing the numbers of
children in long-term care apparently comes as a recognition
that by and large, states have reduced the number of
unnecessary short-term placements by utilizing preventive
services and in-home or respite care alternatives, and that
those children in long~term placements for whom adoption or
return home were readily identifiable and achievable, have
been adopted or returned home. However, there are children
in long-term care for whom these goals may not be
achievable. Therefore it is highly unlikely that most states
can reduce by more than 3% annually, their long-term foster
care population through traditional means. Some alterna-
tives, including transitional programs ‘such as group or
independené living, need to be more fully developed to give
these youngsters a chance. Other kinds of financial bonuses
or grants to states to develop innovative alternatives would,
in our view, be money well spent,

The provision to reduce the amount of the 1V-B
appropriation which triggers a mandatory IV-E ceiling, from
$266 million to $200 million, represents the breaking of a
basic promise of the Act and therefore is one which we cannot
support. A national IV-E foster care ceiling was premised
upon adequate funding for services, and the flexibility to

transfer resources from out-of-home programs to those which
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national awareness of the problem of child abuse, and the
impact of increased reporting on the states, this 1s
precisely the time when the full IV-B funding promise should
be kept.

We fully recognize the need to address the federal
budget deficit, and therefore support that section of the
bill which reduces the annual IV-E ceiling growth rate to the
Consumer Price Index. However, if the C.P.I. is higher than
5%, it should govern since this is the increase foster
parents will need for the food and shelter they provide.

We also recognize that moving the base year from 1978 to
1984 would reduce the current national hypothetical ceiling
by over $58 million, and move towards a more realistic
distribution of funds within that ceiling., Nevertheless, we
believe that individual state ceilings, or caps, should not
be based on past claiming practices and accounting acumen,
but on equity, if the spirit of the Act is to be fulfilled.

We support the proposed amendment which provides that
IV-E adoption assistance children would be Medicaid-eligible
in the states in which they reside, regardless of where the
adoption assistance agreement was made. We applaud the
recognition that enaczment of changes by one legislature, the
Congress, is more appropriate in this area than to have 57
state and territorial legislatures enact "compacts". One of
our concerns, however, is that services covered under

Medicaid vary significantly from state to state and we
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suggest that there be some mechanism for making covered
services more uniform. Another issue is imbalance between
"sending” states and "receiving" states. One option could be
the establishment of a central clearinghouse to sort out the
various claims and ensure that sending states are charged and
receiving states are reimbursed for Medicaid costs incurred
under subsidy agreements.

The very same problem, that 1is, the difficulty of
getting another state's doctors to accept a New Jersey
Medicaid card for a IV-E adoption subsidy child, applies to
IV-E foster care cases involving out-of-state placements, and
even to non-IVE, Title XIX eligible out-of-state placements.
Perhaps the answer lies in a uniform Medicaid program for all
children in out-of-home care, regardless of state of
residence.

We likewlse support the permanent extension of authority
to fund voluntary foster care placements, but cannot support
the one year 1limit on submission of prior year claims.
Unless requirements are significantly and substantially
simplified, the complexities of eligibility determinations
and redeterminations, rate-setting, random moment studies and
provisions governing administrative costs require up to two
years to calculate and catch up on claims.,

Like the Administraticn's proposal, Senator Moynihan's
bill focuses on several areas which, through time and
practice, have evidenced a need to be addressed. Both bills,

for example, are aligned in the areas of Medicaid coverage
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prior to adoption finalization. However, they differ in
their addition of flexible or innovative alternatives. The
stated goal of Senator Moynihan's bill is to assure that the
fccter care and adoption assistance programs “will more
realistically and effectively meet the needs of the children
involved ,..." Certainly this, too, is in Kkeeping with the
philosophy of the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act
of 1980. To accomplish this, the bill proposes to provide
for post-adoptive <counseling; transitional, independent
living programs for older foster children; mandatory training
for foster parents and staff members in child caring
institutions; and extension of the IV-E eligibility age to
21. The need for many of these services and programs has
been recognized and addressed by New Jersey.

We are aware of the "aging out" problem encountered by
our older adolescents in foster care when they approach the
age of majority, and we are aware of the post-adoptive
problems encountered by special needs adoptees. New Jersey
would welcome the opportunity to enhance and expand services
in these areas, and we believe this can be done in concert
with the Administration's desire to control growth of the
federal budget and the federal deficit by promoting equitable
allocation of funds.

But while this bill would provide for many needed
services through a fully funded Title IV-B/IV-E program, it
also introduces an administrative burden for the states for

which it provides no additional funding. As in the past, it
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has again been stated that there is insufficient 1i1nformation
available on foster care programs. Therefore, what we
understand is being proposed is a national biennial reporting
requirement, compliance with which could greatly increase
administrative costs.

The bill fails to take into account the fact that each
state has its own automated information system, which is
unlikely to be compatible with those of other states. To
convert all of the various systems to one uniform system
would be financially unrealistic without federal assistance
to cover the cost of necessary hardware and software. Under
the capped Act, if this provision is deemed necessary, there
should be direct federal assistance to the state§ for such
purposes on a 90%-10% basis. States' funds tor service
programs under the Act should not have to be diverted for
such administrative costs.

New Jersey's presence here today represents our
acceptance of Senator Armstrong's invitation "to work with
all who are interested in this legislation" and of his
encouragement for "comments and other suggested reforms to
improve these programs", In that vein, we suggest that
needed flexibility and eftective use of federal dollars can
only be accomplished by considering Title IV-B and Title IV-E
funding as the Act was supposed to have considered them: two
sides of one coin; complementary aspects ot one child welfare
program to protect and nurture our most valuable and

vulnerable resource, our cnildren. In order to do this, the
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present and the proposed formulae for determining states
allotments under a Title IV-E ceiling must be rejected, in
favor of one which equitably distributes available funds to
each state based upon its portion of the nation's under age
18 population. Only then can cach state choose to use its
share of [V-E funds ei1ther for administrative costs and
costly out-of-home programs, or to direct these resources
towards prevertive and protective services involving
innovative alternatives as well as tried and tested education
and early intervention techniques which can reduce the need
for such out-of-home programs,

In New Jersey, over the last year, the nunmber of child
abuse allegations has nearly doubled, to over 45,000
complaints in the most recent 12 month period. In response,
we are adding an unprecedented 507 direct service positions
to our state child welfare/child protective services agency.
The availability of an equitable share of the proposed
appropriation of $485 million 1n IV-E funds, transferable to
IVv-8 programs, as needed, wculd enable us to meet the
programnatic reguirements of these newly identified children
in trouble. Based upon available information, at least 39
other states including Arkansas, Minnesota, Montana and
Oklahoma, would gain from such a redistribution, as well.
For example, Colorado would be eligible for almost $6.4
million, or almost $4 million more than its 1984 claim.
Il1linois would be eligible for $24 million or almost $18

million more than it received in 1984. Georgia would get
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over $5 million more, North Carolina, almost $10 million,
Ohio $17 million and Texas, almost $25 million.

Of course, this means that up to 10 states would receive
less, some conqidsrap}y less, than they claimed in 1984. New
York, California, Michigan and Oregon for example, wbuld
suffer reductions of from $2 million to over $100 million
since they had been claiming more than their population-based
share in 1984, and in previous years as well. We have
enclosed two charts which represent our calculations of the
impact of an equity based IV~E formula: one using the maximum
FY'85 hypothetical allotments, as published by Health and
Human Services; and the other using actual claims information
provided by HHS to the National Council of State Human
Services Administrators. In recognition of this negative
impact on those states which have come to rely on this extra
funding, we suggest some form of transitional phase-in, or
even consideration of some forwm of hold-harmless provision.
However, both within our state, and in our national programs
such as the Social Services' Block Grant and Title IV-B
itself, we have come to believe that the distribution of
available dollars must be on a rational basis, and that each
jurisdiction's populace must be a significant factor in
formulating allocations.

We hope that this time, each and all of our nation's
‘children can be treated as equal beneficiaries under the

Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act.



June 7, 1985
Printout:
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FFY '85 TITLE IV-E ALLOCATION ANALYSIS

The first column represents Option B under P.L. 96~
272 for all states.

The second column converts that figure to a percentage.

The third column applies that percentage to the pro-
posed $485 million allocation.

The fourth column represents the maximum hypothetical

allotment (either Option A or B, whichever is higher)

which would apply if the full Title IV-B allocation is
appropriated or if states voluntarily chose a ceiling

to effectuate the transfer provision,

The fifth column represents the difference between
columns three and four showing that more states would
be eligible for more funds per state if an equity based
(Option B percentage) formula is applied to the pro-
posed appropriation. (Forty-three states gain, eight
states would receive less, unless held harmless).

The first column represents Option B under P.L. 96-
272 for all states.

The second column converts that figure to a percentage,

The third column applies that percentage to the pro-
posed $485 million allocation.

The fourth column represents each state's actual federal
fiscal year 1984 claims (including retroactive claims
submitted for FFY '84), rounded off, as provided by the
Federal Department of Health and Human Services. It
should be noted that FFY '85 claims for the District of
Columbia and some of the states are substantially out

of line with past figures. These numbers may represent
adjustments relative to years prior to 1984 or other
aherrations,

The fifth column represents the difference between
columns three and four, again showing that more states
would be eligible for more funds per state if an
equity based formula is applied to the proposed ap-
propriation. (Forty states gain, eleven would receive
less, unless held harmless).
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07-Jun-85
FYBS TITLE-IVE ALLOCATION ANALYSIS
HAY FYBS
(MIN) IVE KIN IVE HIN 1 FOSTER CARE UNDER
DPTION B OPTION B IVE ALLOTMENT LOVER)

STATE ALLOTMENT 1 ALLOC  (HYPOTHETICAL) VARTANCE
Mlabana $1,800,36b 0.01800 $8,731,775 $2,612,109 $6,119, 666
Alasks 224,647 0.00225 1,089,538 286,571 802,567
Arizona 1,292,121 0.01292 6,266,787 1,367,086 4,899,721
frkansas - 1,034,014 0.01034 5,014,978 1,041,450 3,973,328
California 10,330,598 0.10331 50,103,400 109,578,823  {(59,475,423)
folorade 1,314,427 0.01314 6,374,971 2,620,834 3,754,137
Connecticut 1,249,104 0.01249 5,058,154 3,138,525 2,919,629
Delaware 253,328 0.00253 1,228,631 842,082 366,549
Dist. Of Col. 219,848 0.00220 1,066,360 911,898 154,462
Florid 3,868,398 0.03848 18,741,730 4,005,487 14,756,243
Beorgia 2,503,802 0,02594 12,579,540 4,409,064 8,170,876
Hawaii 2,922 0.00443 2,148,172 457,816 1,690,356
Idaho 493,908 0.00494 2,395,444 561,727 1,833,717
I1linois 4,999,602 0.05000 24,248,070 4,929,004 19,318,976
Indiana 2,461,563 002442 11,938,561 2,759, 45¢ 9,179,122
lowa 1,269,814 0.01270 6,158,608 2,329,436 3,829,172
Kansas 1,030,82¢ 0.01031 4,999,521 5,015,158 (15,638)
Kentucky 1,660,161 0.01680 8,051,781 3,748,476 4,283,305
Louisiana 2,139,728 0.02140 10,377,681 5,265,768 5,111,913
Maine 492,313 0.004%2 2,387,718 3,392,596 {1,004,878)
Maryland 1,771,488 0.01772 8,592,487 6,122,351 2,470,338
Massachusetts 2,254,441 0.02254 10,934,039 5,288,786 5,645,253
Kichigan 4,108,978 0.04109 19,928,543 30,832,552 10,904,009)
Kinnesota 1,816,299 0.01814 8,809,050 4,455,871 2,353,179
Kississippl 1,273,002 0,01273 4,174,060 1,609,483 4,564,377
Missouri 2,106,269 0.02106 10,215,405 3,677,538 6,537,849
Nontana 348,040 000388 1,784,994 1,106,840 78,134
Nebraska 702,621 0.00703 3,407,712 1,372,249 2,035,453
Nevada 36,446 0.00346 1,777,283 562,857 1,214,406
New Haspshire 404,484 0.00405 1,962,717 1,004,812 957,905
New Jersey 3,035,13¢ 0.03035 14,720,385 2,957,457 11,762,928
New Nexjco 672,349 0.00472 3,260,893 495,497 2,565,396
New York 1,180,755 0.07181 34,826,882 228,081,790  (193,235,128)
North Carolina 2,574,483 0.02575 12,487,213 2,533,877 9,933,338
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07-Jun-85
FYBS TITLE-IVE ALLOCATION ANALYSIS
NAX FYBS
(NIN) IVE MIN IVE NIN Y FOSTER CARE UNDER
OPTION B OPTION B 1vE ALLOTNENT {OVER}

STATE ALLOTHENT t ALLOC  (HYPOTKETICAL) VARIANCE
North Dakota 307,49 0,00307 1,491,356 830,206 661,150
Ohio 4,738,716 00737 22,873,073 5,221,802 17,745,271
Oklahosa 1,403,549 0.01404 5,807,698 1,469,157 5,338,541
Oregon 1,132,797 0.01133 5,494,045 9,457,848 {3,963,803)
Pennsylvania 4,763,801 0.04768 23,104,435 33,322,618 (10,218,183
Rhode 1sland 372,819 0,00373 1,808,172 360,510 1,047,662
South Carolina 1,473,751 0.01474 7,147,692 1,478,728 5,648,964
South Dakota 318,449 0.00319 1,545,448 702,319 843,138
Tennessee 2,007,488 0.02007 9,736,317 4,056,143 5,682,174
Texas 7,215,805 0.07216 34,996,854 7,522,851 27,473,803
Utah 922,489 0.00922 4,474,072 $96,985 3,477,087
Veraont 223,054 0.00223 1,081,812 1,268,321 (185,509)
Virginia 2,291,085 0,02291 11,111,747 5,462,764 5,649,003
Washington 1,817,892 0.01818 8,816,776 5,356,815 3,459,961
West Virginia 863,539 0,00864 4,188,164 1,411,680 2,776,504
Nisconsin 2,095,117 0.02095 10,161,317 11,869,988 (1,708,671
Nyoaing 248,955 0.00247 1,197,722 255,228 42,494
T0TALS: $100,000,000 100X $485,000,000  $542,715,373  ($57,684,148)

13




181

11-Jun-85
FY8S TITLE-IVE ALLOCATION ANALYSIS
(KIN) 1VE NIN IVE  EQUITABLE UNDER
OPTION § OPTION B IVE {OVER)

STATE ALLOTHENT 1 ALLOC FEY 84 CLAINGH VARTANCE
Alabasa $1,800,366  0.01800 8,731,775  $2,200,000  $6,531,775
Alaska 24,687 0.00225 1,089,538 80,000 1,009,538
Arizona 1,292,121 0.01292 6,266,787 2,100,000 4,186,787
Arkansas 1,034,016  0.01034 5,014,978 550,000 4,464,978
California 10,330,598  0.10331 50,103,400 104,180,000 (54,076,600}
Colorado 1,314,827 0,01314 6,374,971 2,450,000 3,924,971
Connecticut 1,249,104 0.01249 6,058,154 2,930,000 3,128,154
Delaware 253,326 0.00253 1,228,631 550,000 678,631
Dist. Of Col. 219,868 0.00220 1,066,380 7,150,000 (6,083, 640)
Florida 3,868,398 0.03848 18,761,730 3,670,000 15,091,730
Beorgia 2,593,802 0.025%4 12,579,540 7,370,000 5,209,940
Hawaii M2,922 0,003 2,148,172 40,000 2,108,172
Idaho 493,908 0.00494 2,395,444 480,000 1,915,444
1linois 4,999,602 0.05000 24,248,070 6,300,000 17,948,070
Indiana 2,481,563 0.02482 11,938,581 2,660,000 9,278,581
lowa 1,269,816  0.01270 6,158,608 2,210,000 3,948,608
Kansas 1,030,829  0.0103 4,999,521 4,420,000 579,521
Kentucky 1,660,161 0.01640 8,051,781 3,190,000 4,841,781
Louisiana 2,139,728 0.02140 10,377,681 10,510,000 (132,319)
_ Malne 92,313 0.00492 2,387,718 2,970,000 . (582,282)
\’fi:ryland 1, IM,E8 0.01772 8,592,687 4,670,000 3,922,487
ssachusetts 2,250,441 0.02254 10,934,039 5,090,000 5,844,039
Kichigan 4,108,978 0.04108 19,928,543 33,330,000 (13,401,457)
Kinnesota 1,816,299  0.01816 8,808,050 6,370,000 2,439,050
Kississippi 1,213,002 0.01273 6,174,060 1,310,000 4,854,060
Missouri 2,106,269  0.02106 10,215,405 8,970,000 1,245,405
Kontana 368,000  0,00348 1,784,994 1,530,000 254,994
Nebraska 702,621 0.00703 3,407,712 2,290,000 LunLM2
Nevida 35,466 0.00385 1,777,283 360,000 1,417,263
Nex Haspshire 404,684 0.00403 1,962,717 1,210,000 752,747
New lersey 3,035,13t  0.03033 14,720,385 6,470,000 8,250,385
New Nexico 812,349 0.00672 3,260,893 630,000 2,630,893
Kew York 7,180,758 0.07181 34,825,662 134,930,000  (100,103,338)
North Carolina 2,574,683  0.02875 12,487,213 2,620,000 9,867,213
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(NIN) 1VE MIN IVE  EQUITABLE UNDER
OPTION B OPTION B 1VE {OVER)

STATE ALLOTMENT 1 ALLOC FFY B4 CLAINS®  VARIANCE
North Dakota 307,49 0.00307 1,491,356 790,000 701,356
Ohio 4,736,716 0.04737 22,973,073 5,600,000 17,173,073
Oklahoaa 1,403,649 0.01404 6,807,698 3,680,000 3,127,498
Oregon 1,132,797 0.01133 5,494,065 7,490,000 (1,995,935}
Pennsylvania 4,763,801 0.04764 23,104,435 33,920,000  (10,B15,565)
Rhede Island 372,819 0.00373 1,808,172 1,240,000 568,172
South Carolina 1,473,750 0.01474 7,147,492 1,340,000 5,807,692
South Dakota 318,649 0.00319 1,545,448 £20,000 925, 448
Tennessee 2,007,488 0,02007 9,736,317 3,430,000 6,306,317
Texas 7,215,805  0.07216 34,998,654 10,180,000 24,816,854
Utah 922,489  0.00922 4,474,072 920,000 3,554,072
Versont 223,054 0.00223 1,081,812 1,430,000 1348,188)
virginia 2,291,086 0.02291 11,111,787 5,080,000 6,031,747
Washington 1,817,892 0,01818 8,816,776 5,990,000 2,826,776
Nest Virginia 863,539 0.00B44 4,188,164 5,330,000 (1,141,836)
Wisconsin 2,095,117 0,02095 10,181,317 10,570,000 (408,483)
Nyoaing 6,953 0,00247 1,197,722 240,000 957,722
TOTALS: $100,000,000 100X $485,000,000  $473,871,209  $11,160,000

# REPRESENTS CLAINS THROUGH MARCH 31, 1989
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Senator ARMSTRONG. Ms. Turner.

STATEMENT OF MS. SUSAN TURNER, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF
FAMILY SERVICES, STATE OF MISSOURI

Ms. TurNER. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and Senator Moyni-
han. I am Susan Turner, the director of the division of family serv-
ices in the State of Missouri.

Today, I am representing the National Council of State Human
Service Administrators. The council is a component of the Ameri-
can Public Welfare Association. Over 5 years ago, the council
worked very closely with this committee toward the enactment of
Public Law 96-272. We are very appreciative of your willingness to
review the implementation to date and to afford us the opportunity
to present some recommendations for changes.

My formal written testimony addresses several issues in detail,
including a response to Senate bill 1266, introduced by you, Mr.
Chairman, and Senatz bill 1829, introduced recently by you, Sena-
tor Moynihan.

I would like to highlight a few of our concerns and proposals for
further consideration. As you have already heard today, to retain
the current title IV-E and IV-B funding provisions is vital to
caring for children who are unable for some reason to care for
themselves or to remain in their own home. We certainly support
this measure.

We are also supportive of permanently extending the title IV-E
to title IV-B transfer provision, and keeping the title IV-B trigger
provision at least a $266 million level.

Of extreme importance to many of us as administrators is the
provision in your bill, Mr. Chairman, to provide that title IV-E
adoptive children be eligible for Medicaid in the State in which
they reside. However, we would like this extended to all title IV-E
eligible children.

This is a continuing and frustrating problem that we encounter.
It is possible we may have to, in the best interest of some children,
place them in a State other than their own, whether it be a foster
placement or an adoptive placement. However, when such a child
goes for medical services, often we are confronted with a medical
provider who will not accept an out-of-State Medicaid card. There-
fore, we are very supportive of your provision.

Senator Moynihan’s bill provides Medicaid coverage to children
during the adoptive placement period. We are supportive also of
this provision. Currently, these expenses are being covered either
totally with State funds or by the prospective adoptive family and/
or the State is having to develop another system, a system of li-
censing adoptive homes.

Repealing the requirement for 6 month redeterminations would
be welcomed, and certainly result in a cost savings to us. The aver-
age cost for the twice yearly review is approximately $100 per
child. However, the number of ineligibles found is less than 1 per-
cent. More specifically, in Missouri during this past yesr, after a
check of 2,000 cases, which cost us in excess of $100,000, we had
only one child found to be ineligible.



184

We definitely oppose any imposition of mandated Federal report-
ing requirements. Our workers are already neglecting clients, sig-
nificantly, due to additional paperwork. Often by the time these re-
ports get from the local level through the system to the Federal
Government and are massaged, possibly 1 to 2 years have lapsed
and our service delivery situation may be completely different by
that time.

The American Public Welfare Association has recently been
awarded a contract from HHS to collect and analyze data for a
Federal adoption and foster care data gathering and analysis
system in compliance with the child abuse amendments of 1984.
We do agree that there may be some items of information that
Congress desires that are not available through this mechanism,
but we believe such unanswered questions can best be dealt with
by instructing the Department of Health and Human Services to
conduct special studies.

However, if Congress decides to reimpose Federal reporting re-
quirements, we would hope that you would take into consideration
the costs that the States will have in meeting these requirements.
If, in fact, you impose such requirements, we would ask that funds
be available on a 90-10 Federal-State match basis in order to pro-
vide the hardware and software necessary to develop that informa-
tion. :

We would recommend that the requirement for a reasonable
effort determination by a court be repealed. Federal guidelines al-
ready require such documentations by our workers in their case
files. Many judges are refusing to accept such responsibility and, as
a result, the States’ funds are in jeopardy.

We would also recommend that consideration be given to provid-
ing some flexibility with the utilization of the title IV-E funds to
initiate services that would prevent a child from having to go into
foster placement. I believe this has already been pointed out. We in
Missouri are receiving an increasing number of children into our
foster care program with much more severe problems than in the
past, and we would like some relief in terms of the utilization of
the title IV-E funds.

At this point 1 will conclude my testimony, but indicate that the
council is very, very interested in working with the committee and
your staff in making necessary changes to the act.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you very much.

[The prepared written statement of Mr. O'Hara, which was
orally presented by Ms. Turner, follows:)
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE
HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS

OF THE AMERIC AN PUBLIC WEI FARE ASS T TIATION

1425 FIFTEENTH ST, NW . WASHINGTON, C C 20005

Suite 300
Telephone. (202) 293-7550

SUMMARY
TESTIMONY OF JOSEPH J. O'HARA

The National Council of State Human Service Administrators strongly supports

the goals and intent of the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980
{P.L 96-272). Itisour strong support for the law, coupled with our collective
experience in administering it for tre past five years that brings us to
recommend a number of changes in the law. We believe our proposals will foster
achievement of the goals of P.L. 96-272, facilitate state and local implementa-
tion of the law and optimize the use of federal, state and local funds available
for serving dependent and neglected children.

© © 6o ©o o©

Retain current Title IV-E and Title IV-B funding provisions.

Permanently extend Section 102 {(a)(1) which authorizes, through Title IV-E,
federal financial participation for children placed voluntarily in foster
care.

Permanently extend Title IV-E to Title IV-B transfer provision.

Delete requirement of minimum adoption assistance payment for purposes
of Medicaid eligibility.

Provide that all children receiving Title 1V¥-E are eligible for Medicaid
from the state where they reside.

Provide Medicaid coverage from the time a child is placed for adoption.

Repeal the requirement for six month redeterminations of eligibility for
Title 1v-E foster care.

Repeal the requirement that, for each child's Title 1V-E eligibility,
a court must determine that reasonable efforts were made to prevent
placement.

Retain two year limit on state submission of prior year claims.
Oppose imposition of mandated federal reporting requirements.
Modity Title IV-E to make 1t mo;e flexible.

Modify and expand current Title IV-E reimbursement policies.

Expand Title IV-E administrative reimbursement policy to make it more
equitable by covering the costs of serving non-Titlte IV-E eligible children.

Expand Title [V-E adoption assistance to all special needs children in
the care and custody of the state.

Expand Title [V-E adoption assistance to cover the costs of adoption
cownseling services.
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GOOD AFTERNOON, MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE, My NAME IS JOSEPH
O'HARA AND I AM DIRECTOR OF THE MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES. I AM
ALSO PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PUBLIC CHILD WELFARE
ADMINISTRATORS, AN AFFILIATE OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION, I
APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY BEFORE YOU TODAY ON BEHALF OF THE
NATTIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS, A COMPONENT OF THE
AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION.

THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS IS COMPOSED OF
THOSE OFFICIALS IN THE 50 STATES, THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, AND THE U.S.
TERRITORIES CHARGED WITH THE RESPONSIBILITY OF ADMINISTERING PUBLICALLY FUNDED
HUMAN SERVICES, INCLUDING THE CHILD WELFARE, FOSTER CARE, AND ADOPTION
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS. OVER 5 YEARS AGO THE COUNCIL WORKED CLOSELY WITH THIS
COMMITTEE IN THE CFFORT THAT RESULTED IN THE ENACTMENT OF P.L. 96-272. AS THE
PRINCIPLE OPERATORS OF THE FOSTER CARE SYSTEM, WE WERE VERY AWARE OF THE
PROBLEMS PLAGUING THE SYSTEM AT THAT TIME AND THANKFUL FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO
ASSIST THE COMMITTEE IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE GUIDING PRINCIPLES THAT BECAME
THE NEW LAW.

wE CONTINUE TO STRONGLY SUPPORT THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES OF P.L. 96-272, THE
COMPREHENSIVE, INTERACTIVE SET OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEOURES AND SAFEGUARDS, AS
WELL AS SERVICES. INCORPORATED IN THE LAW HAVE ASSISTED STATES IN REDUCING THE
NUMBER OF CHILOREN ENTERING FOSTER CARE, REDUCING THE LENGTH OF STAY IN CARE,
AND ACHIEVING PERMANENT HOMES FOR THOSE CHILOREN UNABLE TO RETURN TO THEIR OWN
HOMES., WE BELIEVE THAT P,L. 96-272 WAS LANDMARK LEGISLATION FOR CHILDREN AND
THEIR FAMILIES.
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STATE AODMINISTRATORS WE APPLAUD YOUR LEADERSHIP AND THE LEADERSHIP OF THIS
COMMITTEE IN ITS WILLINGNESS, 5 YEARS LATER, TO EXAMINE THE EXPERIENCE WITH

" THE IMPLEMENTATION OF P.L. 95-272 AND TO CONSIDER MODIFICATIONS IN THE LAW
BASED ON THIS EXPERIENCE. IV IS OUR STRONG SUPPORT FOR THE LAW, COUPLED WITH
OUR COLLECTIVE EXPERIENCE IN ADMINISTERING IT FOR THE PAST SEVERAL YEARS, THAT
BRINGS US TO RECOMMEND A NUMBER OF CHANGES IN IT. Wt BELIEVE OUR PROPOSALS
WILL FOSTER ACHIEVEMENT OF THE GOALS OF P.L. 96-272, FACILITATE STATE AND
LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION OF THE LAW, AND OPTIMIZE THE USE OF FEDERAL, STATE A;D
LOCAL FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR SERVING DEPENDENT AND NEGLECTED CHILOREN,

IN My TESTIMONY TODAY, I PROPOSE CHANGES TO P,L. 96-272, AND RESPOND TO
CHANGES INCLUDED IN S. 1266 INTRODUCED BY YOU, MR, CHAIRMAN, S. 18 INTRODUCED
BY SENATOR MOYNIHAN, AND THE OTHER P,L. 96-272 AMENDMENTS RECENTLY PUT FORWARD
BY SENATOR MOYNIHAN, OUR PROPOSALS BASICALLY FALL INTO TWO CATEGORIES:
MODIFICATIONS TO CURRENT LAW ENABLING STATES TO BETTER ADMINISTER THE LAW AND
ADDITIONAL INCENTIVES FOR STATES TO BETTER MEET THE FOSTER CARE REDUCTION
GOALS OF THE LAW.

MDIFICATIONS TO CLRRENT LAw
BEIAIN CURRENT TITLE IV-F AND TITLE IV-B FUNDING PROVISIONS

STATE ADMINSTRATORS SUPPORT CONTINUATION OF THE TITLE IV-E FOSTER CARE
MAINTENANCE PAYMENT PROGRAM AS AN INDIVIDUAL MEANS-TESTED ENTITLEMENT, THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAS A SPECIAL COMMITMENT TO THE LOW-INCOME CHILDREN IN THIS
COUNTRY WHO, THROUGH NO FAULT OF THEIR OWN, ARE UNABLE TO REMAIN WITH THEIR
FAMILIES. UNDER CURRENT LAW, TITUE IV-E REMAINS AN ENTITLEMENT NATIONALLY
UNLESS “SUFFICIENT" DOLLARS ($266 MILLION) ARE PROVIDED THROUGH TITLE IV-B
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CHILD WELFARE SERVICES ON AN ADVANCE APPROPRIATION BASIS. THE
INTERRELATIONSHIP OF THE FUNDING FOR THESE TWO PROGRAMS--WHERE A TARGET LEVEL
OF INCREASED CHILD WELFARE SERVICES FUNDING APPROPRIATED IN THE PRIOR YEAR
TRIGGERS A FUNDING CEILING FOR FOSTER CARE--WAS A KEY COMPONENT OF P.L.
96-272.

CONGRESS MADE A COMMITMENT THAT FUNDING FOR FOSTER CARE WOULD REMAIN
OPEN-ENDED UNTIL AND UNLESS THERE WERE "SUFFICIENT"™ FUNDS AVAILABLE TO MEET
THE SERVICES NEEDED BY AT-RISK CHILOREN AND THEIR FAMILIES, THAT "SUFFICIENT"
LEVEL WAS SET AT $266 MILLION IN 1980 WHEN THE LAW WAS ENACTED, IT WAS
ASSUMED THEN THAT THIS LEVEL WOULD BE REACHED IN 1383, BUT YO DATE CONGRESS
HAS NEVER APPROPRIATED MORE THAN $200 MILLION,

WE OPPOSE THE PROVISION IN S. 1266 10 REDUCE THE TITLE I¥-B TRIGGER LEVEL TO
$200 MILLION. ITS CURRENT APPROPRIATION LEVEL. WE BELIEVE THAT WOULD BE
TANTAMOUNT TO RENEGING ON A COMMITMENT TO THE CHILDREN OF THIS NATION, IF
ANYTHING, THE TRIGGER LEVEL SHOULD BE RAISED TO MORE ACCURATELY REFLECT THE
SERVICES AT-RISK CHILDREN AND THOSE IN CARE NEED, AND THE REAL COSTS OF
PROVIDING THOSE SERVICES,

wE ALSO OPPQSE REMOVAL OF THE REQUIREMENT THAT IN QROER FOR A TITLE IV-E
CEILING 1Q Bf TRIGGERED, THE TITLE IV-B APPROPRIATION MUST BE MADE ON AN
ADYANCE FUNDING BASIS. THE PURPOSE OF THIS REQUIREMENT IS TO GIVE STATES THE
ABILITY TO PLAN PROGRAMS BASED ON CERTAIN KNOWLEDGE OF THE AVAILABILITY OF
FEDERAL FUNDS, IN ORDER TO EFFECTIVELY ADMINISTER THE FOSTER CARE PROGRAM,
STATES MUST BE PROVIDED ADEQUATE ADVANCE WARNING IF A CEILING ON FEDERAL
RETMBURSEMENT IS GOING TO BE INSTITUTED,
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PERMANENTLY ¥

_EXTEND SECTION 102 (A)(1) whICH AUTHORIZES. THROUGH TXTLE IV-E.
FEDERAL FINANCIAL PARTICIPATION (FFP) FOR CHILOREN PLACED YOLUNTARILY IN
EOSTER CARE. .

wE SUPPORT THE PROVISION IN THE ARMSTRONG BILL AND THE RECENTLY INTRODUCED
MOYNIHAR BILL WHICH WOULD PERMANENTLY EXTEND THE VOLUNTARY PLACEMENT PROVISION
OF P.L. 96-272. THIS PRDVISION WAS ENACTED ON A TEMPORARY BASIS IN GRDER FOR
CONGRESS TO MONITOR ITS IMPACT., wWE BELIEVE THAT THE EXPERIENCE WITH VOLUNTARY
PLACEMENT AUTHORITY IS SUCH THAT IT SHOULD BE CONTINUED ON A PERMANENT BASIS,
FOR A STAFE TO CLAIM FEDERAL FUNDS UNDER THIS PROVISION, IT MUST HAVE COMPLIED
WITH THE SPECIAL PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS SET OUT IN SECTION 427 oF P.L. 96-272
(AN INVENTORY OF CHILDREN IN FOSTER CARE LONGER THAN SIX MONTHS: A STATEWIDE
INFORMATION SYSTEM; A CASE REVIEW SYSTEM AND A PROGRAM OF SERVICES TO ASSIST
CHILDREN TO RETURN HOME OR TO BE PLACED PERMANENTLY IN ANOTHER HOME), AND ALSO
HAVE IN PLACE A PREPLACEMENT PREVENTIVE SERVICES PROGRAM TO HELP CHILDREN
REMAIN WITH THEIR FAMILIES.

IN A SURVEY CONDUCTED JOINTLY LAST SUMMER BY THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
PUBLIC CHILD WELFARE ADMINISTRATORS AND THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN
SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS, WE FOUND THAT MOST STATES USE VOLUNTARY PLACEMENT
AGREEMENTS VERY INFREQUENTLY AND LIMIT THE TIME OF SUCH AGREEMENTS TO ANYWHERE
FROM 30 TO 180 DAYS, MOST STATES USUALLY DECIDE Hi:l-ETHER OR NOT TO GO TO COURT
IN A PARTICULAR CASE BASED ON THE EMERGENCY NATURE OF THE SITUATION ANO/OR HOW
LONG THE CHILD IS LIKELY TO BE IN FOSTER CARE. IF WORKERS EXPECT A FAMILY
CRISIS TO BE RESOLVED WITHIN 30 DAYS, FOR EXAMPLE, THEY MIGHT SUGGEST A
VOLUNTARY PLACEMENT AGREEMENT TO SAVE TIME AND TO AVOID THE ADDITIONAL FAMILY
TRAUMA OF GOING TO COURT. OTHER STATES USE VOLUNTARY PLACEMENT AGREEMENTS
ONLY IN VERY UNUSUAL EMERGENCIES. SUCH AS WHEN A PARENT IS HOSPITALIZED OR A
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HOME IS DESTROYED BY FIRE. VOLUNTARY PLACEMENT AGREEMENTS ARE NOT USED If
THERE IS ANY EVIDENCE OF ABUSE OR NEGLECT,

IN FY 1983 §3 STATES CLAIMED FEDERAL REIMBURSEMENT FOR CHILDREN PLACED
VOLUNTARILY IN FOSTER CARE; IN FY 1984, 15 STATES CLAIMED FEDERAL
REIMBURSEMEHY. 1IN OUR SURVEY WE ASKED THOSE STATES THAT USE VOLUNTARY
PLACEMENTS WHY THEY WAVE NOT CLAIMED FEDERAL REIMBURSEMENT FOR ELIGIBLE
VOLUNTARY PLACEMENTS, THE REASONS CITED INCLUDE:

0 THE SMALL NUMBER Of CHILDREN IN VOLUNTARY FOSTER CARE AND/OR
THE LIMITED LENGTH Of TIME CHILOREN CAN BE IN VOLUNTARY
FOSTER CARE DO NOT MAKE 1T COST-BENEFICIAL TO DEVELOP A
SYSTEM FOR CLAIMING FFPy

0 THE LIMITED NATURE OF THE PROVISION AND UNCERTAINTY OVER-
CONTINUED ELIGIBILITY HAVE MADE THE STATES WARY OF DEVELOP-
ING A SYSTEM FOR CLAIMING FFP,

0 STATE DOES NOT WANT TO ENCOURAGE ADDITIONAL USE OF VOLUNTARY
PLACEMENTS BY ALLOWING FFPy AND

0 VOLUNTARY PLACEMENTS ARE FINANCED BY LOCAL FUNDS OR THROUGH
CHILD SUPPORT PAID BY THE PARENTS,

IN LIGHT OF THIS VARIATION, THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN SERVICE
ADMINISTRATORS SUPPORTS THE PERMANENT EXTENSION OF THE TITLE IV-E VOLUNTARY
PLACEMENT OPTION.

BERMANENTLY EXTEND TXTLE TV-E 70 TITLE TV-8 TRANSFER PROVISION
WITH RESPECT 10 THE PROVISION FOR- TRANSFERRING UNUSED TITLE IV-E FOSTER CARE

~G-
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FUNDS TO TITLE IV-B CHILD WELFARE SERVICES, IN ORDER FOR A STATE TO UTILIZE
THIS PROVISION TWO FACTORS MUST BE PRESENT. FIRST, THE TOTAL ALLOWABLE TITLE
IV-E FOSTER CARE EXPENDITURES MUST BE LESS THAN THE OPTIONAL TITLE IV-E
CEILING ESTABLISHED BY P.L. 96-272. THIS SITUATION IS PRESENT IN STATES
EXPERIENCING A DECLINING OR STABLE NUMBER OF INCOME ELIGIBLE CHILDREN ENTERING
FOSTER CARE, SINCE TITLE IV-E 1S A MEANS-TESTED ENTITLEMENT, NON-INCOME
ELIGIBLE CHILDREN ENTERING FOSTER CARE ARE PAID FOR THROUGH STATE AND/OR LOCAL
FUNDS. SECOND, A STATE MUST HAVE MET THE ADDITIONAL P.L. 96-272 REGUIREMENTS
SET OUT IN SECTION 427 AS DISCUSSED ABOVE.

IN FY 1983, 29 STATES TRANSFERRED FUNDS, WHILE 23 STATES MADE SUCH TRANSFERS
IN FY 1984, TwO STATES (CALIFORNIA AND SOUTH DAKOTA) USED THE TRANSFER OPTION
FOR THE FIRST TIME IN FY 1984. ELEVEN STATES TRANSFERRED FUNDS IN PRIOR YEARS
BUT DID NOT TRANSFER FUNDS IN FY 84 (ALABAMA, ARKANSAS, CONNECTICUT,
MINNESOTA, NEw JERSEY, NEw Mex1CO. OxLAHOMA, SOuTH CAROLINA, TEXAS, VERMONT,
WEST VIRGINIA), OF THE 23 STATES TRANSFERRING FUNDS IN FY 84 ALL BUT FOUR
(M1sS15SI1PPI, NORTH CAROLINA, VIRGINIA AND WASHINGTON) TRANSFERRED LESS IN FY
84 THAN IN FY 83. THE FIGURES ON STATE UTILIZATION OF THE TITLE IV-E TRANSFER
PROVISION REFLECT THE SAME TREND THAT APWA'S VOLUNTARY COOPERATIVE INFORMATION
SYSTEM SHOWS: THAT STATE FOSTER CARE CASELOADS HAVE STABILIZED AND IN MANY
CASES ARE ON THE INCREASE. SOME STATES ARE FINDING THAT THE NUMBER OR
PERCENTAGE OF INCOME-ELIGIBLE CHILDREN {I1.E.., TITLE IV-E CHILDREN) IS
INCREASING: TRUS, THERE IS LESS MONEY AVAILABLE TO TRANSFER TO TITLE IV-B.

THE ABILITY TO TRANSFER UNUSED TITLE IV-E FUNDS PROVIDES STATES WITH A
FINANCIAL REWARD FOR REDUCING FOSTER CARE CASELOADS, WHILE AT THE SAME TIME
FREEING UP RESOURCES TO PROVIOE SOME OF THOSE SERVICES THAT ENABLE CHILDREN
AND THEIR FAMILIES TO STAY TOGETHER, SENATOR MOYNIMAN'S BILL WOULD CONTINUE
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THIS TRANSFER OPTION FOR THREE YEARS. THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN
SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS SUPPORTS ITS PERMANENT EXTENSION.

DELEYE REQUIREMENT OF MINIMUM ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PAYMENT FOR PURPOSES OF
MEoXCAID ELIGIBILITY

wE SUPPORT THE PROVISION IN S, {266, THE ARMSTRONG BILL, THAT WOULD ELIMINATE
THE NEED TO MAINTAIN TOKEN ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS, IN CASES WHERE THE
ADGPTIVE PARENTS DO NOT NEED OR DO NOT DESIRE CASH ASSISTANCE, IN ORDER TO
PRESERVE THE CHILD'S MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY, MANY STATES PAY FAMILIES AS LOW AS
$1 PER YEAR TO KEEP THE ADOPTED CHILD ELIGIBLE FOR MEDICAID. ALTHOUGH THIS
PROBLEM AFFECTS ONLY A SMALL PORTION OF THE CHILOREN PLACED FOR ADOPTION, WE
BELTEVE THE ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS OF GENERATING A VERY SMALL SUBSIDY PAYMENT
LEAD TO INEFFICIENCY, KANSAS, FOR EXAMPLE, REPORTS THAT ONE-THIRD OF ITS
SUBSIDIZED ADOPTIVE CHILDREN ARE ESSENTIALLY MEOICAL-ONLY, AND IT IS COSTING
THE STATE $70 IN ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS TO PAY EACH OF THESE FAMILIES §1 PER
MONTH IN CASH ASSISTANCE. MINNESOTA REPORTS THAT IN MORE THAN 50 CASES
ADOPTION SUBSIDIES ARE ISSUED IN THE AMOUNT Of $1 PER YEAR., LIKEWISE,
LOUISIANA REPORTS THAT IT IS DIFFICULF YO EXPLAIN TO ADOPTIVE PARENTS WHO 0O
NOT WANT THE NOMINAL PAYMENT THAT THEY MUST ACCEPT IT TO ALLOW TITLE XIX
ELIGIBILITY FOR THE ADOPTED CHILD.

THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HuMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS RECOMMENDS
ABOLISHING THE REQUIRED LINK BETWEEN A SUBSIDY PAYMENT ANO MEDICAID
ELIGIBILITY, FAMILIES WHO ADOPT CHILDREN WITH SEVERE MEDICAL NEEDS AND WHO
NEITHER WANT NOR REQUIRE A SUBSIDY PAYMENT SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO CLAIM MEDICAID
WITHOUT BEING REQUIRED TO ACCEPT A SUBSIDY.
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PROYIDE THAT ALL CHILDREN RECEIVING TXTLE TV-f ARE FLIGIBLE FOR MEDICAID FROM
THE STATE WHERE THEY RESIOE

S. 1265 PROPOSES TO AMEND CURRENT LAW TO PROVIDE THAT ADOPTION ASSISTANCE
CHILDREN ARE ELIGIBLE FOR MEDICAID FROM THE STATE WHERE THEY RESIDE,
REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THAT IS THE STATE WHICH WAS A PARTY TO THE ADOPTION
ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT. THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN SERVICE
ADMINISTRATORS SUPPORTS THIS PROPOSAL IN THE ARMSTRONG 8ILL BUT WOULD LIKE TO
EXPAND IT TO INCLUDE ALL TITLE IV-E CHILDREN.

MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY IS AN IMPORTANT FACTOR WITH TITLE IV-E ADOPTIONS BECAUSE
THE CHILDREN INVOLVED HAVE SPECIAL NEEDS THAT VERY OFTEN INCLUDE' HANDICAPS AND
OTHER MEDICAL CONDITIONS FOR WHICH EXPENSIVE MEDICAL TREATMENT ANO SERVICES
ARE KNOWN TO BE NECESSARY. EVEN FAMILIES IN RELATIVELY GOOD ECONOMIC
CIRCUMSTANCES ARE GENERALLY HESITANT TO ADOPT A CHILD WHOSE SPECIAL NECOS WILL
CREATE AN EXTRAORDINARY FINANCIAL BURDEN. BY LESSENING THE ECONOMIC RISKS,
THE AVAILABILITY OF MEDICAIO BENEFITS VASTLY IMPROVES THE CHANCES OF FINDING
ADOPTIVE FAMILIES FOR SUCH CHILDREN.

HOWEYER, EXPERIENCE HAS SHOWN THAT THE ONE OF THE MOST SERIOUS PROBLEMS
INVOLVED WITH ADOPTION ASSISTANCE IS THE DIFFICULTY OF PROVIDING MEDICAL
ASSISTANCE ON AN INTERSTATE BASIS, CURRENT STATUTE REQUIKES THE STATE THAT
WAS A PARTY TO THE ADOI;TION AGREEMENT TO PAY FOR MEDICAL ASSISTANCE IN THE
STATE WHERE THE CHILD RESIDES, DOCTORS, HOSPITALS, AND OTHER MEDICAL
PROVIDERS, HOWEVER, ONLY RARELY AGREE TO DEAL WITH THE MEDICAID PROGRAMS OF
ANY STATE OTHER THAN THEIR OWN, IN LARGE PART BECAUSE EVERY STATE'S MEDICAID
PROGRAM DIFFERS. THE FORMS ARE DIFFERENTs SERVICES COVERED ARE NOT THE SAML;
AND REIMBURSEMENT LEVELS VARY WIDELY, THIS MAKES THE AVAILABILITY OF MEDICAID
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BENEFITS OF DUBIOUS VALUE TO A CHILD WHO HAS A MEDICAID CARD FROM ONE STATE ~
BUT RESIDES IN ANOTHER STATE, EVEN THOUGH THAT CHILD IS LEGALLY ENTITLED TO
SERVICES.

BASED ¢t A JUNE 1984 SURVEY OF THE 50 STATES AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, A
YOTAL of 1,010 T1TLe IV-E ADOPTION ASSISTANCE CHILDREN WERE RESIDING IN A
STATE OTHER THAN THAT WHICH SIGNED THE ACOPTION ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT WITH THE
CHILDREN'S FAMILIES. TIF THESE ADOPTION ASSISTANCE CHIUDREN CAUGHT IN
INTERSTATE SITUATIONS ARE TO RECELVE SERVICES 10 WHICH THEY ARE ENTITLEC
THROUGH MEDICAID, THEY MUST HAVE A WAY TO EASTLY ACCESS THEM. THE AMERICAN
PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION, UNDER CONTRACT WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES, HAS BEEN WORKING WITH STATES TO ASSIST THEM IN ADOPTING
LEGISLATION THAT WOULD ENABLE THEM TO BE PARTY TO THE INTERSTATE COMPACT ON
ADOPTION AND MEDICAID ASSISTANCE, A MAJOR PURPOSE OF THIS COMPACT IS TO
ENSURE THAT CHILDREN RECEIVING ADOPTION ASSISTANCE ARE ELIGIBLE FOR MEDICAID
BENEFITS FROM THE STATE IN WHICH THEY RESIDE, HOWEVER, ENACTING THE CCMPACT
IS A CUMBERSOME, TIME~CONSUMING PROCESS AND AS OF TODAY, ONLY @ STATES HAVE
BEEN ABLE TO ENACT SUCH LEGISLATION.

LIKE TITLE TV-E ADOPTION ASSISTANCE CHILOREN, TITLE IV-E FOSTER CARE CHILOREN
CONFRONT SIMILAR SITUATIONS WITH RECEIVING MEDICAIC BENEFITS WHEN THEY ARE
PLACED IN ANOTHER STATE., THESE FOSTER CARE CHILDREN ARE THOSE WHO ARE PLACED
THROUGH THE INTERSTATE COMPACT ON THE PLACEMENT OF CHILDREN WITH EITHER
PARENTS OR RELATIVES OR WHO ARE MOVING WITH THEIR FOSTER PARENTS TO ANOTHER
STATE, wWITH OVER 25 YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN PROCESSING SUCH PLACEMENTS, STATE
CHILD WELFARE AGENCIES HAVE REPORTED THAT ONE OF THE MAJOR PROBLEMS CHILOREN
ENCOUNTER WHEN PLACED IN ANOTHER STATE IS SECURING NEEDED MEDICAL SERVICES
WITH AN OUT-OF-STATE MEDICAID CARO. THUS, WHILE THESE CHILDREN HAVE AN
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ENTITLEMENT TO MEDICAL SERVICES, IN PRACTICE THEY HAVE CONSIDERABLE DIFFICULTY
IN ACTUALLY GAINING ACCESS TO THEM,

THUS, WE PROPOSE THAT SECTION 473 OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT BE AMENDED SO
THAT TITLE IV-E ADOPTION ASSISTANCE AND FOSTER CARE CHILDREN ARE ELIGIBLE FOR
MEDICAID FROHA THE STATE WHERE THEY RESIDE, REGARDLESS OF WHETHER IT IS THE
STATE WrlCH WAS A PARTY TO THE ADOPTION ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT OR WHETHER IT IS
THE STATE LEGALLY AND FINANCIALLY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CHILD.

PROYIOE MEDICAID COVERAGE FROM THE TIME A CHILD XS PLACED FOR ADOPTION

wE SUPPORT THE PROVISION IN SENATOR MOYNIHAN'S BILL WHICH WOULD PROVIDE
MEDICAID COVERAGE FOR CHILOREN PRIOR TO FINAL ADOPTION.

UNDER CURRENT LAW, A CHILD WHO IS REMOVED FROM A FOSTER CARE SEYTING FOR
PURPOSES OF ADOPTION AND FOR WHOM AN ADOPTION PETITION IS FILED, IS NOT
ELIGIBLE FOR MEDICAID PAYMENTS UNTIL AN INTERLOCUTORY DECREE OR THE FINAL
DECREE OF ADOPTION IS ISSUED, THEREBY BEGINNING ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS.
IN A SURVEY CONDUCTED LAST YEAR, WE FOUND THAT ON AVERAGE CHILOREN WAIT IN
ADOPTIVE PLACEMENTS G MONTHS PRIOR TO FINALIZATION. THE RANGE OF TIME SPANS
FROM AN AVERAGE OF 4 MONTHS IN NEW YORK TO AN AVERAGE OF 18 MONTHS IN SOUTH
CAROLINA. MANY STATES HAVE A MINIMUM LENGTH OF TIME, USUALLY 6 MONTHS, THAT
CHILDREN MUST WAIT IN ADOPTIVE PLACEMENT PRIOR TO ADOPTION FINALIZATION.
DURING THIS LAG TIME THE CHILD IS NOT ELIGIBLE FOR MEDICAID, SINCE P.L. 96-272
REQUIRES THAT AN ACTUAL TITLE IV-E PAYMENT BE THE TRIGGER FOR MEDICAID
ELIGIBILITY PURPOSES. SOME STATES ARE RESORTING TO LICENSING PRE-ADOPTIVE
HOMES AS FOSTER CARE HOMES AND PAYING THE FAMILY AT THE FREQUENTLY MORE COSTLY
FOSTER CARE RATE IN ORDER TO ENSURE THAT MEDICAID COVERAGE CONTINUES.
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THERE ARE, HOWEVER, TWO POTENTIAL PROBLEMS WITH THIS PRROCEOURE. FIRST,
LICENSING HOMES AS FOSTER HOMES AND PAYING THE FOSTER CARE RATE CONFUSES THE
PURPCSE OF PLACEMENT AND CLOUDS THE DEFINITIONS BETWEEN FOSTER CHILOREN,
FOSTER HOME, ADOPTIVE CHILDREN, AND ADOPTIVE HOME. SOME OF THE STATES USING
THIS PROCEDURE DO NOT KNOW HOW MANY CHILDREN THEY HAVE "PLACED"™ FOR ADOPTION
BECAUSE THEY CONSIDER THESE CHILDREN TO 8E IN FOSTER CARE UNTIL ADOPTICN
FINALIZATION, THE SECOND PROBLEN IS THE BURDENSOME ADMINISTRATIVE
REQUIREMENTS ESTABLISHED FOR A SMALL NUMBER OF CHILDREN FOR A SHORT PERIOD
TIME, MANY STATES FEEL WORKER TIME IS TOO PRECIOUS TO PERFORM EXTRA LICENSING
AND ACCOUNTING WORK SIMPLY TO ACCOMMODATE THIS FEDERAL FUNDING BARRIER.
AMENDING P.L. 96-272 TO ALLOW MEDICAID COVERAGE FOR CHILDREN IN ADOPTIVE
PLACEMENTS COULD POTENTIALLY SAVE STATE AND FEDERAL FUNDS BY ALLEVIATING THE
NECESSITY FOR STATES TO TAKE THE STEP OF LICENSING AN ADOPTIVE HOME AS A
FOSTER CARE HOME,

REPEAL THE REQUIREMENT FOR SIX MONTH REOEYERMINATIONS OF FLIGIBILITY FOR TXILE
IV FOSTER CARE

WE SUPPORT THE PROVISION IN SENATOR MOYNTHAN'S BILL THAT WOULD REMOVE THE
REQUIREMENT TC CONDUCT, EVERY SIX MONTHS, REVIEWS OF A CHILD'S CONTINUED
ELIGIBILITY FOR TITLE IV-E FOSTER CARE. THESE RECETERMINATIONS SHOULD BE MADE
ONLY WHEN, ACCORDING TO CRITERIA ESTABLISHED BY EACH STATE, THERE HAS BEEN A
CHANGE AFFECFING ELIGIBILITY, ALTHOUGH STATES DO NOT KEEP PRECISE DATA ON THE
NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO BECOME INELIGIBLE AS A RESULT OF THE 6-MONTH
ELTGIBILITY REDETERMINATION REVIEWS, IN OUR SURVEY LAST YEAR WE FOUND THAT IN
MOST STATES THE NUMBER IS LESS THAN {1 OF THE FOSTER CARE POPULATION, AND
SEVERAL STATES REPORTED THAT NO CHILOREN WERE FOU 'D INELIGIBLE IN THE LAST
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YEAR, FEW CHILDREN ARE FOUND INELIGIBLE DURING THE 6-MONTH ELIGIBILITY
REDETERMINATIONS BECAUSE: 1) INCOME AND OTHER CATEGORICAL FACTORS, INCLUDING
THE DEPRIVATION FACTOR, DO NOT CHANGE MUCH IN FOSTER CARE CASES3 AND 2) WHEN
THERE ARE CHANGES IN A CHILD'S OR FAMILY'S CIRCUMSTANCES, STATES MAKE
ADJUSTMENTS AT THAT TIME, RATHER THAN WAITING UNTIL THE 6-MONTH REVIEW., AS
TEXAS REPORTED, THE MAJORITY OF CHILDREN WHO BECCME INELIGIBLE DO SO AS A
RESULT OF SPECIAL REVIEWS COMPLETED WHEN THE CHILD'S CIRCUMSTANCES CHANCE, NOT
DURING 6-MONTH REVIEWS, SOUTH CAROLINA ALSO EXPLAINED THAT IT DOES NOT WALT
UNTIL THE 6-MONTH REVIEW TO MAKE CHANGES, BUT NONETHELESS GOES THROUGH THE
FORMALITY OF 6~MONTH REVIEWS BECAUSE OF THE CURRENT REQUIREMENT,

ON AVERAGE, STATES ESTIMATE THE COST PER REDETERMINATION AT $50. THUS, STATES
ARE SPENDING., ON AVERAGE, $100 PER YEAR PER CHILD TO CONDUCT TWO 6-MONTH
ELIGIBILITY REDETERMINATION REVIEWS, AND FINDING LESS THAN 1% OF THE CHILDREN
INELIGIBLE. ALTHOUGH THE\SE ESTIMATES ARE VERY ROUGH, ANO THE ODOLLAR AMOUNTS
ARE NOT GREAT, THE RESULTS SIGNIFY THAT 6-MONTH ELIGIBILITY REDETERMINATIONS
ARE NOT AN EFFICIENT USE OF RESOURCES. THE NUMBER OF CHANGES IN INELiGIBIL!TY
STATUS DOES NOT WARRANT THE EXPENDITURE AND TIME NECESSARY TO REVIEW ALL CASES
EVERY 6 MONTHS,

RepeAL THE REQUIREMENT THAY. FOR FACH CHILO'S TXTLE IV-F ELIGIBILXTY. A COURT
MusT DETERMINE THAT REASONABLE FFFORTS WERE MADE 1O PREVENT PLACEMENT

wE URGE DELETION OF THAT PORTION OF SECTION 472(A)(1) WHICH REQUIRES, AS A
CRITERION FOR EACH CHILD'S ELIGIBILITY FOR FEDERAL FINANCIAL PARTICIPATION A
COURT DETERMINATION THAT REASONABLE EFFORTS WERE MADE (PRIOR TO THE PLACEMENT
OF THE CHILD IN FOSTER CARE) TO PREVENT OR ELIMINATE THE NEED FOR REMOVAL OF
THE CHILD FROM HIS HOME, OR TO RETURN THE CHILD HOME.
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OUR PROPOSAL IS NOT INTENDED TO REMOVE THE PREPLACEMENT PREVENTIVE SERVICES
REQUIREMENTS OF P,L, 96-272 OR TO OIMINISH THE ROLE OF THE COURTS IN REVIEWING
ALL ASPECTS OF CASES BROUGHT BEFORE THEM. THIS PORTION OF SECTION 472(a)(1)
REQUIRES ALREADY QVERBURDENED COURT3 TO TAKE ON THE ADDITIONAL TASK OF PASSING
JUDGMENT ON THE REASONABLENESS OF STATE CHILD WELFARE AGENCIES' EFFORTS TO
PROVIDE SERVICES TO EACH CHILD REMOVED FROM HIS HOME,

FAILURE TG OBTAIN SUCH A COURT DETERMINATION EVEN IN THOSE CASES WHERE
SERYICES WERE ACTUALLY PROVIDED, WOULD RENDER IHE CHILD INELIGIBLE FOR THE
FEDERAL FOSTER CARE (T1TLE IV-E) PROGRAM, TN SOME STATES THIS WOULD ALSO
RESULT IN THE CHILD'S LOSS OF MEDICAID BENEFITS, ANOTHER PORTION OF P.L.
96-272, SECTION 471 {A)(15), ALREADY ESTABLISHES, AS A CONDITION OF STATE
TITLE IV-E ELIGIBILITY AFTER OCTOBER i, 1983, THAT E£ACH STATE HAVE IN
OPERATION A PREPLACEMENT PREVENTION AND REUNIFICATION SERVICES PROGRAM WHICH
PROVIDES THESE SERVICES TO EACH CHILD AS MENTIONED ABOVE. IN ORDER TO CARRY
OUT THIS PROVISION, THE FEDERAL REGULATIONS, PUBLISHED MAY 23, 1983, REQUIRED
THAT THE CASE PLAN DOCUMENT, PREPARED FOR EACH CHILD, CONTAIN A "DESCRIPTION
OF THE SERVICES OFFERED AND THE SERVICES PROVIDED TO PREVENT REMOVAL OF THE
CHILD FROM THE HOME AND TO REUNIFY THE FAMILY"

IT IS THE POSITION OF THE NATIGNAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN SERVICE
ADMINISTRATORS THAT COMPLIANCE WITH THE PREPLACEMENT PREVENTION AND
REUNTFICATION SERVICES REQUIREMENT OF P.L. 96-272 IS BEST HANDLED AS A STATE
ELIGIBILITY ISSUE WITH DOCUMENTATION AVAILASLE FOR EACH CHILD, RATHER THAN
THROUGH INCREASED INVOLVEMENT OF THE COURTS AND POTENTIAL LOSS OF TITLE IV-E
ELIGIBILITY TARGETED ON INDIVIDUAL CHILDREN,
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BETAIN TwQ YEAR LIMIT ON STAYE SUBMISSION OF PRIOR YEAR CLAIMS

N .

THE NATIONAL COUNCIL Of STATE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS URGES CONGRESS TO
RETAIN THE TWO YEAR LIMIT ON THE SUBMISSION OF PRIOR YEAR CLAIMS FOR THE TITLE
IV-E PROGRAM. S. 1266 WOULD REDUCE THIS LIMIT TO ONE YEAR. THE TITLE IV-E
PROGRAM AS ENACTED BY P.L, 96-272 IS MUCH MORE COMPLICATED THAN ITS
PREDECESSOR, THE TITLE IV-A YDSTER CARE PROGRAM, THE MORE INVOLVED PROCESS OF
ESTABLISHING ELIGIBILITY FOR TITLE IV-E MAKES IT UNREALISTIC TO RESTRICT
SUBMISSION OF CLAIMS TC EXPENDITURES MADE WITHIN ONE YEAR. IN ADDITION, TITLE
TV-E 1S ADMINISTRATIVELY COMPLICATED BY THE FACT THAT, LIKE MEDICAID A LARGE
NUMBER OF VENDOR PAYMENTS ARE MADE, THE LIMIT ON THE FILING OF STATE CLAIMS
UNDER TITLE IV-E SHOULD BE NO LESS THAN THAT WHICH EXISTS CURRENTLY FOR
MEDICAID OR TITLE IV-A, TWO YEARS.

OpPOSE TMPOSITION OF MANDATED FEDERAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN SERVICE AOMINISTRATORS OPPOSES THE
PROVISION IN SENATOR MOYNIHAN'S BILL THAT WOULD REIMPOSE FEDERAL REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS ON STATES, STATES HAVE SINCE 1981 BEEN WORKING WITH THE AMERICAN
PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION'S VOLUNTARY COOPERATIVE INFORMATION SysTeM (VCIS)
AND HAVE VOLUNTARILY BEEN SUBMITTING INFORMATION THROUGH THIS SYSTEM, WE
BELIEVE THIS HAS BEEN A SUCCESSFUL APPROACH TO MEETING FEDERAL INFORMATION
NEEDS ON AN ONGOING BASIS.

IN ADDITION, THE AMERICAN PUBLIC wELFARE ASSOCIATION HAS RECENTLY BEEN AWARDED
A GRANT THROUGH VCIS, TO COLLECT AND ANALYZE DATA FOR A FEDERAL ADOPTION AND
FOSTER CARE DATA-GATHERING AND ANALYSIS SYSTEM IN COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 203
(BY(1) OF THE CHILD ABUSE AMENDMENT OF 1984 (PL 98-457). WE DO AGREE THERE
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MAY BE SOME ITEMS OF I.NFORHATION CONGRESS DESIRES THAT ARE NOT AVAILABLE
THROUGH THIS MECHANISM, BUT WE BELIEVE SUCH UNANSWERED QUESTIONS CAN BEST BE
DEALT WITH BY INSTRUCTING THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES TO
CONDUCT SPECIAL STUDIES.

THE REIMPOSITION OF MANDATED FEDERAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS WITH STANDARDIZED
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS WOULD WRECK HAVOC ON EXISTING STATE CHILD WELFARE
INFORMATION SYSTEMS, EACH STATE HAS DEVELOPED ITS SYSTEM FIRST AND FOREMOST
TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THE CHILOREN WITHIN THAT STATE, SYSTEMS ARE SET UP USING
DEFINITIONS AND CONTAINING DATA ITEMS THAT ARE BASED UPON STATE STATUTES,
STATE PRACTICE, STATE PROGRAMS, AND STATE-DETERMINED NEEDS FOR INFORMATION.
MANDATING THAT ALL STATES REVISE THEIR SYSTEMS TO MEET NATIONALLY ESTABLISHED
DEFINITIONS AND NATIONALLY DETERMINED NEEDS FOR INFORMATION WOULOD BE
EXTRAORDINARILY EXPENSIVE AND IN THE LONG RUN OF QUESTIONABLE VALUE. WE URGE
YOU TO REJECT THIS PROPOSAL,

IF CONGRESS DECIDES TO REIﬁPOSE FEDERAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS, STATES SHOULD
NOT BE PUT IN THE POSITION OF USING LIMITED CHILD WELFARE FUNDS FOR THE COSTS
OF MODIFYING STATE SYSTEMS TO MEET THESE REQUIREMENTS, IF CONGRESS REIMPOSES
FEDERAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS, THEN FUNDS SHOULD BE MADE AVAILABLE ON A 9(-10
FEDERAL-STATE MATCH RATE BASIS F()R THE COSTS OF THE HARDWARE AND SOF TWARE
NECESSARY TO AUTOMATE THEIR SYSTEMS OR REVISE THEIR ALREADY AUTOMATED SYSTEMS
TO MEET THESE NEW REQUIREMENTS.

ADITIONAL TNONTIVES

P.L. 96-272 HAS WORKED TOWARD RESOLVING MANY OF THE PROBLEMS THAT WERE
IDENTIFIED CVER 5 YEARS AGO WITH THE PUBLIC CHILD -WELFARE AND FOSTER CARE
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SYSTEMS. AS THE IMPROVEMENTS HAVE BEEN MADE (I.E., REDUCTION IN FOSTER CARE
"DRIFT", STRUCTURED REVIEW SYSTEMS), HOWEVER, ADDITIONAL PROBLEMS HAVE
APPEARED. THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS BELIEVES
IT IS NOW NECESSARY TO LOOK AT THE STATE OF THE FOSTER CARE SYSTEM TODAY AND
TO IDENTIFY THOSE AREAS WHERE INCREASED FEDERAL INCENTIVES FOR KEFORM COULD BE

MOST BEINEFICIAL,

STATES ARE NO LONGER SEEING SO MANY YOUNG CHILDREN COME INTO CARE AND STAY FOR
YEARS IN MULTIPLE FOSTER HOMES. WwHAT STATES NOW SEE IS A DECREASE IN THE
TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILOREN IN CARE AT ANY ONE TIME BUT AN INCREASE IN THE NUMBER
OF CHILOREN ENTERING CARE (I.t., AN INCREASE IN THE TURNOVER OF CHILDREN IN
FOSTER CARE),

THERE IS ALSO A VARIETY OF "New" PROBLEMS FACING CHILD WELFARE ADMINISTRATORS
TODAY, IN VIRTUALLY ALL STATES, REPORTS OF CHILD PHYSICAL AND SEXUAL ABUSE
ARE ON THE UPSWING, RESULTING IN INCREASES IN THE NUMBERS OF CHILOREN COMING
INTO CARE. THESE VICTIMS OF PHYSICAL AND SEXUAL ABUSE ARE PRESENTING NEW
CHALLENGES TO THE CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM, 1IN ADDITION, STATES ARE ALSO FINDING
THAT MANY OF THE CHILDREN COMING INTO CARE ARE OLDER CHILDREN WHO WERE OFTEN
UNIDENTIFIED VICTIMS Of CHILD ABUSE OR SEXUAL ABUSE WHEN YOUNGER, THESE
CHI! YREN NOW MANIFEST SERIOUS BEHAVIOUR DISORDERS AND CANNOT BE SERVED IN
THEIR OWN HOMES, OTHER CHILCREN IN CARE INCLUDE OLDER CHILDREN WHO KAVE BEEN
IN CARE FOR YEARS WHO NOW HAVE FEW PROSPECTS FOR REUNIFICATION WiTH THEIR
FAMILIFS OR FOR ADOPTION WITH A NEW FAMILY. ALSO WHILE STATES ARE FINDING
MORE AND MORE HOMES FOR SPECIAL NEEDS CHILDREN, ADOPTION DISRUPTION RATES ARE
INCREASING, wWHILE OISRUPTION HAS BECOME ACCEPTED AS A REALITY OF SPECIAL
NEEDS ADOPTIONS, WE NEED TO BE ABLE TO DO MORE TO HELP THESE FAMILIES COPE,
FINALLY, CASEWORKERS ARE SO OVERBURDENED WITH ADMINISTRATIVE PAPERWORK, MUCH
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OF WHICH IS REQUIRED TO DOCUMENT COMPLIANCE WITH P.L. 96-272, THAT PRECIOUS
TIME IS BEING TAKEN AWAY FROM WORKING DIRECTLY WITH FAMILIES AND CHILDREN.

THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS BELIEVES THAT ANY
NEW FEDERAL INCENTIVE SYSTEM SHOULD ASSIST STATES IN BETTER ACHIEVING
SOLUTIONS TO THESE PROBLEMS, wWE HAVE IDENTIFIED THREE EQUALLY IMPORTANT
CBJECTIVES OF ANY NEW FEDERAL FOSTER CARE REDUCTION INCENTIVES., THEY SHOULD
BE DESIGNED TO: (1) REDUCE THE RATE OF ENTRY INTO CAREs (2) STRENGTHEN
REUNIFICATION SERVICES; AND (3) SHORTEN THE LENGTH OF STAY IN FOSTER CARE
THROUGH ALTERNATIVE PERMANENT ARRANGEMENTS FOR THOSE UNABLE TO RETURN HOME,
EACH OF THLSE OBJECTIVES IS AIMED AT A DIFFERENT TARGET GROUP OF CHILDREN AND
REQUIRES FLEXIBLE STRATEGIES AND APPROACHES FOR SUCCESS.

MINOR SYSTEM Cr. .NGES, SUCH AS THE $3,000 BONUS PAYMENT PROPOSED IN S. 1266,
WILL NOT ASSIST STATES IN BETTER MEETING THE VARIED NEEDS OF THE CHILDREN AND
FAMILIES WHO COME INTO CONTACY WITH THE CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM TODAY, wHAT IS
NEEDED ARE MAJOR SYSTEM CHANGES. TOWARD THIS END, THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
STATE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS MAKES THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATIONS.

MooifFy TaTLe IV-E To MAE 1T MORE FLEXIBLE

TO ENABLE STATES TO BE MORE RESPONSIVE TO THE CHANGING NEEDS OF CHILOREN AND
THEIR FAMILIES AND YO THE CHANGING COMPOSITION OF THE FOSTER CARE POPULATION
WITHIN THEIR JURISDICTION THERE SHOULDO BE MORE FLEXIBILITY IN THE USE OF
FEDERAL FOSTER CARE FUNDS. P.L. %'572 WAS DRAFTED TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THE
FOSTER CARE SYSTEM AT THE TIME THE LAW WAS ENACTED, THE NEEDS OF THAT SYSTEM
HAVE CHANGED SOME AND CAN BE EXPECTED TO CHANGE EVEN MORE IN FUTURE YEARS.,
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LET ME GIVE YOU AS AN EXAMPLE OF WOW THE LAW COULD BE MADE MORE FLEXIBLE.
P.L. 96-272 HAS AS MAJOR GOALS PREVENTING PLACEMENT AND RETURNING CHILOREN
RAPIDLY TO THEIR OWN HOMES. YET FEDERAL INTERPRETATION OF THE LAW HAS PLACED
STRICT PROHIBITIONS AGAINST THE USE OF TITLE IV-E FOSTER CARE FUNDS FOR THE
VERY SERVICES NECESSARY TO SUPPORT CHILDREN IN THEIR OWN HOMES OR TO ENSURE
CHILDREN A SAFE RETURN HOME. STATES SHOULO BE ALLOWED TO UTILIZE TITLE IV-E
FUNDS FOR NOT ONLY THE ADMINISTRATIVE AND MAINTENANCE COSTS Of KEEPING
CHILOREN IN CARE BUT ALSG THOSE DIRECTLY RELATED COSTS OF KEEPING CHILDREN OUT
OF CARE, STATES SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO CREATE FLEXIBLE PROGRAMS OF SERVICES FOR
CHILDREN., WE HAVE THE ABILITY TO IDENTIFY WHAT WORKS: WE SHOULD HAVE THE
EQUAL ABILITY TO FUND WHAT WORKS.

\

MODIFY AND EXPAND CURRENT TITLE JV-f RFIMBURSEMENT POLICIES

TITLE IV-E FOSTER CARE REIMBURSEMENT POLICIES SHOULD BE MODIFIED AND EXPANDED
TO ENABLE STATES TO MEET THE VARIED NEEDS OF CHILDREN IN FOSTER CARE TODAY.
FOR EXAMPLE, OLDER CHILDREN IN MANY CASES ARE NOT CANDIDATES FOR REUNIFICATION
OR ADOPTION BUT RATHER NEED PREPARATION FOR INDEPENDENT LIVING AND ULTIMATELY
EMANCIPATION. wWE STRONGLY SUPPORT THE PROVISION IN SENATOR MOYNIHAN'S BILL
WHICH PROVIDES FOR A TRANSITIONAL INDEPENDENT LIVING PROGRAM FOR OLDER FOSTER
CHILDREN., STATES OUGHT TO BE ABLE TO USE TITLE IV-E FOSTER CARE FUNDS FOR
INDEPENDENT LIVING AND EMANCIPATION PROGRAMS. STATES MIGHT ALSO WANT TO USE
TiTLe IV-E FOSTER CARE FUNDS FOR DIRECT PAYMENTS TO CHILOREN IN SUPERVISED
INDEPENDENT LIVING ARRANGEMENTS, WE NEED THE FLEXIBILITY TO BE ABLE TO SEEK
REIMBURSEMENT FOR SPECIALIZED PROGRAMS WHICH MIGHT NOT FALL UNDER THE CURRENT
DEFINITION OF ALLOWABLE EXPENDITURES BUT WHICH ARE NECESSARY TO PROVIDE THE
SUPPORT FOSTER CHILDREN NEED,
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ExPAND TITLE IV-F ADMINISTRATIVE REIMBURSEMENT POLICY To MAKE X1 MORE
EQUITABLE BY COVERING IHE COSTS OF SERVING NON-TXTLE IV-F ELIGIBLE CHILDREN

P.L. 96-272 REQUIRES A STATE TO EXTEND THE FROTECTIONS OF THE LAW TO ALL OF
THE CHILDREN IN THE CUSTODY OR UNDER THE CARE OF THE STATE. HOWEVER, FEDERAL
TITLE IV-E FUNDS COVER ONLY THE ADMINISTRATIVE AND MAINTENANCE COSTS OF
CHILDREN WHO BY VIRTUE OF FAMILY INCOME ARE DETERMINED TO BE ELIGIBLE., STATES
SHOULD BE ABLE TO SEEK REIMBURSEMENT AT THE 50-50 FEDERAL MATCH RATE FOR THE
ADMINESTRATIVE COSTS OF ALL OF THE CHILDREN IN FOSTER CARE (MAINTENANCE COSTS
WOULD STILL BE RESTRICTED TO THOSE CURRENTLY DEFINED AS TITLE IV-E ELIGIBLE).
THIS WOULD BE MORE EQUITABLE AND WOULD ENABLE STATES TO BETTER MEET THE NEEOS
OF ALL CHILDREN IN CARE. )

EXPAND TITLE TY-F ADQPTION ASSISTANCE YO ALL SPECIAL NEEDS CHILDREN IN THE
CARE AND CUSTODY OF THE STATE

wE PROPOSE THAT ELIGIBILITY fFOR THE TITLE IV-E ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM BE
EXTENDED TO INCLUDE ALL SPECIAL NEEDS CHILCREN IN THE CARE AND CUSTODY OF THE
STATE, THESE CHILDREN SHOULD ALSO BE ELIGIBLE FOR MEDICAID COVERAGE., WHEN A
SPECIAL NEEDS CHILD IS READY FOR ADOPTION THE AVAILABILITY OF A SUBSIDY SHOULD
NOT BE DEPENDENT UPON WHETHER THAT cana"i_ggz‘muv WAS ELIGIBLE FOR AFOC,
WE SUPPORT THE PROVISION IN SENATOR MOYNIHAN'S BILL THAT WOULD EXTEND MEDICAID
COVERAGE FOR ALL SPECIAL NEEDS CHILDREN IN SUBSIDIZED ADOPTION AND BELIEVE
THAT TITLE IV-E ADOPTION ASSISTANCE SHOULD BE AVAILABLE AS WELL,
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ExpAND TITLE TV-E ADOPTION ASSISTAMCE TQ COVER THE COSTS OF ADOPTION
COUNSELING SERVICES

wE SUPPORT THE PROVISION IN SENATOR MOYNIHAN'S BILL THAT WOULD EXPAND TITLE
IV-E TO COVER POST~ADOPTIVE CCUNSELING SERVICES., HOWEVER, WE PROPOSE THAT
TITLE IV-E ADOPTION ASSISTANCE BE EXPANDED TO INCLUDE THE COSTS ASSOCIATED
WITH PROVIDING BOTH PRE-AND POST-ADOPTIVE COUNSELING SERVICES FOR SPECIAL
NEEDS CHILDREN. THESE ADDITIONAL RESOURCES ARE NEEOED TO ENABLE STATES TO
BETTER WORK WITH FAMILIES AND SPECIAL NEEDS CHILDREN BEFORE AND AFTER THE
CHILD IS PLACED FOR ADOPTION, GIVEN THE HIGHER DISRUPTION RATES NOW BEING
EXPERIENCED, THERE IS A CLEAR NEED FOR SUPPORTIVE SERVICES FOR FAMILIES
ADOPTING SPECIAL NEEDS CHILOREN.
MrR. CHAIRMAN, THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE TODAY AND YO PRESENT THE VIEWS OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE
" HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS, WE STAND READY TO ASSIST YOU AND THIS COMMITTEE
IN ANY WAY WE CAN AS YOU MOVE FORWARD IN REVISING THIS VITAL LAW FOR CHILDREN
AND THEIR FAMILIES,

e [ 11 e
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Se;nator ARMSTRONG. Mr. Brettschneider.

STATEMENT OF ERIC BRETTSCHNEIDER, DEPUTY ADMINISTRA-
TOR, SPECIAL SERVICES FOR CHILDREN, HUMAN RESOURCES
ADMINISTRATION, NEW YORK, NY

Mr. BRETTSCHNEIDER. Good afternoon. My name is Eric Brett-
schneider. Since February 13, 1985, I've been deputy administrator
of special services for children [SSC] the New York City Human
Resources Administration. SSC is responsible for New York’s $399
million child welfare program. For the last 15 years, I have worked
in the field of child welfare. I've worked with a sense of concern
and a sense of advocacy. I've been an advocate and now I'm an ad-
ministrator. Being an advocate was easier.

The first thing I want to do on behalf of the 20,000 children in
New York City's preventive services programs, 17,000 children in
our foster care programs, and the 9,000 children currently receiv-
ing adoption assistance is to thank you, Senator Armstrong and
Senator Moynihan, for Public Law 96-272. it has been a major sup-
port in making the human services arsenal for families in trouble
in New York City more comprehensive, more rational, and more
humane. Thank you for your continued willingness to review and
refine that law.

I believe the dramatic decline in the New York City foster care
population and in the length of stay in care do resull, in great
measure from our success in implementing both Public Law 96-272
and New York State’s own Child Welfare Reform Act of 1979. New
York City’s foster care population declined 17 percent since 1981
from 20,300 children to 16,800 children. We in New York City took
Public Law 96-272 seriously.

We also take seriously new need and initiatives, and that’s wh
we are so grateful to be able to draw attention to Senator Moyni-
han’s proposal to focus on independent living programs. In the
1970’s, I ran a program in Queens County, which has been men-
tioned twice today at these hearings. That program was one of the
prototypes for preventive services for families and children to see if
providing services to families before a crisis erupts could help to
avoid unnecessary foster care. Just as that made sense then in
fiscal and, more importantly human terms, it makes sense now to
take a look at the 5,000 children in New York City’s foster care
system for whom adoption is not the goal, for whom return home is
not the goal, but for whom independent living is the goal, an ac-
cepted goal, a supervised goal, a rational goal.

nator Moynihan’s provisions would open up a new front in the
struggle to help families. including the provision to extend finan-
cial eligibility to foster care children of ages 19-21. The cost of ig-
noring this population, as well as other children with a goal of in-
dependent living, is too often adult dependency, homelessness, or a
good deal worse.

We appreciate your leadership here.

And now I have the chance for the first time in a long time to
talk about a group of foster care professionals who are in many
ways the cornerstone of the system. That there was a job that I
once had in serving children in foster care that made me think
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about the unreasonable expectations we sometimes have of each
other. And I want to emphasize here the fact that we have foster
care parents and child care workers in the system who we expect
to be nutritionists, teachers, parents, recreation workers, cooks,
maintenance men and women, homemakers, therapists, hobbyists.
We expect them to be everything for children, very often children
who are aggressive or who are difficult, who have learned to pro-
voke negative behavior through years of being ignored.

These child care workers are our front line in the system. I won’t
discuss how much we pay them. I won't discuss in great detail the
fact that they work from 7 a.m. very often until 11 p.m., and some-
times have to stay through the night when their replacement
doesn’t show up. It is a rough job and it’s true throughout the
country. We are not professionalized in this field, and that’s why
training in this area is so critical. We support that training, and
the increased training offered in Senator Moynihan’s proposed
amendment.

It's also why | want to add that it’s important to enrich our
foster care services for the most aggressive children in our system
who often become hot potatoes, passed from one program to the
other, none of which are equipped to deal with the most aggressive,
provocative kids in the system—the older children—for whom we
need so to strengthen services so these youngsters are not lost to
the mental health or juvenile justice systems.

Finally, just a general word on caps and bonuses. There is a wild
card in the foster care system, and that is the 12-percent increase
in New York City alone in child abuse and neglect reports. The
growth in reports may have an effect on our ability to the admin-
istration’s proposed amendment to change the base year for calcu-
lating a State’s share of a foster care expenditures cap would
create a great deal of difficulty and would provide a disincentive
for the efforts we’ve made in New York City to improve our serv-
ices to children and families.

Thank you.

[The prepared written statement of Mr. Brettschneider follows:]
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I AM ERIC BRETTSCHNEIDER, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR OF SPECIAL SERVICES FOR CHILDREN
(SSC) OF THE HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK. I WOULD

LIKE TO THANK SENATOR ARMSTRONG AND THE MEMBERS OF THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
PFOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY ON ISSUES SURROUNDING FEDERAL [EGISLATION UNDER

TITLES IV-B AND IV-E OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.

SSC ADMINISTERS THE FOSTER CARE, ADOPTION ASSISTANCE, AND CHILD WELFARE

SERVICE PROGRAMS IN NEW YORK CITY. WE OPERATE A LARGE PROGRAM: OUR PROJECTED
BUDGET FOR CITY FISCAL YEAR 1986 IS $399.4 MILLION. WE CURRENTLY SERVE OVER
20,000 CHILDREN IN OUR PREVENTIVE SERVICE PROGRAMS EITHER THROUGH CONTRACTS
WITH VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY BASED AGENCIES, OR THROUGH DIRECT SERVICE. WE PROVIDE
FOSTER CARE SERVICES TO NEARLY 17,000 CHILDREN AND NEARLY 9000 ADOPTED CHILDREN

IN THE CITY ARE CURRENTLY RECEIVING ADOPTION ASSSISTANCE.

1 CANNOT STRESS ENOUGH THE IMPORTANCE OF FEDERAL SUPPORT UNDER TITLE IV-E AND
1v-B POR OUR QONTINUED EFFORTS TO PROVIDE SERVICES TO CHILDREN IN NEW YORK
CITY. THE ADOPTION ASSISTANCE AND CHILD WELFARE ACT OF 1980, P.L. 96~272,
EMBODIES ONE OF THIS QOUNTRY'S MOST SUCCESSFUL S.)CIAL PROGRAMS "‘FOR CHILDREN.
THE ACT IS A COMPREHENSIVE PIECE OF LEGISLATION THAT WAS ENACTED AFTER MUCH

THOUGHT AND DEBATE.
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WE THEREFORE CLEARLY SUPPORT EFFORTS TO STRENGTHEN THE ACT AND EXTEND ITS
EXPIRING PROVISIONS SO THAT WE MAY CONTINUE THE IMPORTANT WORK WITH
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES THAT CONGPESS ENVISIONS: A SYSTEMATIC CHILD WELFARE
PROGRAM OONTAINING A FULL RANGE OF SERVICES TAILORED TO MEET THE INDIVIDUAL
NEEDS OF VULNERABLE CHILDREN AND THEIR FAMILIES. BY THE SAME TOKEN WE ARE

OPPOSED TO EFFORTS THAT WOULD PLACE ARBITRARY FUNDING CEILINGS ON FOSTER CARE

SERVICES AND FURTHER REDUCE THE MONEY AVAILABLE FOR PREVENTIVE AND FAMILY
REUNIFICATION SERVICES. WHEN P.L.96-272 WAS ENACTED, OONGRESS STRUCTURED
INCREASES IN THE TITLE IV-B CHILD WELFARE SERVICE PROGRAM AND LEGISLATED
INCREASES IN THE TITLE XX SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT TO ENABLE STATES AND
LOCALITIES TO DIPLB;‘!BNT THE NEW PROTECTIONS, PROCEDURES AND REQJIWENPS.
INSTEAD, TITLE XX WAS CUT BY $700 MILLION IN FY 1981 AND FEDERAL RESOURCES IN
TITLE IV-B CHILD WELFARE SERVICES PROGRAM HAVE BEEN CONSTRAINED.

HOWEVER, BEFORE DISCUSSING THE CURRENT LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS, LET ME GIVE YOU
SOME BACKGROUND ON OUR OWN NEW YORK CITY PROGRAMS AND ON THE NATURE OF THE

POPULATION THAT WE SERVE.

NEW YORK STATE WAS ONE OF THE FIRST STATES TO IMPLEMENT P.L. 96-272, AND, IN
1979 PASSED ITS OWN CHILD WELFARE REFORM ACT WHICH CONTAINS MANY PROVISIONS

SIMILIAR TO THE FEDERAL LAW.
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SSC HAS ACHIEVED A CONTINUAL DECLINE IN THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN POSTER CARE.
WE ATTRIBUTE THIS DECLINE TO OUR SUCCESS IN IMPLEMENTING THE FEDERAL AND STATE
LAWS THROUGH OUR EFFORTS TO KEEP FAMILIES TOGETHER, PREVENT UNNECESSARY POSTER
CARE PLACEMENT AND MOVE CHILDREN INTO PERMANENT FAMILY SITUATIONS IN A TIMELY
MANNER., THE NUMBER OF (}!‘ILD?EN IN FOSTER CARE HAS DECLINED 17 PERCENT SINCE
1981, FROM 20,300 TO 16,‘8w AND THE MEDIAN LENGTH OF STAY IN POSTER CARE HAS

DROPPED TO TWO YEARS.

OUR PREVENTIVE SERVICES PROGRAMS ARE DESIGNED TO PROVIDE FAMILIES WITH
SERVICES WHICH HELP KEEP CHILDREN OUT OF FOSTER CARE OR, IF THEY HAVE BEEN
PLACED, HELP TO ACCELERATE THEIR RETURN HOME, INCLUDING ODUNSELING, PARENT
TRAINING, DAY CARE, ADVOCACY, HOMEMAKER SERVICES AND OTHER SUPPORT .

IN 1984 WE QONTRACTED WITH 79 VOLUNTARY, NON PROFIT PROGRAMS TO PROVIDE THIS
BROAD ARRAY OF SERVICES, AND IN 1985 WE EXPANDED, UNDER A NEW INITIATIVE, OUR
SERVICE PROVIDERS TO 116 PROGRAMS. THIS INITIATIVE IS SPECIFICALLY DIRECTED
AT FAMILIES AT THREE ENTRY POINTS INTO THE FOSTER CARE SYSTEM:

o QASES ARISING FROM REPORTS OF CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT WHICH DO NOT

RBQUIRE INVOLUNTARY REMOVAL OF THE CHILD FROM THE HOME:

©  FAMILIES WHO VOLUNTARILY WANT TO PLACE THEIR CHILDREN IN FOSTER CARE;
AND ’

o CQHILDREN REFERRED BY FAMILY COURT AS THE RESULT OF A PINS (PERSONS IN
NEED OF SUPERVISION) PETITION.

-3 -
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SSC'S DIRECT FOSTER CARE PROGRAMS AND THE 60 VOLUNTARY NON-PROFIT AGENCIES THAT
WE CONTRACT WITH DEVELOP A OOMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR FACH CHILD IN FOSTER CARE TO
ACHIEVE PERMANENCY GDALS FOR THESE CHILDREN, INCLUDING REUNIFICATION OF THE
FAMILY, ADOPTION AND INDEPENDENT LIVING. AS A RESULT OF THIS, WE HAVE ALSO
SEEN AN INCREASE IN FINALIZED ADOPTIONS. IN OUR CITY FISCAL YEAR 1984 WE
FINALIZED 1,600 ADOPTIONS, 19 PERCENT MORE THAN IN 1983, DESPITE A LOWER FOSTER

CARE CASELOAD AND FEWER CHILDREN WITH ADOPTION AS A GOAL.

INDEED, THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN WITH A GOAL OF ADOPTION HAS BEEN DECREASING
SINCE JUNE 1983, BY 16 PERCENT, FROM 4,723 CHILDREN TO 3,973 CHILDREN IN JUNE
1984, W ANTICIPATE THAT IT WILL CONTIMUE TO DECLINE OVER THE NEXT SEVERAL

YEARS DUE TO MORE (HILDREN BEING REUNITED WITH THEIR FAMILIES.

ADOPTION, AS A POSSIBLE PERMANENCY SERVICE GOAL, IS THE MOST DIFFICULT GOAL TO
ACHIEVE BECAUSE IT REQUIRES TERMINATION OF PARENTAL RIGHTS, OFTEN A VERY
EMOTIONALLY-CHARGED, TIME~OCONSUMING PROCESS. HISTORICALLY, JUDGES HAVE BEEN
RELUCTANT TO TERMINATE PARENTAL RIGHTS WHEN ANY HOPE FOR FAMILY REUNIFPICATION
REMAINS. WITH THE PROVISION OF INTENSIVE SERVICES A FAMILY IS EITHER REUNITED

OR THE REALIZATION THAT REUNIFICATION IS NOT FEASIBLE BECOMES CLEAR CUT TO THE
COURT .

-4 =
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OUR CURRENT ADOPTION PROCESS INCLUDES PROCEDURES FOR IDENTIFYING CHILDREN FOR
WHOM ADOPTION IS APPROPRIATE; FACILITATING THE CHILD'S AVAILABILITY BY
OBTAINING A VOLUNTARY SURRENDER OR BY INSTITUTING LEGAL PROCEEDINGS TO
TERMINATE PARENTAL RIGHTS: RECRUITING ADOPTIVE FAMILIES; COMPLETING HOME
STUDIES; FINALIZING THE LEGAL ADOPTIVE PROCESS; AND PROVIDING POST-ADOPTIVE
SERVICES TO FAMILY AND CHILD. THIS PROCESS IS A MULTI-STAGE SOCIAL WORK/LEGAL
PROCESS INVOLVING THE NATURAL PARENT(S) THE ADOPTING PARENT(S) THE CHILD(REN)

AND TYPICALLY, SEVERAL AGENCIES.

SSC WILL INTENSIFY ITS EFFORT3 TO REDUCE THE AVERAGE TIME IT TAKES TO

FINALIZE THE ADOPTION PROCESS AFTER SETTING ADOPTION AS A GOAL AND UPON
IMPROVING REX.‘RUIT\HM EFFORTS FOR HARD-TO-PLACE (HILDREN. OUR RECORD 1IN
CALENDAR YEAR 1985 TO DATE REGARDING THE AVERAGE LENGTH OF' TIME BETWEEN SETTING

THE GOAL OF ADOPTION AND FINALIZING THE ADOPTION IS 2.6 YEARS.

ONLY 331 OF THE 2,200 YOUNGSTERS IN FOSTER CARE FREED FOR ADOPTION HAD NO
ADOPTIVE HOME IDENTIFIED FOR THEM. FOR THESE CHILDREN, WE WILL CONTINUE OUR
EFFORTS TO FOCUS ON RECRUITING ADOPTIVE HOMES FOR ADOLESCENTS AND THOSE

CHILDREN WITH PHYSICAL AND EMOTIONAL HANDICAPS.

DESPITE OUR EVIDENT SUCCESSES IN THIS AREA, WE HAVE SEEN A CHANGE IN THE
NATURE OF OUR FOSTER CARE POPULATION WHICH, IN OUR OPINION, HAS IMPLICATIONS

FOR POLICY MAKERS.
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OVER THE PAST FOUR YEARS, memmxmwmnmngmuwm 2
TO 5 YEARS AND 16 YFARS OC AGE AND OVER HAS INCREASED, WHILE THE PROPORTION

OF CHILDREN BETWEEN THE AGES OF 6 AND 16 HAS STEADILY DECREASED. (HILDREN 2 '10'
5 YEARS OF AGE ARE NOT IN CARE FOR LONG PERIODS OF TIME ON THE AVERAGE AND
THESE YOUNG CHILDREN ARE USUALLY DISCHARGED TO THEIR FAMILIES OR ADOPTED. N
THE OTHER HAND, CHILDREN IN THE OLDER AGE GROUP HAVE BEEN IN POSTER CARE FOR
LONG PERIODS OF TIME, TEND TO HAVE MORE SERIOUS PROBLEMS, AND REQUIRE EXTENSIVE

SERVICES IF THEY ARE EXPECTED TO EBE DISCHARGED TO THEIR OWN RESPONSIBILITY.

THIS SHIFT IN THE POPULATION IS THE RESULT OF OUR SUCCESS IN IMPLEMENTING THE
FEDERAL LAW TO DATE, INCLUDING OUR IMPLEMENTATION OF ALL OF THE SECTION 427
REQUIREMENTS AND THE STATE'S ABILITY TO TRANSFER LNLSED IV-E MONEY INTO OUR
SERVICE PROGRAMS. THIS ASSISTS THE CITY AND STATE IN FUNDING THE MANDATED

PREVENTIVE AND REUNIFICATION SERVICES PROGRAMS.

HOWEVER, NOW IS THE TIME FOR SERIOUS THOUGHT TO BE GIVEN ON THE FEDERAL LEVEL
TO STRENGTHENING THESE PROGRAMS AND MOVING FORWARD TO ADDRESS NEW STRATEGIES TO
DEAL WITH THIS CHANGING POPULATION. BY THE SAME TOKEN, NOW IS NOT THE TIME TO

HALT OR HINDER CHILD WELFARE REFORM AS THE ADMINISTRATION BILL WOULD DO.

WE ARE, THEREFORE, PLEASED THAT SEN. MOYNIHAN HAS DEVELOPED A BILL WHICH
RECOGNIZES THE EMERGING ISSUES IN CHILD WELFARE TODAY AND TAKES A MAJOR STEP

FORWARD IN ADDRESSING THESE ISSUES.

-
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WE HAVE B8EEN PARTICULARLY CONCERNED WITH THE "AGING-OUT" PHENOMENON, WHERE
CHILDREN AGES 18 TO 21 ARE BEING RELEASED WITHOUT ADEQUATE PREPARATION FOR
INDEPENDENT LIVING. AS OF 1984, THE PERMANENCY QDAL FOR OVER 5,000 OF THE
YOUNGSTERS IN CARE WAS DISCHARGE TO THEIR OWN RESPONSIBILITY. WE HAVE BEEN
HWORKING TO DEVELOP PROGRAMS FOR THIS POPULATION, INCLUDING A PILOT SUPERVISED
INDEPENDENT LIVING PROGRAM, WHERE A GROUP OF CHILDREN LIVE IN AN APARTMENT

UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF AN AGENCY QDUNSELOR.

THE MOYNIHAN BILL WOULD PROVIDE A DIRECT RESPONSE TO THE UNMET NEEDS OF THE
OLDER CGHILD IN FOSTER CARE BY PROVIDING FOR TRANSITIONAL INDEPENDENT LIVING
PROGRAMS. WE ALL HAVE A RESPONSIBILITY TO THESE YOUTH AND WE ARE SHORT
CHANGING THEM IF WE ALLOW THEM TO BE DISCHARGED FROM FOUSTER CARE WITHOUT THE
PROPER PREPARATION TO DEAL WITH THE REAL WORLD. IF WE DON'T PROVIDE ADBQUATE
CARE AND SERVICES TO THESE YOUTH UNDER THE FOSTER CARE PROGRAM NOW, SOCIETY MAY
END UP PAYING FOR THEIR SUPPORT THROUGH HOMELESS PROGRAMS OR EVEN WORSE,

THROUCH ‘THE PENAL SYSTEM.

EXTENDING FEDERAL FOSTER CARE FUNDING MAINTENANCE PAYMENTS TO YOUNGSTERS
BETWEEN 19 AND 21 WHO ARE IN SECONDARY SCHOOL OR TRAINING PROGRAMS IS NOT ONLY
SOUND POLICY BUT IN THE LONG RUN FISCALLY RESPONSIBLE. WHEN P.L. 96-272 WAS
ORIGINALLY PASSED, THESE CHILDREN WERE ENTITLED TO FEDERAL FOSTER CARE
SERVICES. TIT WAS ONLY WITH THE OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1981

(OBRA), THAT THEIR ELIGIBILITY FOR BOTH AFDC AND FOSTER CARE WAS

-7 -
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TERMINATED. WE HAVE ALWAYS CONSIDERED THAT CHANGE IN THE FEDERAL LAW TO HAVE
BEEN ENTIRELY INAPPROPRIATE AND SHORTSIGHTED. WE THEREFORE EXTENDED STATE AND
LOCAL ASSISTANCE TO THESE CHILDREN. C(URRENTLY WE HAVE 276 CHILDREN IN THIS
CATEGORY BEING SUPPORTED ENTIRELY WITH STATE AND LOCAL FUNDS, AND WF CLEARLY

BELIEVE THAT THE AGE 19 CUT OFF POINT DOES NOT PROVIDE SUFFICIENT TIME FOR THEM
TO COMPLETE THEIR SCHOOLING/TRAINING.

WE ALSO STRONGLY SUPPORT THE PROVISIONS FOR TRAINING OF FOSTER PARENTS AND
CHILD CARE STAFF PROPOSED IN THE MOYNIHAN BILL. TRAINING OF CHILD WELFARE
PROFESSIONALS IS A VERY IMPORTANT AND NECESSARY TOOL FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF
CQOMPETENT STAFF TO MEET THE NEEDS OF THE CHILDREN AND FAMILIES THEY SERVE.
PRIOR TO OBRA, $75 MILLION IN TITLE XX TRAINING FUNDS WAS PROVIDED TO STATES IN

ORDER T DEVELOP A COMPETENT CHILD CARE STAFF TO PROVIDE SUCH SERVICES.

THE ROLE OF A FOSTER CARE CHILD CARE WORKER IS A MULTIFACETED ONE: LAY
PSYCHOANALYST, COMMUNITY ORGANIZER, NUTRITIONIST, REMEDIAL READING SPECIALIST,
PHYSICAL ED TEACHER - THE LIST GOES ON. MOREOVER, MANY OF THE CHILDREN IN
FOSTER CARE ARE NOW OLDER, MORE DISTURBED AND EXHIBIT SEVERE ACTING-OUT
BEHAVIOR. (QONSEQUENTLY, THE FOSTER PARENTS AND CHILD CARE STAFF WHO CARE FOR
THEM REQUIRE SPECIAL SKILL AND COMPETENCE. THESE DIFFICULT TO DEAL WITH
CHILDREN MAY END UP BEING PLACED IN SEVERAL FOSTER HOMES, EVENTUALLY ENDING UP
IN AN INSTITUTIONAL SETTING BECAUSE THE FOSTER PARENTS OR CHILD CARE STAFF ARE

ILL-BQUIPPED AND LACK TRAINING IN HANDLING THE FOSTER CHILD'S BEHAVIOR.

-8 -
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FEDERAL TRAINING RESOURCES QOULD @ A LONG WAY TOWARD MAINTAINING CHILDREN IN
THE LEAST RESTRICTIVE SETTING APPROPRIATE TO THEIR NEEDS. IN ADDITION TO
TRAINING MONEY, HOWEVER, WE WOULD ALSO LIKE TO SFE FUNDING SUPPORT FOR THE
DEVELOPMENT OF ENRICHMENT PROGRAMS TO DEAL WITH THIS DIFFICULT, SEVERELY ACTING-
OUT POPULATION. GCJRRENTLY, WE DO NOT HAVE RESOURCES TO ADEQUATELY MEET THE
NEEOS OF THIS POPULATION.

CQURRENTLY, IN NEW YORK CITY, SSC AND THE AGENCIES THAT WE CQONTRACT WITH HAVE A
WUMBER OF TRAINING PROGRAMS; OVER $3 MILLION IN OUR BUDGEP IS NOW COMMITTED FOR

CHILD WELFARE TRAINING.

FINALLY, WE ARE PLEASED TO SEE THE MOYNIHAN BILL ADDRESSING THE ISSUE OF POST
ADOPTIVE SERVICES AND QOUNSELING, AND PROVIDING FEDERAL FUNDS FOR THOSE

SERVICES.

THE HARDEST TASK FOR AN ADOPTIVE FAMILY AFTER THE ADOPTION IS FINALIZED IS TO
MAINTAIN THE ADOPTION AND TO BE ABLE TO HANDLIE ANY PROBLEMS THAT ARISE WITHOUT
DISRUPTING THE FAMILY. THE PROVISION OF POST-ADOPTIVE COUNSELLING TO ADOPTIVE
PAMILIES WILL HELP MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN SUCH FAMILIES, PREVENTING ADOPTION

DISRUPTION IN SOME CASES.

WE REQOGNIZE THE NEED FOR MORE INTENSIVE SERVICES OVER THE LONG TERM FOR

THESE FAMILIES AND WE WELOOME FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN THIS EFFORT.
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OVER THE PAST SEVERAL YEARS, BOTH SSC AND THE VOLUNTARY NON-PROFIT AGENCIES
HAVE EXPERIENCED DISRUPTIONS IN ADOPTIVE FAMILIES, WHICH HAVE TRAUMATIZED THE
PAMILY AND SENT THE ADOPTED (HILD BACK INTO CARE. WITH THE PROPOSING OF POST-
ADOPTIVE COUNSELLING SERVICES, ALL ADOPTIVE FAMILIES AND THEIR ADOPTED CHILDREN
WILL RECEIVE THE NECESSARY SERVICES TO HELP WORK OUT THE ADOPTIVE FAMILY'S
PROBLEMS AND MAINTAIN THEM AS A FAMILY.

LET ME NOW TURN TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S BILL, WHICH HAS BEEN
INTRODUCED BY SENATOR ARMSTRONG AS S.1266. WHILE WE ARE SUPPORTIVE OF TWO OF
ITS PROVISIONS, CLARIFICATION OF THE MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY FOR SPECIAL NEEDS
ADOPTIVE CHILDREN AND MAKING FEDERAL FUNDING POR VOLUNTARY FOSTER CARE
PERMANENT, WE VIEW THE REST OF THE BILL WITH SERIOUS CONCERN. THIS LEGISLATION
WOULD SERIOUSLY UNDERMINE THE WELL THOUGHT OUT SYSTEM OF CHILD WELFARE REFORM
EMBODIED IN P.L.96-272, A SYSTEM WHEREBY INCREASED SERVICES PROVIDE
ALTERNATIVES TO FOSTER CARE AND THE RESULTANT REDUCTION IN THE UTILIZATION OF
FOSTER CARE IN TURN PROVIDES ADDITIONAL SERVICE DOLLARS. QOUPLED WITH ADOPTION
ASSISTANCE THIS BRILLIANI;LY SIMPLE CONCEPT IS 'l‘!;E ENGINE OF THE CHILD WELFARE
REFORM SYSTEM. JUST WHEN WE HAVE THE SYSTEM ROLLING ALONG AT A SOUND PACE THE
ADMINISTRATION PROPOSES TO DERAIL THE TRAIN. THE ADOPTION ASSISTANCE AM) CHILD
WELFARE ACT IS ONE OF THE MOST PRO-FAMILY PIECES OF LEGISLATION TO BE ENACTED
SINCE THE ORIGINAL SOCIAL SECURITY ACT.

- 10 -
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S.1266 WOULD PERMANENTLY CAP FEDERAL FOSTER CARE EXPENDITURES, THEREBY TURNING
FOSTER CARE INTO A BLOCK GRANT ELIMINATING THE INDIVIDUAL ENTITLEMENT TO CARE
FOR POOR CHILDREN AT RISK WITHOUT THE ASSURANCE OF ADEQUATE FEDERAL FUNDING FOR
SERVICE ALTERNATIVES. IT WOULD DO THIS EXPLICITLY IN FY 1986 BY CAPPING
FEDERAL EXPENDITURES AT THE FY 1985 LEVEL. WE ESTIMATE THAT THIS PROVISION
ALONE WXJLD OOST US OVER $4 MILLION IN FY 1986. MOREOVER, BY LOWERING THE IV-B
FUNDING TRIGGER FOR A NATTONWIDE CAP FROM $266 MILLION TO $200 MILLION, IT
WOULD ENSURE THAT THIS CAP WOULD BE IMPOSED IN FUTURE YEARS WITHOUT EVER
REALIZING ADEQUATE SERVICE FUNDING. NEW YORK CITY VIEWS THESE PROVISIONS
SIMPLY AS A MECHANISM TO SHIFT COSTS TO THE STATES AND LOCALITIES, WHO, UNDER
CURRENT [AW, ALREADY PROVIDE A SUBSTANTIAL CONTRIBUTION FOR FOSTER CARE
ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS AND THEREFORE HAVE A FINANCIAL INCENTIVE TO KEEP QOSTS
DOWN., NEW YORK STATE HAS THE MINIMUM FEDERAL MATCHING PERCENTAGE FOR THESE

QOSTS, 50 PERCENT, AND NEW YORK CITY ITSELF PAYS 25 PERCENT OF THESE COSTS.

MOREOVER, ALTERING THE BASE YEAR FCR THE COMPUTATION OF THE STATE'S SHARE OF
THE CAP FROM THE PRE-REFORM YEAR OF 1978 TO 1984 WILL ONLY SERVE TO PENALIZE
THOSE STATES SUCH AS NEW YORK WHICH HAVE SUCCESSFULLY IMPLEMENTED THE ACT AND
HAVE WORKED TO REDUCE THEIR FOSTER CARE POPULATIONS AND ARE ELIGIBLE TO

TO TAKE ADVANTAGE OF THE IV-E TO IV-B TRANSFER PROVISIONS IN ORDER TO EXPAND
SERVICES AS O)NGIESS ENVISIONED. NATIONWIDE PROJECTIONS INDICATE THAT THE
AVERAGE MONTHLY NUMBER OF AFDC FOSTER CARE CHILDREN WILL HAVE DECLINED BY OVER
6,000 FROM FY 1981 TO 1985. ALMOST 60 PERCENT OF THAT DECLINE IS THE RESULT OF
DECLINING LEVELS IN NEW YORK STATE, DB'SP!TE THE FACT THAT THE STATE IS
ESTIMATED TO HAVE ONLY 16 PFRCENT OF THE CASELOAD IN FY 1985. THUS, ALTHOUGH
WE HAVE BEEN IN THE FOREFRONT OF THESE EFFORTS, WE WOULD END UP WITH A LOWER
CAP RELATIVE TO THOSE STATES THAT HAVE NOT MADE EFFORTS TO IMPLEMENT THE

REFORMS OF THE ACT.
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DESPITE THIS, WE FEEL THAT WE ARE APPROACHING A POINT WHERE OUR CASELOAD 1S
GOING TO BEGIN TO LEVEL OFF. OUR APRIL 1985 FIGURE OF 16,800 CHILDREN IN
ACTIVE FOSTER CARE IS ONLY 2 PERCENT BELOW APRIL 1984, LESS THAN THE 5.5
PERCENT AVERAGE ANNUAL DECLINE REGISTERED THROUGHOUT THE EARLY 1980'S.
MOREOVER, FOSTER CARE IS A C(RITICAL SERVICE FOR CHILDREN AT RISK WHICH CAN NOT
REALISTICALLY BE REDUCED BY 3 PERCENT YEAR AFTER YEAR. THEREFORE WE ARE QUITE
SKEPTICAL ABOUT BONUS SYSTEMS CONDITIONED ON CONTINUALLY DECREASING LEVELS OF

CHILDREN IN FOSTER CARE, AS THE ADMINISTRATION BILL PROVIDES FOR.

FINALLY, LOWERING THE IV-B TRIGGER FOR THE NATIONAL CAP WOULD UNDERMINE A
CRITICAL COMPONENT OF THE REFORMS ENACTED IN P.L. 96-272. BY TYING A

NATIONAL CAP ON FOSTER CARE WITH THE $266 MILLION ADVANCE APPROPRIATION FOR IV-
B, OONGRESS WAS PROMISING THAT THE CAP WOULD NOT GO IN:J EFFECT UNTIL THE
STATES HAD SUFFICIENT SERVICE DOLLARS TO BE ABLE TO APPROPRIATELY REDUCE FOSTER
CARE UTILIZATION WITHOUT LEAVING OR RETURNING CHILDREN TO UNSAFE ENVIRONMENTS.
MOREOVER, IT SHOULD BE REMEMBERED THAT P.L. 96-272 ALSO CONTEMPLATED TITLE XX
FUNDING SOME $600 MILLION HIGHER THAN CURRENT LEVELS. SETTING THAT TRIGGER AT
$200 MILLION, THE CURRENT APPROPRIATION AMOUNT FOR IV~-B, EFFECTIVELY DESTROYS

THAT ORIGINAL PROMISE.

IN CLOSING, LET ME ONCE AGAIN THANK THE ODMMITTEE FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO
TESTIFY TODAY AND URGE YOU TO CAREFULLY CONSIDER POSITIVE REFORMS IN THE

ADOPTION ASSISTANCE AND CHILD WELFARE ACT OF 1980. THE PROGRAMS THAT ARE THE
SUBJECT OF THIS HEARING HAVE PROVIDED IMMEASURABLE HELP TO THOUSANDS OF

CHILDREN AND FAMILIES IN TROUBLE IN NEW YORK CITY OVER THE YEARS, AND WE DO NOT
WANT TO SEE THE VITAL SERVICE NEEDS OF THIS POPULATION JEOPARDIZED.

- 12 -
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Senator ARMSTRONG. Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I think we’ve had extraordi-
narily good testimony from extraordinary people.

Senator ARMSTRONG. After the complimentary comments that
have been made about your bill, I can scarcely——

[Laughter.)

Senator MoyNIHAN. I didn’t say anything about their pertinency.
I just said they were good people. [Laughter.]

I wonder if Mr. Blatner would have the goodness to let us have
that New Jersey report for the record.

Mr. BLATNER. Certainly.

[The information from Mr. Blatner follows:]
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ABANDONED DREAMS:

New Jersey’s Children in Crisis

This report is the result of a
collaborative pzoject of the:

Association for Childten of
New Jersey

Junior Leagues of New Jersey

Governor's Commuttee on
Children’s Services Planning

Funding for this project was
provided by

Association for Children of

New Jersey
Junior Leagues of New Jersey

The principal authors of this
report were.

Tricia Fagan and
Shirley Geismar
of the ACNJ StaH
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his is a boo¥ about children living in New Jersey at this very moment. It is not an attractive

story, but neither is it hopeless. In it we present facts about the state’s forgotten children,
the children living silently among us, waiting, as children do, for a grown-up to make everything
all right. We present it with the belief that each of us, individually, and all of us, collectively, can
live up to that trust.

To a large extent, New Jersey is a state we can be proud of. Through the ysars we have often been
in the forefront in providing innovative programs and services to educate, aid and protect our
children. But a great deal more must be done. Hundreds of thousandas of children remain in our
towns and neighborhoods who are hungry, illiterate, abused, poor, without hope.

In this book, we have been able to present only some of the more sericus areas where New Jersey
children are most at risk. Many other conditions and issues {ace our children, jeopardize their
physical and emotional well-being, but we feel that this serves as a beginning. A great deal more
needs to be done to concisely h and dox t the cause and extent of problems threatening
children and families today.

There are slready leaders and concerned citizens working to addresa some of the issues raised.
Most of these issues, however, are complex and interwoven. Only with determined commitment to
the children and future of the state, and cooperative hard work can we begin to address these
problems. .

What we choose to do or not to do for these children becomes a true mirror for our own lives. Cur
actions mirror clearly the kind of people and the type of state that we are today. They, not words
and speeches, show whether our concern is real or rhetorical. And our actions are truly a mold for
our future — for the dreams of our children depend on the life we offer to them today, but what our
world will become depends on their dreams.

We believe there are solutions. We believe that working together all of us can find those solutions
and put them to work. We believe that New Jersey is vastly capable and equally responsible for
taking care of its own. And we hope that with each of you reading this book and taking some
action, there will be no more forgotten children, no more abandoned dreams in New Jersey. [ ]
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One of every four people

livinghi_rlxd.N*ew Jersey
i

isac

M There are over 1,992,000
children living in New Jersey,
representing more than a
quarter of the population.

B One-third of these children
(about 650,000) are six years
old or younger.

“In this bnokiet & child is detined ee sged 17 and under, waless described otherwise

BOURCES:
1960 Consus of Population and Howsing: Advance Fatimates of Soctal, &

B One-quarler of New Jersey's
children are of a non-white
background. The state's
children represent a great
diversity in cultural, ethnic
and racial background; about
17% are Black, almoet 9% are
Hispanic, and a growing
percentage are Asian.

New Jarsay

and Housiog Ch
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Children represent 40% of the
poor people in New Jersey.

In New Jersey. non-white
children are four times more
likely to live in poverty than
are white children.

M Children represent only B The proportion of children I In this state, 37% of the
27% of the total population, living in poverty has been Hispanic children, 35% of the
yet they represent close to half  rising. Between 1970 and black children and 8% of the
(277,000) of the people living 1980 the percentage rose from white children live below the
in poverty. 10% to 14%. For children poverty level.

under age 5, the rate rose
even higher: to 17%.

“Poverty i based oo the citicial Fedesal Poverty Leve! Guidaline For szample, the cureot guideline for a parent with iwo childrea is $8,480, und $10,200
for o family of four A family with less income it considatnd poor Since thess ievels wre set patiocally they don't take iato consideration the high oosts of
liviog kor states like New Jersey

SOURCES
1960 Cansus of Populativn and Housing Advance Es of Social, and Housng Cb New jarsmy
19680 Cooss Gedernl, Social and Econamic Characteristics, New Jarsey
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Who are the individuals
who are poor
in New Jersey?

Single Mothers
79,458 (13%)

Senlors Over 80
107,363 (16%)

Other Adults 18-59
224,744 (31%)

Children
m o
L]

Number of
All Persons In
Poverty: §89.437
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Families with children are
four times more likely than
other families to be poor.

B Families with children # Minority families with B Contrary to popular beliet
under 18 make up 50% of all children in New Jersey are most poor families do not have
New Jersey families, but they over four times more likely large numbers of children. In
make up 80% of all poor than white families with New Jersey, the average {amily
families in the state. children to be poor. Almost size is 3% people. The average
30% of all black families and size of a poor family is
21% of all Hispanic families 3Y; people.

with children live in poverty as
compared to 7% of the white
families with children.

SOURCES
1960 Cansus General, Socral and Econamuc Charactenatics, Naw Jersey
1960 Cansus of Population and Housing Advance Es of Social, E and Houmng Ch , New Jersey
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‘What kinds of
families are poor
in New Jersey?

Without Chlldren
g)r With Children Over 17
1%

With 2 Parents
©Or Single Father
And Children Age
17 or Younger
26%

With Single Mother
And Children Age
17 or Younger

84%
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More than 260,000 children in

New Jersey receive assistance
from Aid to Families with

Dependent Children (AFDC)
each month,

M More than 10% of the
children living in New Jersey
depend on AFDC financial
support for their food, housing,
heat and clothing needs The
maximum AFDC grant level is
currently 25% below the
poverty level.

»

.

SOURCES

W A family cf four receiving
the maximum AFDC grant
gets only $443 a month. Even
with their full food-stamp
allotment of $183, this family
has less than 60% of the
minunum cost of living in New
Jersey.

New Jersey Divismion of Public Wellars, Buresu of Mansgewant Services, Trentan, N, 1983
New jarsey Rograter, 16 NTR 829 and 830, Apnl 16, 1964 “
Through the Safeiy Net, S Geismar, T Fegan, F Deigraa, Amociation kn Childraa of New Jersey, Newark, 1983

M The cost of living in New
Jersey has increased by over
130% in the past ten ysars,
but AFDC payments have
increased by only 33% duritg
the same period. This includes
a 7% increase in AFDC
paymexnts in 1984,
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More than 50.000
poor children lost AFDC
support in 1982.

/

. TL d. 0' POOI child

in New Jersey are no longer
receiving any assistance from
AFDC because of the federal
eligibility changes and budget
cuts of 1981.
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Camden and Newark
are the poorest cities
in the United States.

B New Jersey is the fourth B There are over 100,000 M 93.1% of the more than

highest state in the country in children living in Newark. 24,000 families with children

per capita income. But a More than haif of then are headed by single mothers in

disproportionate number of our living in poverty. Newark live below the poverty
line.

cities are among the poorest in
the nation. Camden is the
poorest city in the country with
a population over 25,000.
Newark is the poorest city with
a population over 100,000.
Moet of our urban areas share
this plight.

BOURCES:
Poverty Acte aod Parscas ta 1979 and 1969 in Crties with @ 1980 Population of 100,000 or Mors, and  with 1980 Populotian of 23,000 o Mare,
1980 and 1970 Consus

Linking Pobcy With Need, B A. Larsca asd C Kassbech, M) Commission oo Childrea’s Services, Treaton, N 1 1962

Cenous Prodle: City of Newark, N J, krom 1970 sad 1960 Ceasus
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Almost half of the children in
families headed by single
mothers are poor.

One-fifth of New Jersey's
children live in one parent

families.

8 Over 43% of all children in
one-parent families are living
in poverty. Over 60% of all
children under 6 years of age
in one-pareat lamilies are

poor.

B Nearly 79,500 single
mothers in New Jersey are
raising their children in
poverty.

B Betwean 1970 and 1980,
the number of one-parent
families headed by women in
New Jersey increased 250%.
In 1970 only 7% of the
children lived with their
mothers alone. By 1980, 18%
were living with a single
mother — over 358,500
children. Two percent of the
state’s children live with single
fathers

B Of the children living with
single mothers, 46% are black,
30% are Hispanic and 12.5%
are white.

SOURCES:

1970 Connus General, Social and Economic Charactenstice, New Jersey
1980 Census of Populatson and Housing Advance Estimotes of Socs3l, Economic and Housing Chatoctenstics, New Jersey
1980 Census General, Socral and Ecopomic Charactenstics, New Jervey

Natw nal & of Stats Legusl. In fou

FPalease No 9. July 1983

8 Minority families headed by
single women are 5 times more
likely to be poor than minority
families with both parents at
home.

M The National Conference of
State Legislatures projects that
if current trends continue,
mothers and their children will
make up almost 100% of the
poverty population by the year
2000.
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Over one-half of all New
Jersey women with children

work outside the home.

B In this state, over 53% of B The number of working @ Three out of 5 mothers with
all mothers are now working mothers is increasing steadily. children older than 6 years of
outside of their home Between 1970 and 1980 there age and almost 4 out of 10
was a 35% increase in the mothers with children under
. number of working mothers. 6 years of age, work outside of
the home.

SOURCE:
1960 Coasus of Populstioa and Housing Advanced & of Socral, £ and Houwng Charoctenatics, New Jersey

Chukd Care Foct Sbeet — No. 5. N] Division on Women, 1982
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New Jersey has known child
care facmt:es for fewer than 2
out of 3 children who need it.

W More than 155,300 mothers
with children under the age of
6 work outside the home. All of
their preschoolers and infants
require child care, but
officially known child care
facilities exist for about
100,000 children.

B Large numbers of New
Jersey children are being
cared for in family day care
homes (i.e., private homes that
take in children through an

arrangement with the parents).

New Jersey is one of only §
remaining states that does not
regulate family day care
homes.

SOUNCES
1961, 1982 Survey of Licensed Child Care Ceaters, N | Divimion of Yousb and Fazuly Services
1980 Census General, Socral and Economic Charactenstica, New Jurvey

B The average cost of keeping
a child in a licensed child care
center is currently over $200 a
month. Costs of ctild care
increased more than 10%
between 1981 and 1982 alone.
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As many as a quarter of a
million elementary school
children in New Jersey are

“latchkey” children.

M Statewide, it is estimated M Unsupervised children are
that at least 250,000 school more likely to be involved in
children age 13 or younger delinquent behavior, and are
must care for themselves after mote likely to be victims of
schoo! while their parents accidents and criminal acts.
work. They are also highly

vulnerable to loneliness, fear
and depression.

SOURCES:

N Depariment of Labot Chrld Care in New Jersey, Trenton, N1, 1963
1980 Cetsus Genesal, Social and Economic Characteristics, New Jeisey
N1 Educationa! Inlormation and Resousce Center 1984
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Head Start programs are
available for fewer than 20%
of the eligible New Jersey

children.

B Because of inadequate
funding for the Head Start
program, only 9,625 of the
more than 45,000 eligible
children (age 3 to 5) living in
low income families in New
Jersey are part of the program.

@ Head Start provides
educational, health, nutritional
and social services for
disadvantaged preschool
children. To ensure family
support, this program requires
active parent involvement.

Todera! Administration for Children, Youth and Families, New York City, August. 1984
Losting Effects Ater Preschool, US Depastment ol Health and Human Services, 1979

Changed Lives, ] R Bertuets Clement, L] Schweinhart, WS Barnett, AS Epetein. and DP Weiker, Ypstlanti, Michigan The High'Scope Press, 19684
Goversor's Comnittes on Children’s Sacvices Planning, 1983

B Quality Head Start
programs work. Children who
attend these programs are less
likely to drop out of school, to
be arrested, or to require
special education instruction
later in life than are children
from similar backgrounds who
could not attend Head Start.

B For every $1 spent on
preschool programs, mote than
$4 is returned to society.
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Many of New Jersey’s children

with the

eatest need for

special educational programs
are not receiving adequate

services.

B More children with special
education needs (including
bilingual and compensatory)
live in low-wealth school
districts than in high-wealth
districts. Though low wealth
districts serve only 30% of
New Jersey's students, they
serve 60% of the children who
require special education
services.

B Despite state aid and
categorical funding for special
programs, low-wealth districts
have more than 20% less to
spend per student than
wealthy districts.

B Now Jersey's current
educational funding system
has actually widened the
disparily between educational
resources in low- and high-
wealth school districts.
Waealthy districts have more
teachers, more administrators,
more special projects
instructors and more resources
overall.

OURCEK
Mooey and Education in New Jersey The Hord Chorces Abeod, Margaret E Gosrts, Education Policy Ressarch Institute, Educations] Testiag Service,
981

Priaceton, |

Abbot v Burke, Dockel No C 1883-80, Supenor Court of New Jersey, Chancecy Division of Mercer County Filed February 5. 1981, revised 195N J
Superior Court 30 (1984), No 22 763 {argued, November 11. 1984}
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Many urban schools in New
Jersey are unable to provide
adequate educational services

for their students.

B In New Jersey, a town's 8 Almost hali of the high
properly wealth remains a school students in six urban
major factor in determining school districts in New Jersey
how much can be spent on failed the 9th grade basic
education. “Property poor” skills reading test.

urban school districts have the W Children in New Jersey's
greatest number of children urban high schools are almost

with special educational
needs, but have the least
funding.

twice as likely to drop out as
those in suburban high

schools.
SOURCES:
"Crisis 18 Public Edvcation A New Jecsey P ,* Marityn Morb ACNJ Newnletter, January, 1964
Vital Education Statiatics, 196283 and 196384, Office ol M, 1 N) D ol Ed

B Urban schools do not
receive sufficient funding to
provide necessary programs for
the high numbers of children
requiring special education
and bilingual education
services.

W Some school buildings in
the older urban school districts
are unfit for occupancy. These
schools have higher
maintenance and heating
coets, and are more likely to
have h3zardous asbestos
surfaces.
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As many as 80% of the
school-aged Hispanic children
in Newark may not be
attending school.

M Funding cutbacks and @ National studies show that

relaxation of requirements for there is a pattern of under-

providing bilingual instruction enrollment and high drop out

are expected to further reduce rates among Hispanic children

the school attendance of these acroes the country. Reports

children. indicate that there are many
schools that are failing to meet
the educational needs of these
children.

SOURCER
NJ Do of & d belors the N | Governor's Commissicn ca Childrea’s Services, May, 1981
National Cc o8 S dary Ed; for WU Make Happen, Hispaasc Policy Development Project, Iac . N Y 1964
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More than 84,000 children
have been suspended from
public schools in New Jersey
every year since 1977.

Non-white children are more
likely to be suspended than
are white children.

B Though the number of B Though minority children @ More often than not,

children in public schools has represent only 27% of children suspensions are for minoz

been declining, the rate of in public school, they make up offenses such as chewing gum,
pensions has inc d. For 37% of the children who are being late, playing hooky or

the school year 198182, suspended. smoking in school.

87,000 or 7.4% of the children

were suspended at least once. B Discriminatory practices of

school officials, rather than the
behavior of minority children,
appears to account for the
disproportionate suspension
rates for these children.

SOURCES:

Hew lorsey Do of Ed Ottcs of b tas Seplember. 1963

Schoo! Suspensions — Are They Helping Clukdren? M W Edelmas. Cambndge, Mas . Children's Detecse Fund, 1979

Brephon Eisdorier. Assistant Deputy Public Advocate, Testimony belors the New jersey Commumion on Children's Services Planaing. September 21, 1981
*Ch ol S ded Stwieats,” C Y and M Flyna, as uapublishsd repart of the Project for Fair Admiawtratios of Studeat Duciplice,
Untveriity of Mickigas, 1977
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More than 16,000 children are
known to have dropped out of
New Jersey public schools
during the 82-1983 school
year.

Non-white students are more
likely to drop out than are
whlte students.

@ Children in New Jersey drop B In New Jersey’s utban high W During the 1982.1983
out for a variety of reasons. schools, the drop-out rate is school year only 30% of the

More than 25% leave school about 80%. high school students enrolled
because of economic pressures. in New Jersey were minority
Over 40% of the children drop children. During that same

out because of academic period almost 45% of the drop-
and/or behavioral problems. outs were minority children.

SOURCER
Vlldumﬂanlsnmq 1982 83, Vol 1, and 1983-84, Vol ), New Jersey State Department ol Education
“Criets ia Public E A New Jorsey P M ACNS lanuary, 1864
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Jobs exist in New Jersey, but
not enough youth are trained
to fill them.

8 Close to 80,000 students
needing vocational-techrical
education (vo-tech) are not
receiving it.

SCURCES:
N State Depariment ol Education 1980

“Criss in Public Education A New Jersay Parspectiva “ M ] Morheuser ACNJ Newaletter Ianuary 1964
An Urhan lrutiotive Commissionet Saul Cooparmat et sl . N} Departent of Education, March, 1984

51-769 0 - 86 - 9

B In New Jersey, bundreds of
youngsters are turned away by
county vo-tech schools every
year. Most public high schools
are not equipped to provide
comparable vocational
training.

B The New Jersey Department
of Labor reports that current
demand for employees trained
in traditional vo-tech program
areas is twice the number of
available, trained workers.
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New Jersey has no law
providing for the education
of the children in county
shelters and detention
centers.

B Every day, about 700 B Most of these children have
children, many of whom are greater-than-average

not guilty of any cnime, are educational needs They are
sheltered or detained in county usually three to five years
facilithes. Many of these below grade level in basic
children remain in a facility for skills, often have learning
weeks at a ime. Some remain disabilities and most have a
for a year or more. New lersey history of ptoblems and faiiure
does not require educational in public schools.

services for these children.

SOURCES:

N1 Senate Education Committee Testimany before ‘he Senate on il 51282 May 14 1984
N1 Department of Cortections lanuaty, 1964

N Department ot iducation, Commssiones s Annual Report, 1983

Governor's Commitiew on Children s Services Planning June 19684
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At least 4,000 troubled
children are placed in state .
facilities each year.

B State funding for M Most children in
educational services for these correctional facilities have
children in psychiatric, learning disabilities, but New
residential and correctional Jersey provides no special
facilities is much lower than funding for the necessary
that provided to the children remedial education.

in local public schools.
Inadequate {unding prevents
these children from getting the
special education that most of
them need.
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94,500 fewer school lunches
are served daily since federal
budget changes in 1981.

@ All school-based child @ All school children are
nutntion progratis have been affected Due to the federal
cut drastically since 1980 and state cuts, not only were
Daily breakfasts offered to very  subsidized lunches cut back,
poor children have been but the cost of all school
reduced by 37%. An average lunches was also increased.
of 8,339 fewer daily breakiasts Almost 20% fewer paid
are served than were served in lunches are served today than
1980 under this progtam. were served Prior to the
cutbacks.

SOUVRCE:
New Jorsey Depariment of Education, Dwision of Finance, Bureau of Child Nutntion Progiama, 1963

8 The special milk program
was almost completely
eliminated in 1981 when new
federal regulations required
schools to choose between
providing either the school
lunch program or the special
milk program. Formerly
schools could participate in
both programs.

e

o,



2568

School lunch programs

Loch wmit repressats appreximasely 50.000 lunches

84.500 (16%)
Fower L
Served Daily.

1980-81 589,219 Lunches Daily*

1982-83 494,718 Lunches Daily*

School breakfast programs

ly 10.000 hreals

198081 46,217 Breakiasts Daily’

13,748 (30%)
Fewer Broakiasts
Served Daily

1882-83 32,468 Breakiasts Daily*

Special milk program

198081 394,729 Milks Daily* Eoch waif repressnis epproximately 8400 milks.

300,058 (76%)
Fewer Milks
Secved Dally

1982-83 59,543 Milks Daily* “Numbecs are based co averope daily participation

l
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Only 35% of the eligible
babies, young chil
pregnant women receive the
nutritional counseling and

food available throu

W.L.C. Program.

en and

gh the

B Fewer than 58,000 of the
more than 168,000 children
and women estimated to be
eligible in New Jersey receive
W.I.C. services. Currently,
fundiug is available to serve
only 35% of those eligible.

B The W.I.C. (Women, Infants
and Children) Program
supplies food vouchers for
nutritional foods such as milk,
baby food and eggs. It also
provides counseling in
cooking, budgeting and
nutrition. Pregnant women,
babies and children under 5
who are poor and at risk of
nutritional problems are
eligible for the program.

B The health benetits of this
program for pregnant mothers,
their babies and children are
clear. Mothers who receive
W.I.C. supplements while
pregnant have over 20% fewer
low birthweight babies than
eligible women who do not
receive W.1.C. The babies born
to W.I.C. mothers are
healthier.

@ Studies have concluded that
for every $1 spent on the
W.I.C. program, $3 in futute
medical costs are saved.

SOURCES-
Automated Wi C Program, Analyws of Enrollees. iy 1964, Participot.on Figures, March May 1984 WJC Progrom - Estimate of Eligibles. July, 1984

N1 Department of Health

Through the Safety Nel, Aseociaboa jor Chikdien of New Jersey. Newark, N, 1983 .
ET Keonedy J Aushn and C P Tummer. “Cout Beneht and Cost Eliectivenass of W C " unpublished pape:, Harvard School of Public Health 1982
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In 1982, more than 1,150
babies died before they
reached their first birthday.

Non-white babies are more
than twice as likely to die
before their first birthday.

W Botween 1981 and 1982,
New Jersey's infant mortality
rate rose from 10.6 to 11.7.
This was the first increase in
the state’s infant mortahty
rates in twenty years.

B The highest infant mortality
rates occur n poor urban
areas such as Newark,
Irvington, Jersey City, Hoboken
and Atlantic City.

8 The infant mortaluy rate for
the United States continues to
decline. In 1982, it was 11 2
-~ .5 lower than New Jersey.

@ The infant mortality rate for
non-white babies in 1982 was
20.3. For white babies, it was
9.6.

B These rates reflect a
disturbing pattern For over 20
years, minority babies in New
Jersey have died at a rate
higher than the national rate
and at least twice as high as
the rate for white babies in the
state

SOURCES:

Reudent Infant, Friol, Neor.ata! and Perinatal Deotbs, Counties and Selnctea Places, New Jersey 1961 and 1962 New Jersey Department of Health
Linking Policy Witk Need. Com nussion on Children s Services 19682
Infont Mcsetaiity Rcte Deaths Within the Fust Year of Life per | (100 New I=isey State Dopartmert ut Health 1982
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6.700 low birthweight
babies were born in New
Jersey in 1982.

Non-white mothers are four
times less likely to receive
adequate prenatal care than
are white mothers.

B Low birthweight is the B Minority babies are more 8 In 1982, over 25% of the
eighth leading cause of death likely to be low birthweight babies born to women in New
among children in the United than non-minority. In 1982, Jersey who had no prenatal
States. These babies are 12.6% of all minority babies care were born with low
30 times more likely to die and 5% of all non-minority birthweight. Only 8% of
than other infants. They are babies were low birthweight. babies born to mothers
also more likely to be sickly . receiving prenatal care were
and to suHfes from birth & Proper medical care during low birthweight.
delects, growth failure and pregnancy can help reduce the

incidence of lo.v birthweight

developmental disabilities.
evelop! i vy

SOURCE:
Heaith Planning aod Resource Development, Health Data Services. Now Jersey Department of Health 1962
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More than 100,000 children
from poor families do
not have Medicaid coverage.

M Close to 40% of New
Jersey's children known to be
living in poverty are not
covered by Medicaid.
Thousands of children do not
receive necessary medical or
dental care because their
parents cannot afford to pay
for these services, and they
have no other medical
coverage.

SOURCES
Health Care Finance Administration, Otfice ot Financial and Actuanal Analyns, 1960, 1981 1982 and 1983

@l More than 18,500 fewer
children received Medicaid
coverage in 1982 because of
1981 Federal requlation
changes.

M Every year about 3,000
pregnant women living 1n
poverty do not receive
adequate prenalal care
because they are not eligible
for Medicaid, and have no
other medical coverage.

B [t is relatively inexpensive
to provide Medicaid coverage
for children. In New Jersey,
though children represent over
half of the Medicaid recipients,
only 15% of the Medicaid
funds are spent on them.

Medicard State Report New Jerwey, 1962, Amencan Academy ot Pediatncs Department ol Health Services Research tor the Committes on Child Heauth

Financing, February, 1984

Bursau of Statutics, Department of Medical Asutance NI Department of Human Sarvices
Through the Safety Net, Associanon for Chuldsen of New Jersey Newark, N1, 1983
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Fewer than 11% of the
eligible children take part in
the preventive screenings
and follow-up health services

of Medicaid.

B Children from low-income
families are 350% more likely
to be found to be in fair to
poor health than those from
high-income families. Poor
nutrition, unsafe living
conditions, and lack of
adequate medical attention
are some of the {actors which
contribute o a poor child
having more health problems
than others.

M Medicaid's Early Periodic
Screening Diagnosis and
Treatment (EP SD.T)
successfully provides
preventive health screenings

for Medicaid eligible children.

The program reduces serious
illness and overall medical
costs among the children who
participate.

#l [n 1979, New Jersey
provided preventive screenings
to 11.6% of the eligible
children, and was ranked 36
out of 45 states (with the No. 1
state providing services to the
greatest number of eligible
children). Today New Jersey
has declined even further, with
.7% fewer children being
screened than were screened
in 1979.

SOURCES:
Medicard State Report New Jessey, 1982, Amencan Academy of Pediaincs Dapaitmant of Health Servic es Ressarch lor the Commuties on Child Health

Financing, Jzauary 1964

The Roport cf the Select Pane! ko the Pramohun of Child Health, Vol 3, A Stonstical Finkiie. MG Kovar and D Meay Department of Health sad Human

Services, Warkungtos, DC, 1981

“Chuldren am! Health Cars Tha Myth of Equai Access,” D B Dulton, "Chuld Health Prolessionals Supply. Treining and Practices “ P Budstt, M McManus
S Sieamark ad L Leroy, rom The Reporf of the Select Panel for the Promotion of Clutd Healtt Vol 4, Bockground Papers, Department of Heaith and

Human Services Washington, DC, 1981
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Almost a quarter of a million
children in New Jersey are at
high risk of lead poisoning.

B New Jersey has some of the
highest rates of lead poisoning
reported in the nation. Some
localities report a rate tive
times higher than the national
average.

B Lead poisoning is believed
to be the leading childhood
disease in New Jersey today.
Lead poisoning causes anemia,
mental retardation, paralysis
and even death. Low level
lead poisoning can cause
irreparable damage to a
child’s capacity to learn in
school, or, in later years, to
work on a job.

SOURCER

New Jarsay Laod Pouscming Statiatical Summary, 1980 and 1982

Matersal snd Cluid Health Services Block Grant Testimony, 1963 and 1964, N | Department of Health
Goversor's Committes o8 Childdren’s Services Planalng. 1984

B Though identification of
lead poisoning can lead to
effective lreatment, New Jersey
screens fewer than 20% of the
children in the state identified
as being at Aigh risk of
poisoning.
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At least 18 children died as a
result of child abuse in 1983.

26,400 children were the
reported victims of abuse and

neglect in New Jersey

in 1983.

Estimates for 1984 show over

40,000 reported cases.

B Of the children found to be
abused and neglected in New
Jersey, almost 25% require
hospitalization, medical care
or immediate psychiatric
attention because of the
seventy of the abuse/negiect
which they suffer.

SOURCL.

@ The number of reports of
abused and neglected children
has nsen dramatically in
recent years. Between 1982
and 1983, alone, the reported
number of abused and
neglected children increased
by 31%. Over one-third of
those reports are substantiated
by the Division of Youth and
Family Services (DYFS) each
year.

B Abused children suffer from
punishment that ranges from
beating and emotional abuse,
to burning and stabbing.

B In 1983, more than 900
childten were known to have
been sexually abused by an
adull. More than 4,000
children were victims of
neglect. At least 118 children
were totally abandoned.

Chuirs Abuse and Neg.ect .o New Jersey Incidence Per County 1n 1983 New Jersey Department ol Human Services Division ol Youth and Family

Serve e 1364
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More than 6,500 New Jersey
children live in foster homes.

There is a direct link between
poverty and placement of a
child out of his or her

own home.

@ Mote than 68% of the B About 75% of New Jersey @ More than 90% of the
children in foster homes have foster children are S years old children in foster care come
been out of their natural homes or older; 40% are older than trom families with an annual
for a year or more. Over 30% 12 income below the poverty
have been away from their level. Most of their bioloyical
families for more than three @ Nationwide statistics families depend on some form
years In New Jersey, once a indicate that the longer a child  of public assistance.

child is in foster care, he or remains in foster care, the less

she will live out of his or her likely it is that the child will M A black child is more than
natural home for an average of ever return home. Chances of twice as likely to be placed in
three years. Each child will a child developing foster care as a white child.
live with at least two dilferent psychological and behavioral

foster families during that problems also increase with

time. extended placements

SOURCES:

New lersey Division ol Youtk and Family Services 1984

Charoctenstics of DYFS Cliidren in Resdential and Foster Care LD Lawnt Division and Piogrars Review Othice cf Lagisiative Services N State
Leguslature August 1977

“Trand Aaslysis 1o Foster Caze " S Magura Socia/ Work Research and Akatiazhs. 1479
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The State of New Jersey
pays $6.26 a day for the care
of a foster child. A pet owner
in New Jersey pays $7.00 a
day to board a dog.

-_—

8 Inadequate payments and
insulficient support services to
foster families are directly
related to the shortage of
quality foster homes available
to children.

SOURCES:
Aanual Foatet Care Board Rates, 1983, New Jersey Division of Youth and Family Semices

Barnen to Permanency Planning, DYFS Comworkers and Chiid Plocement Review Board Speak Out. S Byers N Downa, and | Wolok, NJ State Child
Placement Advisory Council, Septembor. 1983
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Close to 2,000 children
supervised by the state’s

four adoption resource centers
are waiting to be adopted.

There are usually about 40-50
children under the state’s
care who are legally free
and waiting to be adopted.

8 In 1983, 631 children were 8 Of the 631 children who @ It can take anywhere from a
adopted in New Jersey. About were adopted, almost SO0 few months to several years for
one-quarter of the children were adopted by their foster a child in an Adoption

under the care of the state who parents. Resource Center to be placed
for adoption. The time it takes
depends on a child’s age, legal
status and special needs.

are awaiting adoption are
actually placed in adoptive
homes each year.

B There are always a number
of older children with special
needs who are waiting to be
adopted. It is much more
difficult to find a family for
these children.

SOURCE:
Department of Humas Services, Division of Youth and Family Services, 1964
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One out of every 11 babies
born in New Jersey has a
teenage mother.

B In 1982, more than 11,300
babies were born in New
Jersey to girls aged 19 or
younger. Almost 250 of those
bhabies had mothers aged 14 or
less.

8 Due to their physical and
emotional lack of development,
teenage mothers and their
babies are at much greater
risk than older women and
their infants. One of every nine
babies born to teenagers is
likely to be premature,
retarded or physically
bandicapped. A teenage
mother in New Jersey is almost
twice as likely to have a low
birthweight baby as a mother
in the 20 to 34 age bracket.

BOURCES
N1 Department of Health, Health Planning and Resource Developmest, Health Data Services 1983

"Coacephons.” Wuster, 1981, Planned Paseathaod

@ Most teenage mothers who
become pregnant in high
school never complete their
high school education.

M The younger a mother is
when she has her {irst baby,
the poorer the family is likely
to be in the future.

M Nationally, more than 90%
of all teenagers who have
babies choose to keep them
rather than release them for
adoption.
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300,000 to 350,000 New Jersey
youth use or abuse alcohol

and other drugs.

There is a lack of services to
prevent and treat substance
abuse among young people.

B About 62,000 of New B Automobile accidents are B Every year hundreds of New
Jersey's young people have the leading cause of death Jersey adolescents are sent for
serious drinking problems, yet among adolescents in New alcohol and drug treatment in
only three facilities in the state  Jersey. In recent years, 30% to  other states because there are
offer residential treatment for 40% have been directly not adequate services in this
adolescent alcoholics. associated with alcohol state. In 1983, more than 400
B Approximately 54,000 to consumption. ;g:l’;sc]enl:i:r erleo;lu;m to
62,000 young people in New M Medicaid covers drug Yivania, alone.

Jersey use marijuana daily. treatment for youth but only
covers alcohol treatment in
demonstration projects. Private
insurance covers alcohol
treatment but is not required
to cover drug treatment.

BOURCES:

New Jarsey Action Plon o Chuldren, Governor's Commities for Childran’s Services Planung 1985

"Kids sod Booze The All American Drug * The Princeron Pocket, May, 1983

US Congress House Salect Committee on Childres, Youth and Families, 1983 A Year End Resn.r, 98th Congress 2nd wession 1964
Commonwealth of Prnnsylvania, State Health Data Center. Division of Heallh Statisticn and Ressarch. May 25 1964

Alcohol Abuse 18 Amenca, The Gallup Organisation, Princeton N[, 1962
Chu/drea of Aicobalics, RW Pickens, Pb D, Hazsldoa, Center City, Minn , 1964
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An estimated 20% to 40% of
New Jersey’s children live in
homes where one or both
parents abuse alcohol or
drugs.

[
B Nearly 600 infants ate bo.a W Alcohol abuse in {amilies is B A child with an alcoholic
each year with Fetal Alcohol a major cause of child abuse, parent is three to four times
Syndrome or Fetal Alcohol domestic violence and more likely to become an
Effects due to the alcohol behavioral problems (including alcoholic than a child with
abuse of their mothers. suicide and depression) among non-alcohalic parents.

children.
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Suicide is the second highest
cause of death for young
people in New Jersey.

B In 1982, one hundred and B It is believed that the true

eleven young people between incidence of suicide among

15 and 24 years old youth is under-repotted. Many
committed suicide. The so-called “"fatal accidents,”
percentage of suicides for this particularly automobile deaths
age group has tripled since among this age group, are
1950. Many mental health mistakenly not listed as
practitioners are concerned suicides.

about what they see as a
growing trend of suicide
among young people.

SOURCES:

Naw focoey Resideot Deatha, Pnocipal Couses by Age 1962 and 1951, New Jersey State Depastment of Health
Through the Safely Net, Associabos hor Children of New Jersey, Newark, N ], 19683

A B Dl Bello, 1t Governor, State of N Y, "Suicide America’s Unspoken Tragedy.” Uspublished peper, August, 1984
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New Jersey lacks adequate,
appropriate mental health |
services for its emotionally
and mentally disturbed

children.

v

@l Though identihed as a B Few, if any, 1n- or out-
"special needs” group, patient programs are available
children are not a top prionty for the state's most troubled
category for state mental children Youthful substance
health funds. Currently only abusers, arsonists and sexual
about 15% of the clients aided offenders are some of the

at community mental health disturbed children for whom
clinics are childien Fifteen appropriate resources are rot
years ago about half of those available in New Jersey
receiving help were chiidrea ..

souncrs
Through tbe Sakets Net Asmxiavon kx - aidre: o New ..-N‘;g.
Linking Polrcy Witk Newd Gevernos L ommmsce « Jhodree s Servecas S %uie N6

51-769 0 - 86 - |0
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Almost one-quarter of New
Jersey youth seekmg lobs

are unemwloyed.

.- The teenage population
dropped 8.3% between 1979
and 1983, but the number of
unemployed teenagérs rose to
22.8% (an increase of almost
4%) during that same time

_period. For minority youth,
especially those in urban
areas, the nnemployment rate
is particularly high. In some
cities the unemployment rate’
for this age group is as high as
60%. .

c

8 Since 1981, most

government-sponsored youth - )

employment programs have
been drastically reduced or
eliminated, despite the fact
that many juvenﬂo fustice
workers cite this sort of
program as being the single
most el{ective deterrent lo'
juvenile delmquency

SOUACER:

Selected New hm’l;g“ Force Cbamcfenlbu Youth 1619, Nl Department of Labor, Division of Planning and Reeeasch, Ottice of D.mqnplic and
Analysie,

Urbaa b C et Saul C:

'S,

ot. al, N . Departniant of Ed Maich, 1984

[ S
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 Each yectr ‘over 100,000
chlldren are involved with the
- courts in New ]ersey. ,

W In thid :!ate, chlldzon come B Juvenile crime has been @ In the same period of time
1into contact with the juvenilo decreasing steadily over the (1980-1983) the average daily
justice system either as a child - -past several years. In 1980 . - number of juveniles who are -
involved in family crisis cases there were about 121,000 .. incarcersted (in both juvenile
(formerly, Juveniles in Need of , reported offenses. In 1983 facilities and community
Supervisior ot JINS), or as one there were approximately residential facilitiesY has .
with a criminal complaint 99,000, a decrease ol 18% in increased by over 30%.

made against him or her. three years. - - > -

SOURCES:
M—Qmmhhdlh-hnq Dtvua-ua.umm Unh-&mmu-n 1980, 1981, 1962 and 1963

Services, New Jersey Depastmest of Conrections, 1960, 1981, 1962 :

nvﬂt-dhhe'udm Burean of Cs
and 1983

gt T

) g ————— s ey
e it A
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You can help! - B

B There are many active @ Association for Children #l Governor's Committee on
groupe throughout the state of New Jersey, 17 Academy Children’s Services Planning,
who are working to help our . Street, Suite 709, Newark, . 103 West State Street, .
children and families. They ° Neow Jersey 07102, Trenton, New Jersey 08600,
need your help and support. (201) 643-3876. - (609) 292-1343.

To get further information on

what you can do, call or write: ® Your local Junior League.
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ASSOCIATION FOR CHILDREN OF NEW !ERSEY
17 Academy Street, Suite 709
Neowark, New Iomy 07102

(201) 643-3876
The Association for Children New )oney (ACNI) is an organization of volunteers which agvocates
- for policies and programs o ‘E'\ﬁﬂﬁm AL‘NLdna“‘\ for t services, Its major . -,
goals include:’ f -3 e e
B To be a voice for families and children ‘
B To promote policies and programs for the protection and|well- bein?ol children.
B To monitor laws and programs to assure that children's féeds are’a’p

riomy, and that pubhc
funds are used fairly and effectively .
- To plan for the needs of the next generation.

‘l'bis h accomplished through a myrlad of advocacy efforts includmg innovative research; analysis
. of public policy; monitoring and evaluation of programs; provision of community education;

*; mounting of public awareness campaigns; and mobilizing constituencies to action. ACNJ's program
focuses on natiohal, state, and local issues and concentrates its efforts on that level(s). which would
be of most benefit to children. "~

Board President: Richard Roper
Executive Director: Ciro A. Scalera
Prognnn Cootdlnalorrc S\uon Conti, Tricia Fagan, Shirley Gaumax and. Cecilla Zalkind

s

°

-, THE NNIOB LEAGUES OF NEW JTERSEY

'The purpose of the Jiinior Leagua is exclusively educational and charitable. The individual Junior
Leagues promote voluntarism, develop the potential of members and demonstrate the effectiveness
of trained volunteers. The State Council of the New Jersey Junior Leagues serves as a

- coordinating body fcr and facilitates the exchange of ideas among individual leagues and
supervises and supports State Committees. The State Public Affairs Commiites (SPAC) studies and
takes action on behalf of the Juhior Leagues of New Jersey on public issues at the state and federal .
‘level and educates and provides oommunlcaﬁon for the leagues in the axoa of public affairs.

Women of the eight New Jersey Junior Leagues are trained for effective participation in community
activities in the belief that voluntary service is an eesential part of responsible citizeaship.

‘Junior Leagues of Bergen County : " Montclais/Newark
‘ Central Delaware Valley - Morristown
Elizabeth/Plainfield Oranges cnd Short Hills
Monmouth County Sumimit

“Abandoned Dreams™ Project Coordinaton: ‘Riehmond Rabinowitz, SPAC Chairwoman



GOWOM COMMITTEE ON CHILDREN'S SERVICES PLMI(ING
108 West State Street, CN-700
Trenton, New Jersey 08628

(609) 292-1343 BN :
GovaunmbhnhodthoGonmacCommmumChﬂdun-SoMcuPlnnlmlu19.B3to .
identify the priority needs of New Jersey children and to d actions for meeting o

~ needs. Composed of 27 members, the Governor's Commmu dovolopod “Now Jorsey’s lcﬂon
“for Children,” which was rﬂﬁ‘ﬁaﬁmy“lm*—- -

The Governor's Commitiee, which servés as a voice for childzen in state g t, is dated
to foster improved planning and cootdtnaﬁon of urvieu as well as !o pxomo!o eoop.mﬂou betwedn:
the public and privat tors in developing programs for chi .

\  Anna Mayer . : 8

Chalrperson: ‘
Executive Directos: ' R. Alexandra Larson
, Associate Directors - Carol Kasabach
Program Statfh: Qimmah Harris, John Higgina, ancne Guy

N .
~ !

We would like to acknowledge the generosity and talent of those who contributed the phoiograph
which are such an integial part of this report.

We are most grateful to the United Way of Essex and West Hudson and th. United Way of Ualon
who made major contributions of photographs. We are also grateful to Beth Israel Hospital~ . |
University Hosplial in Newark and the New Jersey Stcio Doparmonh of Community !
Corrections and Human Services for the photographs they donated to this project o~ 1

Most sppreciated are the photographs of individual artists, whose work is the result oi a rpal
hoartfol.tdconcow m for the chﬂdron and famﬂlu whose lives are affected by the social issueé .
present ] Lo . ' . ) _, N
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™ _Senator MoYNIHAN. I want to tell Ms. Turner that on your sub- -
© ject about reporting, I'm going to make him suffer a little bit. I'm-
. going to tell a sea story. o ’ ST '
- I was once a gunnery officer in the U.S. Navy 40 years ago, and I
was on a sister ship. If you have ever been in any of these jobs, you -
. are always sending in reports—quarterly reports on the condition -
- of the boat, and the 40 millimeters and the 20 millimeters'and et
- cetera. And one month, one quarter, just for the hell of it, a friend -
“of mine said in his report that when he got to the section on the .
.after antiaircraft-mount, that it was swept over the side in a storm '
. off Hatteras. He just sent it in. And his career in the Navy went .
~ 'peaceably by and he was honorably gis_oharged. And .no one ever in .
the Pentagon ever even got to thaf réport to say what did you say = - !
ha;g)ened to the after antiaircraft mount? Those reports don't get :
read. ‘

And mr point about spending too much time on them is a fair’
one, I think. Co . )
. Ms. TurNER. Yes. I think if we can identify—if Congress can
- identify, HHS can identify the specific reason that something is R
being requested, that we can get that information—particularly
now through the system that is being set up with APWA. But I go
out into the field and see our workers sitting there recording in-
stead of serving clients. - " K
"~ Senator MoYNIHAN. Good data.
Ms. TurNER. Good data can be helpful. R
Senator MovYNIHAN: Could I just ask of Mr. Brettschneider, He
made this remark about people who just go from one form of de-
pendency to another. And I don’t recognize the New York study ..
that Dr. Allen mentioned. But. a significant percentage of young
girls end up within 1 year of leaving the foster care—a significant.
gﬁ:':e?tggg of young girls end up receiving AFDC. Do you recognize
his study? : - o '
*Mr. BRerTscHNEIDER. New York City’s Human Resources Admin-
istration undertook a study of a demonstration project concerning
the consequences and outcomes of specific services offered to home-
- .less young adults. Also, Dr. Trudy Festinger of New York Universi-
ty studied the question of where youngsters go after leaving foster

care. ‘
- Senator MoyNmHAN. Would you get that to us?
-Mr. BRETTSCHNEIDER. Certainly. - :
[The information from Mr. Brettschneider is in the offical com- - ~
mittee files.] ' >
Senator MOYNIHAN. Mr. Chairman, I just don’t think you can
find a more dismal outcome of a long and sustained effort of the
d!:le who are mechanics and therapists and pals and workaholics
— nutritionists and so forth and they get someone to 18 and then
- at 19 they are AFDC with a baby. - .
We clearly need transitional services for these children.
Senator ARMSTRONG. Senator Moynihan, does that call into ques-
. tion the transition experience or does it call into question the qual-
ity of care and the values which have been fostered during the 2, 3,
4, b, 6, T years that preceded that? ' 4
.~ Senator MoyNIHAN. I don’t know. I don’t know. We just know .
" that we have something that is out of control. . -

1
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Mr. BRETTSCHNEIDER. | just want- to add that we have seen .-
K oungsters who come ‘into care at age 16. I recently visited a group™ -

ome that I noticed is greatly improved. from its predecessor facili-
ties. I met a youngster who was doing extremely well living in an

.attractive facility. But ‘the counselor and the social worker were

concerned: There_is a housing crisis in New York. The child is
about to turn 18, They have hardly had a chance to do anything
but to help the child to adjust. And now this child is off on his or

‘her_own _with no one available.to provide support; perhaprﬁ‘tnl

~ the-child qualifies for the mental health system.

Senator MoyNiHAN. There is no family to hold onto. No family to

say)“does anybody have a couch,” “how do you look into advertis- "

ing?”’ “how do you look for a house"” “what do you have to do to
get an apartment?’’' -And mwrw‘tlme at all they are back on the
street. - ~

Could we get that, if we cou\ld‘7

- Mr. BRE’!‘I‘SCHNEIDER Yes, sir.

Senator MoYNIHAN. I just want to say again that these are chll-
dren, and we owe them.

Senator ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Senator

Thank you, witnesses. Thank you all. Unless there i is somethmg

-else, we are adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 3:58 p.m., the hearing was concluded.]
[By direction of the chaxrman, the following commumcatlons
were made a part of the heanng record:]
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~Honorable William [.. Armstrong
U.S. Senator, Chairman N
Social Security and Income Maintenance

Programs Subcommittee
«Committee on Finance
Waghington, D.C. 20510

'
* Dear Senator Armstrong:

The American Academy of Pediatrics, an international medical asso-
ciation and children's advocate representing nearly 28,000 pediatri-
cians, wishes to submit this letter for inclustion in the. record of
the hearing held on Adoption Assistance ‘and child Wel Heli‘at‘e Act and
Related Propoaats, June 24, 1985, ’ -

Since its establishment in 1953, the Aeademy's Committee on Early
Chnﬂhood Adoption and Dependent Care has- been*concerned and
actively involved with the issues that affect children in foster
care and adoptive homes. The committee, strongly supported the
Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 and was.pleased:
with the passage of this landmark legislation. This.act paved the
way for increased adoptions of hard to place children, particularly”
children with speoial needs. We applaud the Adnlnistratlon'a con-
tinued efforts to enact further improvements of these programs for
the welfare of children. There are several different aspects of
these legislative proposals; as pediatricians, we vil' focus our
remarks on those relating to Medlcaid eliglbulty ard to foster
parent and staff training.

Medicaid coverage can be a critiecal factor in a families' deciston
to adopt a special needs child, Children with special needs bene-
fit greatly from early platement, but often have little opportunity
for Such a placement. The heavy cost of medical care and education
required may preclade adoption by couples otherwise willing and
_eager to accept these children into their families. The Adoption
Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 eliminated somé of those -
barriers by providing that children receiving adoption assistance
payments aré deemed eligible for medical assistance through the
Medicald program under Title XX in the state in which they are
1iving., Both $.1266 and $.1329 include the following amendments _
offered to strengthen the program, facilitate the administrative
process and to improve services.for parents and children.

. ® Altow Medlcaid eligibility for children with special needs who
are placed for adoption, even though nb adoption assistance
payments are being made. (S.12664S5.1329)

Under current law, adoptive children renai;Leugfble for Medicaid
only so long as they recelve Title IV-E adoption assistance pay-
ments. If adoptive parénts choose not to accept adopticfi-assistance



Senatar W. L. Armitrong Tt C - N
July &, 1985 . -
Puge 2 . : . -

payments, the child's Meiicaid ollélbillty status should remaln intact. -The
Academy supports this amendme:nt as a cost savings for states and’one that uill
eliminate !he adninistrAtlvo bur fen of processing token payments.

e Confer Medicald eligibility in lhe state where the chlld resides,
(5.1266/5.1329)

The state that was party to the adoption agreement is, under the exfhtxng law,
required to continue to provide for medical assistance if the family mdves to
another state. The Administration's proposal and S.1329 would require that
children adopted under the adoption-assistance program be deemed eligidble to
recejve Medicaid in the state in which they are living., American families are
highly mobile and relocate frequently for employment purposes. Many providers
and hospitals are reluctant to accept thelr own state's Medicaid cards, much
less an out of state card. The Academy is concerned about the potential for
children to experjence difficulty in securing access to needed medical care and

. treatment if there are problems with interstate Medicaid coverage. This could
also be a deterrent to potential adoptive parents of special needs children.
The Academy supports this amendment insuping Medicaid eligibility, regardless
of where the family resides, and Lhus further enhancing the possibility of spe-
rial needs children being pliaced 1n a permanent hone. .

e Provide Medicaid Eligibility to Title W-E adoption assistance and foster
care children in the state in which they reside. (S.1329)

The Academy recognizes that Titls (V- E foster care children Jnay experience a1f-
ficulties receiving Medicaid benefits if their foster rdmily moves. Obtaining
necded medical care and treatsent is critical for children with special needs,
_particularly foster care chilliren. The Arademy supports S.1329's amendment that

forter care uhlldruu Lo eligibl.o fore Htllxdid in the state ln which they reside.
* Pl‘oyldl> M-'ilr‘-l'l -‘uvnl o2 U o Mu' \lme a child is plm"od for adoptlon.
(5.1329) .

The prevailing concern of the Academy on this  .ssue to ensure the access to Ton-
tinuing medical care for special needs children. Once an adoption placement has
becn made, we can see no compnlling reason to wait until the judicial decree of
adoption has been issued to commence Medicaid eligibility. This minor admini-
strative change would make health care available to the child and eliminate what
could become an unnenessary barrier to the timely and successful placement of a
special needs child. The Academy supports this amendment.

e Provide training and ?étrdlnlng for individuals who are maintaining or pre-
paring to maintain foster family homes and for members of the staffs of
child-care instllutlonsi (S.1329)

The Academy supports this proposed anendment as a sensibie mechaniss to igprove
the quality of care provided 1o foster children. Caring for foster Kildren can
be a difficult task. FPFoster parents and members of the staff of any child-care

—~—
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institution who have respontcibilities with respect to foster children must be
able to recognize and deal with their special emotional needs. The Acadeay

“believes that most individuals would benefit from receiving training designed
to.assist them in meeting the complex needs of foster children and is in favor

of thvs» efforts to provide uch n‘.ﬂnlng. ’ .
A = .
The Academy comends the Subcommittee for its advocaey role on bdhalf of chil- ~ .
dren in‘need of. permanent homes and pledges its assistance in working toward
-the' passage and implemu:ntation of these amendments.. -~ : B
- R
Sincerely, . ) . .
' ' - - -z

<« ° t -

George G. Sterne, M.D. . -

Chairman . ' 3 .
Committee on Early Childhood, -
. Adoptian and Dependent Care \ - - -
N EE—
‘GS/resm o e . ’ N
cc: -Executive Committee ' , JE
- .Committee on Early Chlvldbogd, : . B . . >
- ! Adoption and Dep:ndént Care - . . N
. ) 4
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STATMENT OF EDWARD BRANCA, JR.
. 15 WESEL DRIVE ~
NANUET, NEW YORK , 10954
Tel. 914 62322677 - ,

I respectfully request Congress to consider enacting legislation, \‘
possibly as an amendment to the reaﬁthorizétion of P..L. 96—272. to reunite
brothers and sisters who are separated by adoytl'on or foster care, and to

o ~ . ) e .
prevent brothe?s and sisters from being unnecessarily separated in future
adoptions and foster carep placements.. More often than we' would llike to
think, brothers and sisters have been separated, often unnecessaruy'. and
then denied the right to cver:see each other ag(in.’

While I ap not an expert on- social service :lev, I believe few states

have laws on their books to grant’ adoptges a right of reunion with brothers

~and sisters they have been separated from, even in cases where siblings

were adopted by different families. _ While I have not dane any research,

I would guess that few states have laws on tﬁeir books to require that,
whencver possible, brothers and sisters who are availgble for adopti,on.
be adopted by the same family_. I was told by a person who lives in Maine.
that Maine only stoped separating bro;hers and sisters a’ few years ago.
I regret to say that my own state of New York has not enacted a law to re-
unite separated siblings, even in cases where siblings who were separated-

as children have reached adulthood. and had been adogted by different

families. A New York state bill, S4937-A/A5042-A, to require that whenever .

possible, brothers and sisters be adopted by the same family, has passed
the state Assembly, though as of June 18th., it has not passed the state
Senate. The following are some of the tragedies which have occured}v’h‘en

A\

brothers and sisters vere separated.

Dur'in'g,thq Great Depression, a group of siblings vere placed in foster

homes in western New York state. One of the c‘hildren. Janet, returngd one
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day from school, to be told by an older ‘sister, that "Baby Lillian," their sis-

ter, had been taken away by the adoption authorities. Janet Gervaise has”not

“

seen her little sister for over {ifty years,

Donald Booth; whom' the 1981 ABC-TV. movie, "A Long 'Way Hoﬁe" was based,

_. was adopted by one family; his younger brother and sister were adépted by

another. Don. who, according to the movie, greatly tnissed his siblings, did

i not sec them again until all were adults; -

Lorrine Brewer, who grew up in hoJ;h Carolina foster care. has been unable

to .locate or obtain identxfying 1nformation on her brother and sister who were . ~

’ adopted. It is a misdemeanor, under North Carolina -law, to disclose information

“” contairfed in adoption files. ’

Last year, after seeing a rews. report on the reunion of two brothers who

had been separately adopted and denied contact with each dther, I cslled,tﬂe

adoptive pérént of one. When I asked her why the adoption agency diqq't provide

the childrens' adoptivé parents with each others names and addresses, so that
the children could keep in contact, she told me, "thgy don t tell you that,"”

In 1983 a set of separaLely adopted idgﬂtical triplets were reunited,
at the age of fifty-seven. . o0 ’ A ‘;

. The list of these tragedies could.go on ana on, ~ o

The International Soundex Reunion Registry,v (ISRR), attempts to reunite
aJ;ptién separated families b?'matching dates and. places of birth, Emma May
Vilardi.uvho Chairs the ISRR., states that, "Families of six to twelve chtidren,

all full siblngs, were separated by adoption and foster care, War, depressions

-

and the death of parent(s) are commor denominatora in. the . separation of large

H
i

families," According to the 1SRR' s.~l986 annual rbport. 106 people, who know

. they have 8 twin they ‘were separated " from, are registered with the ISRR., in

hopes their twin will also register.

(MORE) ' \ !
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I wish to po#nt out how information given lto' adoptive families by adoption
agencies can be false. , . - B . ) '

The February, 1981 issue of Good Housekeeping ran an article, "The Triplets
“Who Found Each Other," which is the true story of .the apcidental reuni.on in
Septembér, 1980, of a set of ildentical triplets who had been sep_aratcly a@qpted
.shortlylaftfr their bi'pth on 'July 12, 1961, The a;ticle stated that, after
the trilplets reunion, the adoption agency they were;laced by, Louise Wisc Servi
ces, told the triplet's adoptive parents that they were the' last multiple birth
babies who were separnted.' lone of the triplet's adoptive parents had been
told the children were multiple birth babies.

In lay, 1985, 1 féc~e1ved.a phbne call from a woman_ who gave birth to bro-

ther-sister twins on June 23, 1969, ecight yeérs after the triplets were born.

The "birthmotl;er" surrendered the twins to Louise Uise Services. She told :;)e
that, shortly after the twins wcré' ‘Iao}n, she returned to Louise Wisc Services,
'Lo-s~0e if the twins werc being placed with the same t:amlly. Lbuiée Wise told
4her that t‘hey would not attempt to place the twins together, unless prospective
adoptive parents came té them requésting to adopt a set of twins. They would
not ask prospective adoptive parents‘ if they were willing to adopt a set of
twins. So the t\-{in's were separated. h‘hen.an adoption agency separately adopts
siblings, it receives a fee .from °each set of adoptive parents,| instead of rec-
eiving only one fee ﬁ the children are adopted by the same family. Louise_

Wise Services also conducted research on the effects of here;iity by st:udyj.ngl7
N

Lo

eoE) - - ? i

by .‘

—t



[ PR

RPN

a sibling group.

i B 303

Page 4. ) . T
£ have been. told .that Louise Wise, Services separated many nultiple birth .
babies, and has given false information to adoptees and adoptive parents.’

PLAN IOR B)’AC‘]‘! {ENT OF "SIBLINGS' RIGHTS"

I have developed a plan to keep brothers and sisters together, in foster’

care and in adoption, and to reunite separated siblings, lhen I use the words

"brothers," "sisters" and "siblings," I am, of course, referring to half-sib-

lings as well as to full-siblings, I urge this plan.be mandatory on states ]
which receive federal aid fcr their foster care or adoption programs.,_. N]

9 N

ﬁxblings not be separated, in foster carc _or in adoption, unleSS absoulutely

‘necessary i.e. when no farxuly is willing or able to take all the childrén in

IT That separated siblings, or, if they are minoré, their lepal pérents.
be allovcd to obtain identify;ng infornmation. ‘

. Uhen siblings are ninors, one (set of) parents should have a leg al right
to request a third party, perhaps the court, adoption agency or private organ-
ization, 'to contact the other (set of) parents to dsk if they wish a reunion,
If- ~théy'agrcé,_' .idcntifyin{; ‘information would Le provided.. If they decline, ”
identifying information would not be provided, and the parent(s) notified of
the turn down. ) ' ' . »

I.dull.s should bLe allowed a:;:ess to ,1x_ivé/t{t’if;'>ing iqformation on their adult
s1b11ngs without an)one 's cong sent, (I‘n many cases where siblings havc been
separated mﬂhy years, the mblinn won't Le cble to be locatcd by the third party.,
Providing identifying mtormat:mn will help people in;tracing their siblings.)

"I do, though, believe it might be advisable if courts we're allowed to with-
hold 'identif;'ing inforration in cases where a silling is dev_elopmentaily dis-

ebled or suffering from serious mental illness.. I do not _belieye that’ rounion

should be denied in all such cases, as, in many such cases, brothers and sis-
. o )

o

ters arc the only family the person has left.

(MORL)
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I urge that the Tight to obta‘in'identifyipg, information on' siblings ‘he
allo;ed even in cases where a sibling(s) remain(ed) with the birthparent(s).

Vhile I“ know revealing birthparents identity, even indirectly, is-contro-
versial, 1 urge .that nor]-a&opted}. but separated, sib}in;;s »be a_ll:a‘wed reunion,

The i~'ashington [state] Adoplﬂe'é Kights Movement, (WARM.), has. been auth-
orized in -many of \ashln;’ton s count%s to act as "confidentual interneciary,”
" to contact scparabed by ‘adoption family menbers to ask’if they wish a rounion.
‘ARi., finds that ninety percent of the family members it contacts agree to a
reunion. While 1 have no statistics on this, I assune t.ha_t the vast majority
of VARM's, intermedia‘ry contacts are on behalf of adoptees who vi'vsh to be re-

B

united with their birthparents and vice versa. This, plus my own reading of
!’adoption literaturé, as well as my own contacts with -birthparents and othe“r
gdoption separated and reunited people, hLas totally convinced me that the vast
r;mjority of ‘birthparents wish to be '[el'mite'd with surrendered children. T can
'only assume that, when the surrende:;l c‘hi].d }las a bx:other or ‘sister, the desire
for a reunion is even greater, ) - ‘
‘I urge that the right to obtain identifying information apply to past adép-
tipns and foster care placements, as well as to future cases. While T know
Congress does .not like to make regu‘lations retroactive, I urge an exception
be ‘mad2 to allow separated in the past brothers "andv ‘sisters. to Ye reunited.
Af‘ter all, these g;;_c;a_ses where brothers a'nd sisters who had nothing but each
other leftT were denied "ev;n each other. N The 1nformation\ﬁeeded to reunite
these 'siblings is locked away in a cdurt or agency file, and denied tJo those,
like Ms., Brewer, who need it most. ’
T suggest’ that Congress consider making ‘the right to ottain 1dent1£y1ng
1nforma‘tioh enforceable by federal courts. Congress might .wish to declare that
the Constitutional protection of family relationships gives bongress the power

to enact siblings »Hgifs legislation;:—
(MORE)
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III That prospective adoptive ond foster parents be inforred i€ the child
they pl;m to adopt, or take in as a foster child, has siblina(s), and, il so,

if they are:
' a. not surrendercd
b. available for adoption or fostoar care

c. have been adupted

The fact that lceuise Yise fervices, and ciler adoptiorr agencies, suporated
. o

rultiple birth balies, without telling the c¢hildren's adnptive pareats, expliins
why this regulation is necessary. - ‘ E

UFY STATH ADUPTION DEGISTRIES Ai 10T TEL SGLUTION

I heliﬂe\'e that state adoptioﬁ rejistries, which are being created by state R
fegislatures in o nucber of states, including New \'or‘r'; are pot the answer to .
the question of hov Lf) reunite separdted sililings., I believe this tor the’ .
following reasons. .

srothers and sisters who cre separated had no sfay in the decisions vhici

separitec then froi: cne ancther. Therefore, the law should make it as easy

- as pussible for sitlings, particularly adult si%fings, to Le reunited,

?rofessor Thomas Uouchard, of “the University of lMirnesota's -iPsycht
[Rp— . . .

about sixty-five sets of Loirs anc triplets
.‘.4‘ - : 1 .
separated carly in Jife, ard reunited as adults, VProfessor Louchard has told

se that, while all his subjects bave not "ad perfect reunicné. rone wishes the
. N

. . 7
reunion had not haprence, Professor Louchard wes not irvelved in.separatirsy, //
) ) ' - ' B ~
sitlings, ¢ supports reunitinyg families who arc scparated, . e
4 person who is active in helping adoptees search for birthfa'r.ily/‘w*‘b/crs. -
a - . .o sl

; X . S e
has told ac' that she knows of only “a few rcunions- between separatéd siblings
which were not sucessful. I thus believe thalL the vest .mjp_ri'ty of separated

brothers and sisters vish a reunion,

(.:{CRE)
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State laws which govern adoption registries rcquire that adoptees be zdults

before they wmay register. ilost, if not all, state registries do not allow adop-
tive parents to register their minor children. To force parents to say to their

child, that.he may see Lis brother or sister again when he is an adult, is aoth-

‘ing ore than government mandated child cruelty. .
In order to recalster with the lNew York state adeption registry, adoptces

rust be over the ase of 21, beep torn and adopted in llew York state, ant® pay

- a fee of at lcast $45,20. (Ko smcll anount to aany adoptees.) TFor this fee,

adoptees receive certair non-idertifying inforzation on their birthparents.

Fer 3 "uetch" . (reunion) te take plece, one'.or bLoth birthperents, as well as

the adoptive parents (if living) nust register. [fleco, noreifees rust bte noid,
; ‘ s .

The rezistry, by the way, is prohibited. from soliciting a registration fron

IS
.

anyone, or accepting registrations fron separated sislings.

I vould lile to point out, Lhat scveral states require or ellov thet a.cended

birtl: certificates, viiéi: arg issved

to nagptecs and adoprive parents (Ju .ost
states, oripinal ones arce sealed), change not only the names of the adoptee's

parents, but the Llace of the adoptee's Lirth. .. perscn ecopted in :

v ol thesa
states, night not xnow wiere hie was born, and thus nct Know which state rezistry,

3f wry, he can ro_dcter with, ilicke ace alze siblinge o werz cdopted Ly Lo
Y

ilies in different stetes. Lot ‘.n ention” siblin

=

5 are ccrarated by foster |

Sro,
Ve
“he folloving ere s&e of the laws Uonpress has, in rocent jears, pesscd,
¥ R
viica pro-erot riate 2aliority,
. ! N
)

The Toaily Dducational /nl Privacy et of 1974 (Lvelley Mendient), ifcl

requires school Fictricts o seleel reeoris Lo Lor-

’

ents, and ¢ persoar over the ase of 14 wlo have 1

) ’ . - : . Co-
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Page 8. )
The equal access provisions of the math and science 'cduqation,law, ;vhic!x

require school districts to allow students to conduct religious ‘uorship in

.

school buildings, during non-school hours.

The law which requires states to enact a minimum drinking age of 21, in

- order to receive their full aLlotment'«of federal highway,“uid. ‘
B ® e

- . .. oy
.The following states change adoptces place of birth on ded birth cor-
tificates. (Infornation may not be up to date.}

‘ States where place of birth must be changed ’ »

Kentucky
-Mississippi
North Caliolina _
St'@tes where place of birth may be chanjed:
‘Californiah o
Georgia : . .
! Illinois - o
) New Jersey
Wisconsin )
The following are addresses and telephone numbers of organizations men-~
tioned in testimoxé:y.
B International Soundex Reunion Registry
Emma May Vilardi-
Box 2312
Carson éity,’ Nev, 89702
Tel. 702 882-6270.
(MORE) .

3




)

[ -
University of .linnesota @

808

Pag

ne ©

Good Ifoixsok‘ccping (conrercial iangizine)
959 tth, Avenue l
New York, i, Y. 10019

fel. 212 202-57G0

lLouise ‘ise Services
12 Past %4t Street .

Yew York, ¥, Y.

Tel, 212 {76-2050

. e
Washington ‘Adoptee's Nights ! ovement

220 dirkland Avenue

“irklard, Vash, 93033

Tel, 205 $27-0560

Pruf(!s:;o‘r Thol,:;s Jouchard

iiinnesola Center Tor 'l‘\.'in. ird ddoptica losearch
‘Pz(..ycho'lo;;y Departuent

Illiott Yall ' :

75 YasL liver Load

iinneapolis, iilon, 55455

el 612 273-0161
. : ) Respectf
. “c v)

¢,

LEVARD 5

ully subwitted,

- i - ———

RAVCA, IR
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""Conccmed Unltzd Blrthporcnt: Inc. )

July 4, 1985

Ms. Scott~Boom
Finance Committee

U.8, Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Ms. Scott-Boom, '
It is my undorcundim that the U.S..Senate Finance Committee is holding’
hearings on reauthorlzation of Pubuc Law 96-272 the Adoption Assistance

- & Child Welfare Act of 1980, 1 would uke to offer the following as my
tel:@ny to the way in which adoption has affe;:ted the lives of myself
ind others :I have met in adobtion reform movements. ) . ‘
lck in 61 when I found my;ei‘f p:eémnc, scared ar;d alone, I was advisecf
'y the ptofauionah that to surrender ones chtld for adoptlon was the
\PNLY loving thlng to do, It would be cruel to aubject your child to a ufe
of having only one parent, low income ‘levels, along with no financial
assietance. The future they painted wi'u‘ bleak indeed, as well as the fact
that society held no place for the unwed mother or her child. Tl;'e Poor
Laws of Ens.land, dating back to 1597, were alive and well in the United
suc@s. Unwed m;theu were being punished for the crime ongetl:ing pregmné
’by being éoercgé into surrendering her child. and then banished 1ike a . J
criminal to no;\;er-ncver land for the rest of her life. To never know 1f
her child were dead or auve, healthy or happy, or if the adoption had
ever been finakized and a home provided for her first born. We ugtgjg\ld

by these protaulonsh tha: we'd go on to have other child en, gbac ve N\

Netionsl Headquarters
595 Central Avenus

Dover, New Hampehire 03820 " 603-749-3744
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1t has not ggne‘away, aor haQe 1 évei forgotten my firaé boxn.
One cannot imagine tiie pain of losing a child until they h;ve experienc~
ed it, The wovie Adau gave us an fnsight into the sense of loss, anger,
anxiety, Erustracion and denression that occurs when one that qe,lﬁve‘is
gone from our sight. It has been comnpared with a family member be;.. a
MIA or of a kidnapping victim. We live with pain, yearning, bewilderment
and saddness. - ‘
"Why are birthparents held in such low esteem that they' should never
have the knowledge of the chlld‘fhey gave birth Fo? Don't 1, as a «uman
‘being have the right to know whether my child is alive or not? Why ahoul&
private agencies, or agenbies_of)the govermment have the right to withhoid
from the adult adoptee (18) knbuiedge of his family 6f birth? How can we
have the nerve to tell someone 20, 30. or 50 years of age that he hasn’t
the tighé to Know the ﬁaﬁe of the peraén who énve him 1ife? Shouldn't
every human being have the right to medical and geneological hiatory?

The most important gift in life is ones genetic link to the nast, to ones

' history. Does snyone have the right’to deny these basic charachteristics from

another human be&ng because he was raised by an adopted family? One
cannot adopt anothers genetics, their family background is there at birth

anﬂ cannot be changed, <

As 'individvals we all huQe rights. The most basic knowledge those of us

who are not adoqted have is knowledge of their bistoty---théir fa@lly
g:eeﬂ As easily retrieved as by picking up an old fanilf photo album or
" basking in the weiith of information that'mlght flow at a family g;thet-
ing or reunion., We all take our 'belonslnﬁ“ fo: granted, o; éalunlly.

. But not others........

e ‘,
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) l '
1 havé ad the opport' ity to meet.my daughter, and to give to her my '
/gift oé love, and knowledge of her history. 1 have brought to“ﬁi?j‘ﬁilf
brothers, aunts and uncles to‘love her as well as paternal grandparents
Her life if full of many loved onef. She has no wore unanswered questions,
shé feels like a whole person. Can ue.understénd the adoptees plight?
I feel most fortunate 'to live in a state whereby information can ve,
passed back and forth, and even meetings arranged at any age providing all
partigs~are‘uilllngf 1 amAenélosing our receatly apnrove: Post Adoption
Se;vice Rights to share with you in the hopes that .it can set the example
of recogﬁiifﬁg and'befng sensitive to-‘the needs of all members of the

adoption triad, ——
~
I implore your commlttee to require states that receive Eedetal Adontion/

Poster Aid enact open records, to not unnecessarily seperate siblings, and
to allow those seperated siblings to be reunited.
Resgectfully Submitted,

) “§/nd{§ ks Spe{e‘azaa irr— ' h

Branch Coord{nator, Concerned United Birthparents
4024 Quentin Avenue So.
St. Louis Park, Minnesota 55416
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POST ADOPTION SERVICE RIGHTS

. = * L]
Birth nothers and Birth fathers (named on:the origimal bdirth certificat dicated ‘
acknoaTedge paternity 1n writing) have a right lo mal‘sh ate, disdicated, o villing to

L. A copy of any docment they signed for the agency, including the Agreement tuhnl;g Aethority 1o Place
Child ("sercender®). ) ,

2. Non-ideati{ying® information abost th_c adopled person’s fanily.

3. noa-identifyingt information about the adopled persos’s placemeat. The tive parest caa
refuse this request on behalf of the adopted msmmr'ﬂ mﬂ’M we. s '

<. T O
adoptive pareats can refuse this request on behalf of the adopted persen wader 19 years of age.

s.
od persca can  refuse this request. The Eaculedge or coasent

The_adoy

n.dopl ve parents is aot required.

6, A copy of Ihe original birth certificate availadle from 1he N Departuent of Bealth, Seclion of Vita}
snﬁm: he g gf_ly_mn . . !

s to the Dirth parents naned on the origingl birth o
Mi_‘_g Parents have the right (for thewseives or on behalf of the adopled person soder 19 years of age) to,
request: : :

1. Non-identifying® information abowt eilder bitth pmhiil.
2, m noa-identifyingt information about either biﬂh’ parentes, The birth parest cab refuse this
request, .

e e 2
The birth pareat can refuse this requast.

ted persons al least 1% years i_a_qn_lm the right o the following withoat the ackgtive pareats
Kaod or Consents ] K v s

1. Noa-ideatifying® information abowt either birth parentsr,

2. M_u,g nos-ideatifying® Information abost either birth pareatss, The Dirlh pareat cas refese Wis o
request. . M -

3. »
The dirth parent can refuse this request.

4. ét e, 2 m‘ of the 0f|?|lll| birth mlilin'lﬂru the N ln‘rbnt of lﬁam, Sectinn of Vital
Statistics. The birth pareat{s)3* named o the original birth certificate can refuse this request. .

NOTE: s
¥ Noa-ideatifylag medical, geactic or social history inforsatien.

R £ The birth nll:r ard/or (06 birth falher numed oa the original birth certificate, adivdicated, or having
b AtEeaqledoed patennity, . . N

e, - . - .

mmnm 1% yuars of age bora to lilLﬂ‘_Liﬂ_l pareat have 2 7ight teo requesty
lmriﬂin about o contact with aiy other child bora te vither birth parent who is alse at least 19 years
f age. The other chil the

of & d can cefuse this request. The conseat of the Birth parent(s) is also required
identity of the birth jarent is kaces to either child. o

Medicq! Jaformtions o -
The agescy mugt make & diligest edfort to transmit any information which nay affect the antal o pipsical

[




a

The petitionsr does 20t sted an altnrn‘ to petition the court
- ‘purseant lo MY Statute, Sec. 259.31° to the
_for wanting that ‘information.

This
" mateh. The reQisiey is available to persons over {s years of age seeking other persoas over

313 - “ <

health of gﬁﬂiull)-nhtod persons.  This information is provided to Ihe adoptive ‘vn! uatil the adopted
person reaches 19 years of age, at which tine.the information is provided diml!y to the adopted persos.

Patitions and Courd Grdees on Condidentia) Resoedsy ,

‘t?c:‘;@nlm regords include sealed original dirth certiticates, agescy adoption records, and court files
on adoplion, — -+~ : '

If abirth parent is deceased, cannot be located, Mas sigred an affidavit. of noa-distlosere, o has failed
to file either 3o affidavit of disclosure or noa-disclosure on the oeciginal birth certificale, the adopted
peeson has the right to petition the court for a court order reteasing the requested inforsation. A birth
pareat may file an aftidavit objecting to disclosera of information about himself only.

The Tam provides for the right of aay !uty to e adoption fo pelilion the court for ke relesse of
identifying information for "good cawse’, ’ cause’ is déternined b‘“ the court rulind os the petition,
t N 1 but singly writes a Tetter of pelition
jvdge explaining what informatian is requested asd the reasons

Adoglive parents M 1dopled m;ms have the right to knu_uiigl court Finalized the adoplion, Birlh
parents caa petition the court in the cousty where court terminaticn of their parental rights vccdrred or the
coort in their county of residence.

General Infornation o

1. The ageacy has the right to :Mr?o reasonable fees for pmiain! information or search assistance. .
Furtber, the agency has the right to require that the fee be paid in full ,mon sarvice is provided,

2. Htis the client’s ru;onibiliiy tocclarify the service mas, respond praptly to agency correspordence
and to be timely with fee paments.

(3. The client has the right to be given a rrasonabie tine frane in uhick W search will be canpleted”

4. 14 the client is dissatisfied uith the services recoived, the matter should be discessed with 1he worker -
assigned to the case. 1f this does not resull in a salisfactory solution to the proble, the cliest
d contact the worker’s supervisor. 1f there still are service conceras mhdsgho Adoplion Uait,
MN Departnent of Human Services, 4th Flooc, Centennial Office Building, St. hal N 55135,

Qther Resoveces - .

The Minnesota Reunion Registry is;‘v_q_t_ afiliated with Hinnesota’s public oe riulo adoption agescits.,
Since 1979, this non-prodit velunTeer service has operated in conjusction wijh the [ntersational “Scundex
Reunion Registry and hendreds of affiliated registries woridwide. - .

is not a2 search sarvice, Dbut "2 free, coafideniial ntual consent registry which u{‘:twndnl:
2

years, For more inforsation and @ registration form, send a self-addressed stamped envelope to: m.qimien

Registry, 23247 Lofton Ct. N., Scandigy MN $3473, ° .

(V8%
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. 41 W, Mws:t. s #B300 .
’ * ' Aleandria, Va, 22312
g = e July 1, 1985 S
Mo, Seots-Boom |
Senate Finance (omisttee
United States Semate IR
Waskington, 0.(. 20510
Dear Ma, Scot-Boom;

, tmmaawmpmwmmfwmw)mmw
Iladmon?ubﬂ.cl.wm Caﬂpuplwcinddeﬂwtu&mny, along with the
- enclosures, in the printed recond? ,

I{ﬁmumoﬁab@mnwsﬁuduue, I mkm&dw W-#;ao. ‘
Thank you very much, B hS

t—. B
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T | Concening Piblic Low 96-272
Daxr (owenittee Mowbers; ’

Tlumoluduaummpwof:¢lo&u(8}¢dtmuﬂdu(ﬂ}¢/0ﬂldlm
:mnbpdl{kmntupcddoﬁﬂdtalﬂmuudopmkm&. 1 aubmit them because
they how varping problems that someone will ten ALle taplng o provide vidal
ndlal&[omﬂonbmﬂdapt«/aupt{aa&u(ﬂ} lwdwbaplunm
-dlmlm&lnadb&gt&g&ih&ﬁﬂm&buoﬁ«ﬂagmaa/.

To all of this,. I would Like 4o wubmist this added bik of Infommasitons My son also
was foken from me for the same rarsons, and xns about to be adopted, vhen I was fortuate
enoupht do find a cable atloaney who alded me in aspaining custody of my sone

The potnt 20 all of this Lo ainply, because I had my son and hnow my family backs
"ground, I was able to fake "shortarts® and moved the diagrostic timetrble up by several
weechs, AL the present Lime, an_adoptee DOES NOT RAVE that optlon, '

_ M!Md&cbmmﬁuhw Daning a'meeting, laat yaon, 1
MdaSb;cSocuWMalldehdm - pansonally been lnvalved in a aeunlon
" {betveen an ﬂdopacandaﬂuﬁw, Mmi_d;_dolam.ﬁhtuku
*wuanted® by elthen Lavolved pantys She stated that ot a single seunion had beer
 Tuveloome®, o{n&mbwld;c, lhwmuhudo[cnkbptn uﬂuM
Rarent who did not want o be *found”,
mma.mummwwuulz,wm“.a}'-
_ we of the Adoption Talangle (Adoptess, Adoptive Parents, BLith- L -] sany times are faced
with senlous madical and genetlc probleme that mut be ansvered, At this time, vhether
or not such informtion L passed on = on even held in the file = i based on a judyement
all by the individial craeosker, And) In most Instances, the crsasonken (being |
gealows and protective of Mafher *paver”) uses bod judpement and “trsshes® the wital
data, Mine s not and Leolated cue,
- ’Mcwwﬂdaﬂu%awbwwkp&to{&m
| of the Adaption Asslatonce and (AL Welfare Act of 1990 (Public Law %6-272). rm,m

- 401 N, Asmistead St,
aanetie I, Davics Aleandain, Va, 24"3/2 r,
(»3) 9#1-4330
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"l‘!vneA Alexandria Gazette

_Friday, April 8, 1983 Page A4 °

o g
w\mm% hilll- 4 m m
= mum __mmumwwm m mm
o 1 e 14T ¥OEED -

: Wl it
mawm n.: i1 _EE_
: mm wm mm?“ mmawm

mmmu mmﬂmm mmmmmu

241 mmxmmw,m EHH
E i

3 L Mm L
\mm mmmwmm S |
i mmmmﬂm -



_-'g.m.'..‘&_,__’__ - ’ o

317

: 40t N, Annistead S'«t.
(4 ) " Apantment #3/10 =
‘ ) . Aleandria, Va, 22312
' 3-9‘”-4320

lamcon.ﬂzc&ngyoubeaameuﬁatomdouiuapwomlpwblmﬁueam.la{d
indo one that affects a substantial pontion of the United States poplurtion, :
Inl%7,nyda¢96&nwh&m[nomm(lmwdaugz/wdadoptdou& She
ia nw 22, 1 also have a son, who is 19, This backpround inforration leads me up to
the pwblem In 1982, my son entered the Mavy, He uas medically discharged nine .
months laten - they fourd he had Newrofibromatosis (), ~NFis a genstic binth disondens
Because the Disonder Lo highly hereditnny, 1 have been attempiing to contact my daughten
/ﬂww. the Agency that hardled her adoptivn) o inform her thot NF exhists within
fomily, Nealless to say, 1've been met with "stone walls " all around, Not only
dui&eagenq/uﬂuaeimumptéawn&dnyqu‘uay they widd not even keep the

. & information in an open file and release it £0 her in the event she contacts then

for informtion, I feel that this in not only negligent... it bnings up a possible
Pibiic Health aituation, 1 have since found out that other birth panents are havirg
T #he same podlen in attennting to share vital information with thein children, The
Agencies simaly Lgnone on mislead us in the hope that we will get discounaged and d’:wp
the mtter,
. Thia bnirgs up the newm:& for some type a{ Moml Legiolation, Mamely, -
a Law that would compel wﬂgan.af{fﬁiv, (ounty on ?Mmtd o notify the adoptee
{orn the adoptive panents, if the wwoten is a minon) 22 the binth ;leuméfo} contact
them, at a future date, 4o pass on any nev genetic uy[m.m.t[nn. 1f, fon some acason
(adoptive family moved, etc.), the ngency Ls urable £ contact the adoptee on the adope -
tive fomidy - then b‘te/igena;ﬂﬂﬂ(b; law} keep Hie ganetic informtion inan OFEN
file - to be nelowed to the advptec anl/o;t #he adoptive panents, if they ane contactad
Seothom in He futune,
Peahaps this iypeolleyulawnuoo?d'w\g that pour Group might 6em.tauutd
in seeirg implemented, 1f 40, plense cwntact your (vrgressmn, .
1 can be md&da.tﬂleabovead{nmfardp’wnemnﬁal.{ there are any

. quutwru wu m(g.‘u‘. have,

T’naM o} 74 . —
2 <, _,(_, 4,,’0-9‘) . -
7 gea.nette 1. Davias

i

)
1

S

51-769 0 - 86 - 11 - -



Gettingthe -
- Runaround te
By Jeanette 1. Davias

In March 1982, my son Timothy,
age § .kﬁhmwreponlor.\aul
Baxic Training, After [ had

"thought
ﬁ&ukd&hl‘odwwdm

a. November of 1982, Timodiy
had been medically discharged and
ctumed hame. The. verdict? Newro-
fibromatosis (NF) also known as the
Elcphant Man's Disease. It would be
3 yvar and a half of evalustions, tems,

. doutorns’ visits, and two major opera-
tions. not 10 mention the fear,
uaceruinty and tears before we
would breathe casy again. Hy 3
this 00 wolld not last.

You sce. Timothy has en older
sister named Janet. Janet was taken

from-me when she was almost six . - contact 1 have provided everyone )
years old and placed for adoption. - with documentation \ ™
Since NF is & gonetic binth disord: son’s condit Ih:wllwm(onb) ~.
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—
by 3 casenvorker, “The agency will instability of worse. as a threat to
not do amthing without 3 court their authonity. They refuse even to
order™ lincluding accepting a keep the NF information on file in
Waiver of Confidenualicy ). by the cvent Janet contacts them fur
another caseworker that my informaticn!

daughter was adopted. by ;k’('nun. Others have poinfed out the situa-
“there is no record of an adopuion™: tion could have public health impli-

by the agency head. “they'd getback  cations. Pe wfalsoseeitasa
tw me"; by Rochester the matter maoral bsue; this agency hne
would be expedited (my letier sat the right to play God:™ In mn case at
on her desk fag three weeks '~ least, that is what they are doing.

unupened ); by phone from Buffalo, They are condermaning my daughter
they would petition the Coutt to andhﬂdildrmwanmwd
open the fikes and comact my

daughter as this was 2 senous ment. blindness. cnppling, Joss of

.matter: by letter from Buffalo. “10 heanng. and even death. Who gave

hawve 3l further contact wuth Alhany them that right?.
as this is 2 fegal matter.. . wewbh——.
you the best of huck.” ,

So far. Atbany is silent.

At this point. { feel much more :
than rage. [ feel fear. Fear that this
agency which. presented with a life
and death situation affecuing not
only Janct but her children as well,
coukin't care lesa Iv's boen over six
months since 1 made my initial

that is passed from parent to child,

. Timothy's doctors want to evaluate
Janet in ocder 1o rule our that she
t00 may have NF. So in the Fall of
1983, 1 (in good conscience and all
innocence ) attempted to contact the
agery in New York that had
handled the adoption. § d no
answer. To make a very long stocy
short. [ went from the social worker

" who had hanulied the adoption to ™~ *
the head of the agency to the
“Adoption specialist,” to the court, .
to Ruchester, to Bufalo, and finajly,
10 Albaay. .

Dunngthaulm: lhmvb«nucd
10, ignored and gencrall: ) “led up
the primrose pah. fve been wld:

T tumn, lhl\t been (reatcd with the

- parent's concem nﬁmol_:nmul '

asked that my name, address.
numbct. and the information con-
ceming the disorder be presented to
my daughicr to Iot ber make bor
oun decision as to whether she
wishes to confact me. | have empha-
sized chat there are very few doctors
who are experts in recognizing and
treating NF, and it would be prefer-
able foe her 10 Jdeal witli Timothy’s
doctors since it Is an inherited
g:.cuc disorder and they are

tiar with the case. Yet. at eveny

$ for
ﬂlghll) senlle, dakkﬂng. eldecly
relatives The 2 ' Cleardy views &

e e e e e -
‘e
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at et ade tenny L ma , P el Srate, ‘
ars MTope A = tavely renyy Lop S LY s oravier., My oriceor
Far yeswnn T oave vy ad, “ane s wy orweed te VYmaw my,
R I LR TR R G TS TR B N v tmats L omay have
fttEsyen man L omy W o g e as v experivernc=3 chiid-
SArkry 7 owant 4o cha s tre warmr whe ernduco: this for me;

2lieve. tnat my 1 2tk motner, woe (e leas ap  to searc®: me ous
-»eause of secrecy and secial pressur:s, ras a righi to know me,
0 Kn-w atou* h~w [ was raived,’ to know what I've done with my
.ife, and tc krw that sne nas grandchildren; I need to know
.S much.more than the very iimited "non-identifying" information
that New Yorks¢tate will allow me,

. My curiosity and my questions are endless. One question
that particularly haunts me, and it is one that is often down-
played or even overlooked by those who regard adoptees' searches
with skepticism, is: do I have any brothers or sisters? All we
adoptees wonder this. In fact, those of us who grew u{'with no
or only 1 or 2 adoptive siblings even dream that we will someday
locate some half-siblings. :

For years, I have scanned faces in groups as diverse as
patrons in a theater l-oby, passengers on a bus, or worshippers in
church, always looking for someone who resembles’me, The wonder:
is always there; "the search is never-ending. After all, we
adoptees do know that somewhere we do have birth parents, even
if the laws won't allow us to know them, but we never know-whether
we have siblings, and “if so, how many we hawve. .

. And as we get older, we wonder if we have neices and nephews
by these "lost" siblings, In my adoptive family, I have only
one brother, who does hot have children, so this lack is a
-particular dadness to me.

America loves to boast. that it is the "land of the free."
Yet how free are its citizens when #bmg are denied the right to:
know their own birth parents, and when they are denied the right
to know whether or nor they have any brothers and sisters?

Changes in adoption laws are long overdue. It is heartening
to know that Congress is finally addresainf the issue of families
torn apart by adoption. I hope that you will alsc take action
very soon, 8o that adoptees and birth parents may decide for
themselves whether or mot to contact one another, and so that
adult adoptees can finally learn if they have siblings.

Thank you for yQur. prompi attention in this matter.

- 1 "‘i o : { K 'Q,, .

- Sharon A, een
™~ : : {nee Mary Adele Flynn)

205 Sweet Avenue :
Buffalo, New York 1421

}



" STATEMENT
BY

GORDON JOHNSON

DIRECTOR _ 3
FOR

STATE OF ILLINOIS

DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND'FAMILY SERVICES |

|

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY '
AND INCOME MAINTENANCE PROGRAMS |
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

" UNITED STATES SENATE

JULY 5, 1985 i



821

i I

Public Law 96-272 'I’he Adoption As istance and Child Wel!are Act of 1980,
was a landmark piece of legislation. | The Staté of 1llinois accepted the .
chanené'ek of this law with enthusiasm and began the massive jeb of reé!ru’c-
turing the state's child welfare system. Five years later, many things have
changed. Our masjor areas of accomplishment include the fouowin‘g:

(1} We have estsblished a regular, Lsystemauc planning mechanism for
‘ children and tan{ilies which requires that a case plan be developed
__ withif 30 days of case openinz and be_reviewed at least every six . L
months thereafter; o . - ‘ o T

(2) We have devised a planning format which clearly identifies 8 permanency
goal for each child, a target date for goal achievement, and individual
objectives with relevant tasks q‘peciﬁed Wthh parents and others must
achieve in arder for the child's permanency goal to be realized,

h 4 Ny

(3) We have developed and implemented an administrative case review sys- '
tems for those children who are, m foster care to help ensure that the
permanency plans for this parncularly vulnerable group of children are
sound, are timely, and reflect good child - welfare practxce Last year
the administrathe case review system momtored the case plans and '
progress toward pemanency goal achievément of over 16,000 c.‘fxildren

'(4) The Department has strengthened its adoption program over the past
five yee'rs.A The number lof adoption staff has been increased and the ° .
training which they receive has been enhanced. Greater attention has
been plac'ed‘on children in foster care who have in the past often been,
overlooked ‘ﬁith regard to consideration for adoption.  Adoptions of
state wards are at a higher level than they" haveLbaenfih the past eight
years. This is largely due to: " .
[} The systematic administrative case review system already
mentioned, '

o Legislative changes governing parental rights termination,
— h
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o The establishment of the Adoption llnfonnation Center of 1llinois
with its toll free adoption hotline number,

o The hiring of staff who specialize in adoptions, and

o The launching of a highly successful public service media campaign

-- " want to be a son/l want to be a daughter "
N ~

;I'he adoption of minority chﬁdren, psrticularly black children, has been
. enhanced by the One -Church, One Child program. That program was

started in Chicago by Father George Clements, a Catholic Priest who
has adopted three teenage boys. The program is based on the premise
that each black church should find among its congregation at least one
tamily to adopt a black child. The program, which has had a signifi-
cant impact on reducing the number of black chﬂdren waiting for adop-

) tive homes, is now being replxcated nauonany

v
t

"'Fj:ial’l‘y, ‘the Department-has established adoption écreening committees in

all eight regions. These committeés have helped Workers 1deniﬂm=_
legal information and evidence which is necessary to pursue court action
to .terminate paréntal rights. The success of the scrgéning committees

has been measured by an increase in the numbers of éhildren-for whom

-parental rights are being terminated. “These are some of the children

for whom both 3 permanent living arrangement and a permanent legal ;

status is bemg rganze; through adopuon :
S .

A fifth major aren’ of aceompushment in assuring permanency for chil-

dren concerns what we refer to as primary prevention programs. The

Ounce of Prevention and Parents Too Soon programs are the corner-

stones of this effort. These programs focus on "high risk” families,
such as teenage parernts, in order to prevent problems from arising

" which might otherwise re'sim“ln Department or judicial intervention.

In January of this year, I :n\nouncled awards exceeding $400,000 teo 34
non-profit agencies in 29. different Illinois communities to fund child
abuse and neglect prevention services. Those grants represented
dollars which Illinois taxpayers contributed through ghe state income tax
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check-off program. Last year, the tax check-off program realized
nearly $500,000 for the child abuse. prevention fund which is admm:s-
“tered by the Department One could say that the tax check-off pro-
gram was a referendum measuri.ng citizen snpport,for chﬂd welfare
services -- and chudren came out on top. The concern for C %en
has become such an mtegral part o; ‘our national conscience tﬂat citi-
2ens are willing - to support programs\not only with iheir tax dollars,
but also with voluntary contnbut;ons We can be px‘o&d“of "&44 choice -
of pnontles

B . !
It is now time to review the results of our labors and determine whether 4 !
changes need to be made. There are two bills before the Congress which
propose to do just that. In this written testimony, I will provide my com-
ments on these bills and will also give suggestions for further changes in
P.L. 96-272.

2

Change the Funding Formula for Title IV-E

The funding formula for Title IV-E foster care maintenance payments is an
anachronism which loses meaning in the light of abused and neglected chil-
dren. The link to AFDC entitlement on the pretext that low-income children
_are being especially protected is a false one. ‘When the family structure has
been bmkequown to the extent that the child must be placed in foster care,
virtually a,llvchildren must be c¢copsidered low income. At the p;int of family
disruption, the parents' income is rarely available to the child. -For this
reason, 1 do not support continuation of the current P.L. 96-272 link to
AFDC ehglbmty as the entitlement mechanism /
| ) ’
Linkmg funding to AFDC ehgnbxmy does not reward states for their efforts C .
to protect children or to maintain them in permanent homes. Rather, it '
rewards states for aggressive steps to maximize claiming via sophisticated
; aceoun{ing systems. Seven percent (7%) of the nation's children reside in )
the State of New York, yet New York receives $121 million in Title IV-E -
monies. Ten percent (10%) of the nation's children reside in the State of
Gahfornta, yet Cahfomia. receives $84.9 million in- Title IV-E monies. These
two slates represenung 17% of the nation's children; devour two out of
every three dollars spent for.foster care. The remaining one-third of the
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monies are parceled out to the other forty-eight states and the District of
Columbia.. Thus. eighty-three percent of the nation's. children are being
provided foster care. services from only one-third of the monies allotted for -
such services. When the Title IV-E cap swings into place, the inequlties of
the funding system will be l’mzen. Ieaving forty-eight states without hope of
improvin_g“their ot.

In’ 1978: the base year from which future funding is proportioned under the’
Title IV-E cap, Illinois' claims for AFDC-FC monies were at an extreme low.
Recognizing this fact, the Department conducted a massive revamp of the
eligibility determination process and improved-vastly our claiming capabili-
ties. If the Title IV-E cap is implemented, Iilinois, with more than 5% of the
nation's children, will receive less than ‘2% of the total Title IV-E funds
($4.9 million). A.look at other states will demonstrate this unfairness.
Michigan receives $28 million in Title IV-E funds. Pennsylvania -- $14
million. Georgia --$7 million. The District of Columbia -- $6.2 million.

Even Louisiana, a small state c?inpared to 1llinois, receives $5 million.

Children who have been abused or ne&lected are in need of services, re-
gardless of where they reside. Aﬁ abused child in New York receives

twenty times more Title IV-E funding than an sbused ‘child in Ilinois. an
abused child in California receives seven times more Title IV-E funding than a
child in Hlinois. Are some abused or neglected children inherently "worth"
.more than others? I think not. - Yet this funding formula, which in reality
rewards states for their accounting acumen, would seem to indicate so. Any
plan that bases futl.{re funding on the number of children currently receiving
AFDC-FC payments promises that these inequities wﬂl eontinue into the
future. I must stand in oppos:tion to it.

Equity funding, a division of the total Title IV-E allotment based upon the

* number of children in1 each state, will provide a truly meaningful approach to
tunding foster care sirvices A similar funding mechanisni is used quite
successfully for the distribution of Title IV-B and Title XX monies. Equity
funding would® properly reward states such as Illinois which have, on their
own initiative, ‘expanded the foster care program to serve all children in
need of protection, regardless of their family's financial situation. Forty
'states will gain benefits under an equity funding formula. However, New
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York, California, and a few other states will be ndversely 'affect;d by the
change. These states should be protected by a "hold harmless" clause which
would ensure that their funding would not dip bglov} a certain specified
level, regardless of,t.!xg number of children in their state. The equity
formula is simple, easy to administer, and establishes fair’ness in the ap-
proach to funding foster eare aervif:es. I stand firmly in favor of such a.
change. . : C ‘ :

Break the Link Between Adoption Assistance and AFDC Eliﬂ‘ ibility -

8. 1329 proposes that all "special needs" children be eligible for services
sunder Titles XIX and XX. I support this proposed amendment, as far as it
goes. However, the proposed amendment does not address the most basic flaw
in the adoption assistance program -- that eligibility for adoption assis-

tance unfairly links a former status to current need.

There is no logical basis for linking the biologic@i family's AFDC status to
the child’'s current eligibility for adoption assistance under Title IV<-E. All
legal ties to the biological family have been broken through death, voluntary
aumnder‘of -parental rights, or.involuntary termination of parental rights in
a Tourt of law. It‘is not appropriate to look back at a family whose legal
relationship to the children has been severed in order to determine
eligibility for benefits for children in their new family setting.’

One and only one cri_tex;in is appropriate: Do the children have special
ﬁeeds which require adoption assistance in order to finalize an adopﬁve
placement? If this criteria is met, funding should be provided under all
ap_propriate titles - 1V-E, XIX, and XX. : .

' Simplify Adoption Assistance

The adoption assistance program has been unnecessarily complicated by
administrative requirements. One of these requiréments is that Medicaid
eligibility can be established only if a cash payment is being provided. For
many “special needs" children, the primary concern is not cash assistance,
but rather coverage of medical costs. Sometimes the adoptive family neither
needs nor desires cash assistance. Yet the state is required to provide a
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‘token cash payment in order to qualify ‘children for Medicaid. This unneces~
ury administrative burden results in needless games-playing at a ‘substantial-
cost to the tax payer. 8. 1266 cuts through this réd upe by proposing

" that the cash assistance requirement be dropped to the states will no longer
need to provide-minimal payments to qunlily children for Medicaid. 1 whole-

heartedly agree.

I also support the amendment to §. 1266 which requires all states to honor

" the Medicaid component of a&_éption assistance agreementé made in other
vs‘utes. ’rhuﬁ. children will be eligible for Medicaid from the state in which
they currently reside, regardless of where the adoption assistance agreem;nt
was ligned. ’ '

°

Y

In the tive years we have been administering the gdopt!on assistance pro-
gram.under Title IV-E, some lack of clarity in P.L. 96-272 has been identi-
fied. The law does not specify whether children continue to be eligible for
adoption assistance if their parents are deceased. However, DHHS has o
issued a policy interpretation that adoption assistance cannot be transferred
to the children's guardians upon the death of their adoptive parents. In
some instances, guardians are specified in the parents' will. In other .in-
stances, friends or relatives agree to serve as guardians. In either situa- °*
tion, the willingness and ability of the prospective guardians to care for the
children may be affected by the availsbility of adoption assistance and Medi-
caid benefits to help meet these special needs. 1 support an amendment to
P.L. 96-272 which clarifies that adoption asslsunce benefits belong. to the
.. adopted child and, in the event of-the death’ of their adoptive parents,
would be available - ‘to their caretakers or guardisns. A new adoption assis-
tance agreement would be negotiated only if such children were adopted by
another family.
S. 1329 proposes a change in the law to permit the provision of cash assis-
tance and Medicaid from the point of the fnterlocutory decree. This.is not
an issue for Ilinois, since we license all prospective adoptive parents as
~"foster parents. Nonetheleu. 1 support this provision of 8. 1329 because it ..
~will increase the tlexlbmty or uva.lhble to the adoption assistance program
while ensuring that the special needs of these children are met without a-
break in eligibility. S. 1329 also proposes that the link between AFDC

i
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eligibility and adoption nsgis!;nce be_ broken. This is consistent with my
proposal to chanfe to an equity furiding formuls. 1 support this provision,

Eliminate Periodié Redgteminations of El_igibﬁity

Use of the equity funding formula also would eliminate the need for penodic>
redeterminations of eligxbihty. a proposal in S. 1329 which 1 support: ‘The
periodic redetemination of eligibility is not & sensibleé exercise when chddren
have been placed 1n foster care. In Illinois' experience, such redetermina-
tions have u‘ncovefqd virtually no ineligible children. Yet the information
which must be gathered, the data which must be stored, and the staff time

_ which must be spent result in a costly, largely unused administrative
system. o °

Very few abused and neglected children have income or assets su}riclent to
meet their needs. Conducting periodic redeterminations of eligibility is an
example of another carry-over from the AFDC link which unnecessarily
comphcates service provision. The elimination of peno'ctxc redeterminations _
will reduce administrative costs and free staff ume for more producuve ’

endeavors without Jeopard.lzing the integrity or the foster care payment e

system o =

Elininate the Requxrement for Judicial Determinations Regarding Placement
Preventxon Efforts N

T '

The most onerous requirement of P.L. 96-272 is the requirement that a
judicial determination must be entered to affirm whether reasonable efforts

. were made '}o prevent placement. The requirement is onerous because /it~ .
gives the judiciary the responsibility of second-guessing social service
efforts. It is also onerous because it places one of thz basic eligibility
requirements for fundmg totany outside of the control of thg recipients of
that tunding This inherently ‘unfair pnovision should he stncken—from P.L.
96-272. ‘ . : f *

e
i
[N

L]



Eminate Bonls Paymenty . e

S. 1266 providés bonus payments of $3,000 per child to states whlch uducq
the number of children in long-term foster care by more than 3% from the
preceding fiscal year. Even though Illinois' rate of reduction of the long-
‘tem foster care popuhuoh'is well abdve 3% per year, 1 oppose the bonus
incentive plan. The.bqqus yncentive plan is, in reality, a bounty synem.'
States are rewarded for each child returned home, regardless of the condi-
tions that the child is returned to, how long the child remains at home
before the family disrupts, or what happens to the child while home. There
is no reward for healed families, happy children, integrated personalities, or
any other measure of good child welfare practice. There is one criteria and
one only -- numbers of children. Good child welfare practice is not subject
to such simple numerical measurements. Too many other, more, sed8itive
barometers wll) be ignored if the bounty system is implemented: I muat
oppose any lncendve plan which does not use the needs of the child as the
priqary and most important con’ide}-ntion

Simplify Reporting Requiréments ————————— -~ *?

.
-

S. 1329 proposes the addition’of lengthy biennial reporting ;jequirqments.
These requirements are excessive! No purpose or intent is given for gath-
ering this ‘data nor is any use of the data specified. To place such a heavy
-administrative burden on states is both reckless and costly.

Illinois devoted hundreds of weeks of high- -level staff timé to create an
information system that is both simple and useful. ' The needs of direct
service staff, supervisory stalt, and administrative staff were considered
during the development of these systems. ° Literally hundreds of management
reports are generated from them. To legislate that states go back into
;y’atems that have been operational for years just to add data elements for
which a need has not been demonstrated is a costly, time-consuming project.
The money and energy that would be spent on this proposed revamp could
better be usad to enhance and refine Athe‘systgms ‘which states have built
already. Furthermore, many states, inciuding Illinois, have voluntarily
chosen to participate in the American Public Welfare Association's Voluntary
Cooperative Information System (VCIS). Tq cpmge reporting expectations at
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this time ‘will penalize states which voluntarily sought coordinated, appropri~
* - ate reporting and will unnecessarily complicaté state data systems. For

these reasons, ] am opposed to the excessive reporting requirements.

Provide Adequate Funding

S. 13;9 proposes to-amend P.L. 96-272 by adding requirements for mandato-
ry training of fostér parents and other child care providers, mandatory child
- care while foster parents re;:éive training, and mandatory post-adoptive
counseling services. I certainly recognize the benefits of t;raining foster
parents and helping ‘adoptive families adjust to their changing circumstances.
As much as I support each of these provisions, 1 also know the costly rehlity
_ 'of putting such programs into place. We desperately need these services but
the cost of providing them will reduce the availability of other services
directly linked to returning children home. or mai.htaining them in their homes.
.These mahdates without money are really cutbacks withou} criticism. What is
dded to the one hand must be taken f;pm the other. Unless specific funding
rovisions are attached to these additional mandates, I must stand in opposi-
tion to them.
. .
Establish Transitional Independent Living Programs

I heartily support the provision in 5. 1329 which requires states to establish
transitional independent living programs by 1987. The State of Illinois.is a
parent for thousands of foster childfen who have been victims of physical
abuse, sexual abuse, and negléc't. Some of this most sensitive and most
volatile population stay in the foster care system until the age of majority is
attained. Then, these children must leave, even if they are not ready to
leave. : -

Illinois, as their parent, has implemented a :'umber of transitional indepen-
dent living program’s' designed to help these youth get their start in life.
But many youth who could benefit by these programs cannot get into them.
Unable to return home, uninterested in adoption, and unwilling to adapi to
family life, some youth remain in residential care settings until the age of
majority is attained. This should not be.
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‘As the "parent" of these children, the State of Illinois, and every state, is
ultimately responsible for their well-being. Transitional independeit ‘pying
programs are among the most difficult to monitor, the riskiest to undertake,
and.;'he most likely to produce results. ‘YoutAh who learn to work, cook their
meals, and manage their money develop a sense of worth and self-esteem -
perhaps for the first time in their lives. Yet, programs are not freg. Staff
cost money. Services cost money. I applaud any effort to fund appropriate
transitional independent living programs. They allow us to do our job ... to
be good parents. ‘ ‘ '

P.L. 96-272 is a landmark piece of legislation. Under its rubric, the child
welfare system_has become increasingly sensitive and increasingly résponsive
to the needs of children. As we-have implemented the provisions of this
Jaw, we have come to understand the needs of the children and families we
serve in a new and deeper way. It is now approprisate to éi\;e the most
careful consideration to those changes which.will enable us to provide these
sefvices in the most sensitive, efficient manner possible. ’fhank you for the

. opportuni.y to comment on these proposed bills. This concludes my written
tesltipony on revisions to P.L. 96-272. -
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Senator William L. Armetrong and Memders
United States Senate o : .
Comnittee on Yinance

_Washington, D.C. 20510

8enator Armatrong and Members of the Subco-uittn on Socisl Security end
Income Msintenance Programs:

I em vritin; on behalf of the New Eagland Diuctor- and Commissioners of Child .
Welfare programs to comment on the proposed revisions to the Adoption’
Assistance and Child Welfare Act of ‘1980 (Pudlic Law 96-272), and to make some
‘other comments regardiog proposals we would like to see enacted which vould
belp the New England states more effectively adminieter the programs of the
acty -

The Nev England Child Welfare public qcnciu heve been strong supporters of
the goals of P.L. 96-272. ' The children and families who are the focus of this
Act are our wost troubled children. They are children who have been abused,
neglected, or sbandoned by their parente, and who have been left without other
resources except those which the states and federal govermment provide to
thew. - For children who come into foster care, the state literally becomes the
“parent”, a situation vhich we all agree is oot an appropriste substitute for a
family for these children.

Therefore, each of us {n the Mew England states has taken steps to develop
sexrvices and progrems designed to keep childrem out of foster care, to trest
better the problems of children and families who come into the foster care .
system, and to find permanent, safe, and appropriate placemente for children

who leeve foster care. Becsuse of the extreme vulperability of these children
and their ultimate dependency on goveroment programs, ve suggest that any .
¢hanges comtemplated {o the lew should ‘dons with extreme caution, and that
csraful consideration should be made of the impact of the proposed changes on
states' abilities to serve these childred and their families. .

In this regsrd, we believe there should be a broadly based, systemic reviev of |
the experience of 96-272 since it was paqdeed 5 yesrs ago in 1980. Therd needs
to be an evalustion of whether the goals jof the lav have been reached; of the
policies aud procedures used by ENS to administer the program; and of the
states' response to the lav. .We suggest {there are many areas that should be

oxamined. These include: .

1. Bas there been a reduction ia the aumber of children ia foster care, or
have states been serving e childrqn each year for a shorter time frame?
In Maine, the number of children in foster care at any one time has
decrsased bylover 600 since 1980, However, this figure is somevhat
misleading, because the same u-bor of children are otill uned each year.
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Thus, while there are may be fewer children at any one time in custody in
Maine, there are more children coming into foster care and more leaving it.
We vonder if this same phenomenon is true nationally, and if it is, what

are the implications for future planning for resources for thil population
of children?.

There should be a complete review of the way the Department of Health &
Human Services has administered the Act. In New England, it is the general
concensus of all the states that the Depnuent‘. ‘adginistration of this
program has hindered rather than helped the states t6 reach the goals of
the, Act. The administration of the Sectiom 427 compliance provisions have
‘reprelented an administrative pightmare for most of the states in New
England. Only twvo stateés have passed this complisnce review snd they _are
scheduled for further reviews for 1984 and 1985, Two states are in
litigation regarding issues as far back as 1981 and policies and procedures
have been issued retroactively (if at all), and few, if any, of the
regulatory requiremente have been pronulgated through the Administrative
Procedures Act. :

The New lngland states have all experienced a rapid growth in the number of
reports of child abuse and neglect, and in the number of cases served. If
this trend continues, there will be an increased number of children.coming
into the foster care system in the next few years. The foster care
caseloads have begun to rise 'in most New. England states due to the increase

.in.child abuse and neglect reports. What are the implications of this

trend continuing on the federal and state role in changing the foster care
system? According to Charles P. Gershenson, Ph.D. of DHHS, the decline in
the natioml trend of children in foster care stopped in 1983.

We beliéve that Congrees should examine other alternatives for permanent

- placements for children.in foster care. At the present time children are

either: a) reunited with their family, if the family can be strengthened

"to the point where they are an sppropriate placement for the child; b)

placed in long-term foster care; or ¢) placed for adoption. Statel have
made-significant progress in developing programs to keep families together,
and in getting difficult to place and special needs children adopted;
however, there are still many children for whom none of the above
slternatives is sppropriste. We believe there are other alternatives which
should be explored, including one that has been developed in Massachusetts
whereby the child is placed with a legal guardian, payments continue for
the child'e maintenance, and the state ends its involvement with the case -
unless there is any problem that occurs in the family. At the present

_time, the Department of Health & Human Services has not allowed any federal

reimbursement for this guardianship program. We feel that the Congress
should explore this and‘other optionu for placenent of some children.

In addition to nkmg the Congress to do an overall review of the actual

practice of 96-272, we would like to make the following specific comments
on the revisions presented by Senator Armstrong.

“2e



We support the following:

1. The provision which would provide Medicaid coversge to all special:ueeds
children regardless of whether the child is receiving an adoption
assistance subsidy;

2., The specification that adoption assistance children are eligible for
+ Mediceid from the Staté where they reside regardless of vhether the state
is a party to the Adoption Assistance Agreeuent'

3. Hakmg permanent the provisions of Title IV-E which authorize federal
matching of foster care maintenance paynentn on behalf of children
voluntarily placed in fo-ter care. . R

‘ie oppose the following provisions:

1. Lowering the foster care cap trigger from the current Tequirement of full
funding ($266,000,000) for Title IV-B Child Welfare Services to -
$200,000,000, vbich is the current appropriation.

2. C;pping the _fédeul foster care reimbursement at the elti‘ated FY '85 and
_ changing the-limit on submission of prior year claims to one year rather
than two years as is the present lav.

In addition, we have some concerns regarding the proposal to give bonuses to
states vhich reduce by 3% below thé prior year the numbexr of children in foster
care for more than 24 months, As we understand it the bonus would be $3,000
per child times the différence in the number of placements. This may be a case
‘where we would be doing the right thing for the wrong reason. States do need
additional funds to help develop programs for children whp have been in foster
cdre long periods of time, and who are either moving out bf foster care or will
‘stay in long term foster care unless other slternatives can be developed. The
goal should be the development of a permaneat and appropriate placement for the
child, and giving children who are “graduating" from the system the skills and
education up‘?/ed to b able to make it in the world without additional ‘help.
The gosl should not be simply to have states reduce the number of children in
care to clsim a bonus. We would prefer to see these funds be added to the IV-B
. program 80 thit states can develop services’for these sdolescents that are
sppropriate to the needs and demands of each state.

There is one final item vluch wve would very strongly urge the committee to look
‘&t This is theissue of how additionsl funds under the IV-B program are made
available to states which méet the protections of Section 427 of the Act.
8imply stated, we believe that under the existing eystem, there will always be
s large number .of states that will not be able to take advantage of the
.additional IV-B funds. Yurther, because of the way the compliance reviews are
done after the fact, states cannot use the additional IV-B money for anmything.
other than "one-time expenditures”. Under the present system if states can
prove that they had all the systems in place, they are alloved to keep the’
additional IV-B funds, plus any funds transferred from Title w-B snd funds for
voluntary foster care placements. However, -if they fsil the compliance
reviews, they must repay these funds. This system of rewarding states after .
the fact has led to confusion, poor relations between the states and the
Depaxtment of Health and Human Bcrvicen. administrative hearings and revievs, -
and court challenges.

- a3
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We do not see this situation improving unless the law is changed.

He would suggest that instead of ‘the present syueu of’ reverding a state after
the fact, an incentive system be established. Under our proposal the ‘state and
the Department of Health & Human Services would mutuaily develop a plan for

__states to ¢ome into compliance with the various requirements of Section 427,

. The adB}tional IV-B funds would then be used to strengthen those components of
the state system which are out of compliance. The states, the various advocacy
groups; and the federal govermient would then be able to monitor the state's

. imprévément in meeting the various requirements of the Act. This system would )
be mg_am rather than the retroactive process which now exists. Under this
systel; we would predict that all states would be able, within a short time, to .
come'into ‘compliance with Section 427, that most lxtlgation would cease, that
favo rable relations could be established once again between the Departments and

- the” ‘qtatea, and that the children and families in the_ foster care system would
be f,ir better served.

. - We propose. therefore, ‘the folloumg auendment to Section 427 of the act. "In
: de g addj d de e I

deations the additional IV-B funds and other funds related to comp nce

In clodxng, we again urge that a broad reviev be . conducted of the overall
" .affect of this act on improving the lives of chiidfen and families affected by
this leginlauon. The Commissioners and Directors of the New England Child

Welfate Programs stand ready to assist your committee in whatever way is

necessary for us to make this legislation into the truly reaponuve Act that it

vas meapt to be.
\ v
3, . Sincerely,

KAz 5. DM

b o Peter E. Walsh

: ‘ Director
[ ) Bureayy of Social Services
1
ew ' . .
cc: Charles Launi, Connecticut . R . .
David Bundy, New Hampshire- - : . '
Marie Hatava, Massachusetts .
Dr. Bd\urd Collins, Rhode Island
William You\ng. Vernont.
\
\,\
by
e ‘ ‘
e NN
'.\ ,
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NEW YORK STATE
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES ’ ) :
40 NORTH PEM! STREEY, ALBANY, NEW VORK 126

CESAR A, 'ERALEB
Commigsioner '

July 5, 1985 K «

Dear Ms. Scott-Boom:

Enclosed please find an original and five copies of written -
testimony which I wish to submit in conjunction with the Com- ° -
mittee's hearings on the foster care and adoption assistance _—~
" program. I hope the comments will be useful to the Commit ttes
in its deliberatxons on the very 1mportant issues at g/a e here.

Sincerely,

Ty T2
A_

. CeSar A. Perale

Commissioner

Ms. Betty Scott-Boom
Committee on Finance
United States Senate
Washington, D.C, 20510

Enclosure ’ ’ .- . T

Y -
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MR. CHAIRMAN, LET ME BEGIN BY SAYING I AM ESPECIALLY APPRECIATIVE

s

. ' - . |
OF THE OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK TO THE COMMITTEE TODAY ON THE VARIOUS

PROPQSALS_TO AMEND THE ADOPTION ASSISTANCE AND CHILD WELFARE
ACT40P 1980. OVER THE LAST FIVE YEARS I HAVE HAD THE OPPORTUNITY

' TO VIEW THAT LANDMARK LEGISLATION FROM TWO PERéPECTIVES: FIRST,

AS ASSISTANT SECRETARY AT THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN

SERVICES AND THEN-IN MY CURRENT POSITION AS COMMISSIONER OF "o

. [

THE NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OFVSOCIAL SERVICES. THESE EXPER-

IENCES HAVE LED ME TO SOME FAIRLY CLEAR CONCLUSIONS ON THIS

.
<

SUBJECT AND- WILL, I HOPE, BE OF ASSISTANCE'’TO YOU AS YOU DELIBER-

ATE THE PROPOSALS BEFORE YOU.
e e . s ey

{
IN BROAD S$TROKE, THERE ARE TWO THEMES I WANT TO FOCUS

ON TODAY: FIRST, THE WAYS IN WHICH FISCAL POLICIES EITHER
HELP OR HINDER THE PROViSIONS OF APPROPRIATE SERVICES: AND

SECOND, THE BALANCE THAT NEEDS TO BE DRAWN .BETWEEN THE- PROVISION

I}
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OF SERVICES AND THE ACCOUNTABILITY OF SERVICE PROVIDERS. I

'WILL TOUCH BRIEFLY ON A COUPLE OF OTHER TOPICS AT THE END OP

+.-MY REMARKS, BUT MY PRIMARY CONCERNS ARE WITH THESE TWO THEMES.

YOU HAVE BEFORE YOU A NUMBER OF DIFFERENT PROPOSALS TO

CHANGE THE FISCAL PROVISIONS OF P.L. 96~272. AMONG THESE ARE

* PROPOSALS :

-

2)

.

TO GRANT BONUSES FOR REDUCTIONS IN THE NUMBER OF
CHILDREN MAINTAINED IN POSTEﬁ CARE OVER TWO YEARS;

TO PLACE AN OVERALL CAP ON THE FUNDS AVAILABLE UNDER

-TITLE 1IV-E FOR FOSTBR'CARE MAINTENANCE PAYMENTS;

3)

O

-

TO EXPAND THE RANGE OF ALLOWABLE EXPENDITURES‘UNDEk

TITLE IV-E TO INCLUDE SERVICES PREPARING YOUNG PEOPLE
TO LIVE INDEPENDENTLY; AND -

TO CHANGE THE PROVISION ALLOWING TRANSPERS OF PUNDS

. - -

‘'PROM TITLE 1IV-E TO IV-B.

P
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IN CONSIDERING THESE PROPOSALS, SOME OF WHICH APPEAR IN
' WA - . H
'THE ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL AND SOME OF WHICH ARE INCLUDED

7

IN SENATOR MOYNIHAN'S BILL, I WOULD URGE YOU TO WEIGH EACH

. : a Q
OF THEM AGAINST THE FOLLOWING PRINCIPLﬁ:>\FI§CAL POLICIES .

SHOULD PROMOTE THE INDEPENDENCE AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY OF CLIENTS

BUT THEY SHOULD NEVER BE CON%TRUCTE& IN SUCH A WAY AS TO DRIVE

THE DECISIONS THAT ARE- MADE ABOUT THE SPECIFIC SERVICES A CLIENT
RECEIVES. STATED SOMEWHAT DIFFERENTLY, FISCAL POLICIES SHOULD
ASSIST CLIENTS TO BECOME SELF-SUFFICIENT BUT SHOULD NEVER DICTATE

. THE MEANS BY 'WHICH THIS OCCURS. - - - -
o - . -
THE PROPOSALS I MENTIONED ABOVE CAN EACH BE MEASURED AGAINST
THAT PRINCIPLE, WITH OBVIOUSLY DIFFERENT RESULTS. THE PROPOSAL
. . -

TG PROVIDE BONUSES FOR REDUCTIONS'IN THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN

MAINTAINED IN FOSTER CARE, OVER TWO YEARS REPRESENTS PROBABL?
: i

.o » ) o
THE CLEAREST VIOLATION OF THAT PRINCIPLE. 1IT 1S INTENDED TO

<

| J—
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SUBSTANTIALLY R;DUCB THElNUMBER OF éHILDREN KEPT.IN LONG TERM
CAFE, WITHOUT REGARD TO WHETBE& SOME CHILDR#N NEED SUéH CARE.
I TAKE THIS'POS;TION DﬁSl!TEETBE éACT THAT NEW'YOR*'S RECORD
bVER THE LAST TEN YEARS{ REDUC;NG OUR FOST;; CA%E POPULATION
FROM 56,600 TO é?,OpO, GIVES ME EVERY CONFIDENCE THAT Wg WdULD
STAND TO GAIN AT LEAST}sGOO,OOOVPER YEAR. THE PRICE TO BE
‘Phlﬁ FOR THAT “BONUé,” HOWEVE#,AWOULD Bé AN INCBEAéED NdMBER
OF CHILDREN RETURNED TO PAREN&S NOT'QET REAPY TO CARE FOR TREH;
iTHEVDISCQARéB OF CHILDREN TO THEIR OWN RESPONSIB;LITY PRIOR

"0 THE TIME THEY REACHED MAJORITY, WHETHER THEY WERE READY

" OR NOT; AND AN INCREASED NUMBER OF CHILDREN RETURNED TO ABUSIVE
FAMILIES BECAUSE ADOPTION ALWAYS TAKES LONGER THAN A RETURN

~

TO THE BIOLOGICAL FAMILY. fHIS PRICE WILL BE PAID BECAUSE

THE BONUS SYSTEM PROVIDES AN AFTER-THE-FACT INCENTIVE TO GET

CHILDREN OUT OF FOSTER CARE, -EVEN WHEN THAT MEANS THEY WILL
o . .



IT CREATES A LARGE INCENTIVE NOT TO USE A PARTICULAR SERVICE

340

\ ”

BE RETURNED TO CARE LATER. IN SHORT, THE BONUS SYSTEM DOES
NOTHING TO PROMOTE INDEPENDENCE, EXCEPT IN THE SHORT RUN, K‘D
IN THIS CASE FOSTER CARE, EVEN WHEN THAT SERVICE 1S THE MOST

APPROPRIATE ONE.

”THE PROPOSAL TO PLACE AN OVERALL CAP ON FEDERAL FOSTER

CARE PUNDS VIOLATES THE OTHER SIDE OF THE PRiNbIPLE I HAVE

ENUNCIATED. THAT IS TO SAY, IT FAILS TO PROVIDE THE RESOURCES

NECESSARY TO CARRY OUT THE JOB OUR SERVICES ARE INTENDED TO

DO. 1IF THOSE SERVICES HAVE A PURPOSE AT ALL, IT MUST BE TO

R A ¥
<

GIVE FAMILIES A CHANQE'TO BECOME CAPABLE OF CARING FOR THEM-

SELVES, AND AN ARBITRARY LIMIT ON ONE OF TBE'RESOURCiS NECESSARY

TO ACCOMPLISH THAT -~ INDEED ON TBE ONE RESOURCE AIMED AT SERVING
{ . ‘

I » ,

THOSE FAMILIES LEAST ABLE TO]CARE FOR THEMSELVES ~-- IS NOTHING
: o o ‘ j

LESS THAN A LIMIT ON OUR COMMITMENT [TO THAT GOAL. YES, I

. - { I
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<

SUPPOSE IT IS‘P$SSIBLE*“70vSCALE BACK THE COSTS OF CARING FOR
CHILDREN OUTSIDE THEIR HOMES, BUT.I HAVE NO DOUBT THAT THE

COST OF DOING SO WILL BE A LOWER QUALITY OF CARE -- AND THAT

‘AT A TIME WHEN THE NATION'S ATTENTION IS INCREASINGLY FOCUSED

- - - . : . v — .

ON THE DANGERS CHILDREN FACE WHEN PLACED OUT OF THEIR HOMES * = ..
>

- - . '-‘,),

EVEN FOR A FEW HOURS A.DAY. I HAVE NO DOUBT THAT THE COST ~Ty TN

WILL BE TO DRIVE AWAY MANY OF THOSE FOSTER PARENTS WHO HAVE

BECOME SUPPORTS NOT ONLY TO THE CHILD IN THEIR CARE BUT ALSO
THE CH1LD"S PARENTS. 1 HAVE NO DOUBT THAT THE COST WILL BE o ——

THE CONTINUAL-MOVEMENT OF CHILDREN FROM ONE SETTING TO ANOTHER

«

AS FOSTER PARENTS AND INSTITUTIONS BECOME LESS TOLERANT OF

THESE TROUBLED AND REJECTED CHILDREN. FbSTER CARE .IS A SERVICE

>

TO CHILDREN ‘AND FAMILIES, A SERVICE DESIGNED TO PROTECT THE

CHILQ<AN9_ALLOW FOR THE HEALING OF THE FAMILY. WE CAN DO IT

. A )
"WELL AND PROVIDE THAT PROTECTION AND HEALING OR WE CAN DO IT

AT BARGAIN PRICES AND MERELY HIDE THE PROBLEM.

51-769 0 - 86 - 12
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ON THE OTHER SIDE I WANT TO ENDORSE IN THE $TRONGEST TERMS

'
- I

THE PROPOSAL OF SENATOR MOYNIHAN AND,CONG@ESSMAN:STKRR’TQ ALLOW

<

o

THE USE'OF TITLE IV-E FUNDS TO PREPARE CHILOREN FOR INDEPENDENT

3
]

LIVING. STUDY AFTER STUDY HAS SHOWN THAT LARGE PROPORTIONS

.

OF THE HOMELESS POPULATION CONSIST OF FORMERL?OSTER CHILDREN."

o - - . 1 R
- QUITE FPRANKLY, THEBE ARE AT LEAST TWO REASONS FOR -THIS. THE

'

| .
WE HAVE FOCUSED, AS A NATION, SO STRONGLY ON FINDING PERMANENT

HOMES FOR‘CHILDREN THAT WE HAVE OFTEN FORGOTTEN THOSE CHILDREN

. 5 | _«L
WHO, FOR WHATEVER REASON, WEPE NOT GOING TO GET A PERMANENT
. I

<

" HOME. : -

BUT THE SECOND REASON IS EQUALLY IMPORTANT. THERE SIMPLY
‘ !

HAVE BEEN NO RESOURCES DEVOTED TO THIS ISSUE. MORE CLEARLY

HERE THAN ON ANY OTHER ISSUE WE HAVE THE AéILITY TO ENSURE

THAT CHILDREN WHOSE FA%&PIES CANNOT OR WILL NOT CARE FOR THEM

. .

FIRST IS ‘SIMPLY A MATTER OF WHERE OUR ATTENTION HAS BEEN' TUNED.

Y
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STILL GROW UP TO LEAD PRODUCTIVE, RESPONSIBLE LIVES. THESE

CHILDREN ARE AT OUR MERCY; A CHILD DOES NOT TEACé HIM OR HERSELF
T0 BE A CONTRIBUTING MEMBER OF SOCIETY. EVEN FROM A PURELY -

FISCAL POINT OF VIEW THE CHOICES HERE ARE CLEAR: WE CAN PROVIDE

[N

THE RESOURCES TO MAKE‘FOSTER CARE SERVICES WORK FOR THESE OLDER

CﬁILDREN OR WE CAN MAINTAIN THEM ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND FOOD

STAMPS LATER.

FINALLY, I WANT TO SAY A WORD ABOUT THE SHIFT OF FUNDS

FROM TITLE IV-E TO TITLE IV-B. FROM MY PERSPECTIVE AT HH§ °~

IN 1980, THIS WAS THE REAL PROMISE OF P.L. 96-272. THE STATUTE

CREATED A MECHANISM FOR A FISCAL POLICY THAT WAS GENEROUS ENOUGH

i

TO SUPPORT THE WORK SERVICES WERE DESIGNED TO PERFORM BUT FLEX-

"IBLE ENOUGH TO PERMIT THE CHOICEloP AN APPRO?B&ATB SERVICE

. ) o .
FOR EVERY CHILD.ﬁ;PROM MY PERSPECTIVE AS COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL

SERVICES IN NEW YORK STATE, IT IS A PROMISE LONG FORGOTTEN.

—_— L

AN

—_—



' JUST AS RESOURCES ARE NECESSARY TO MAKE FOSTER CARE WORK, RE-

o . ) . o

AFTER THE FIRST YEAR OF IMPLEMENTATION THE AMOUNTS ALLOWED
TO- BE SHIFTED WERE SO SMALL IN COMPARISON TO THE AMOUNTS PROVIDED

FOR FOSTER CARE THAT IT IS SURPRISING TO SEE HOW MANY STATES

"HAVE REDUCED THEIRFOSTER CARE CASELOADS. - THE SUCCESSES WE™ e

HAVE ACHIEVED IN NEW YORK HAVE BEEN DUE LARGELY TO HUGE INCREASES

IN PREVENTIVE SERVICES, FUNDED OUT OF STATE AND LOCAL DOLLARS.

YET, 1 AM NOT CONVINCED THAé WE HAVE ACHIEVED ENOUGH. IF THIS

COMMITTEE DOES NOTHING ELSE, IT SHOULD WORK TOWARDS ENSURING

THAT THE RESOURCE COMMITMENTS MATCH THE COMMITMENTS OF RHETORIC.

-

SOURCES ARE NECESSARY TO HELP FAMILIES STAY TOGETHER. THE
LOGICAL PLACE fROM WHICH TO TAKE THOSE RESOUR&ES 1S THE FOSTER o

. i | , : 4
CARE FUNDING STREAM -- NOT ARBITRARILY, NOT SO AS TO PRE-DETER-

ﬂIﬁE WHAT CLIENTS ARE LIKELY TO RECEIVE, BUT IN FULFILLMENT

OF THE ORIGINAL PROMISE. ' ‘
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TO TURN TO THE SECOND OF MY THEMBS/-fHE BALANCE BETWEEN

SERVICE paovrs:oﬁ AND ‘ACCOUNTABILITY, I ADMIT TO BEING AT SOME
DISADVANTAGE DUE TO THE FACT THAT THE SPECIFIC- PROVISIONS oF
SENATOR MOYNIHAN'S BILL WERE NOT AVA:LKBLE‘A& THE TIME THI;-TBSTIMONY
WAS PREPARED. NEVERTHELESS, MY EXPERIENCE IN NEW YORK HAS DRAWN |

.7 ME SO DEEPLY INTO THIS ISSUE THAT 1 PEEL COMPELLED TO ADDRESS "~
. \ )

.

IT IN GENERAL TERMS.
LET ME BEGIN BY SAYING THAT I AM A FIRM BELIEVER IN STRONG

ACCOUNTABiLITY RULES. EARLIER I EMPHASIZED THE NEED FOR FISCAL

. RESOURCES TO BE AVAILABLE FOR THE XPPBOPRIATE PROVISION OF SERVICES.

S L/
- THE .REVERSE SIDE OF THAT COIN IS YOUR RIGHT, AND YOUR DUTY, AS

PROVIDERS OF TBE RESOURCES, TO ENSURE THAT APPROPRIATE SBRVICEé

" ARE INDEED BEING PROVIDED. A : .

° . . > .



‘ 96-2?2 AND OP.ITS‘OWN-CHILD WELFARE REFORM AéT OF 1979 LED

.DO THE REPORTING MADE THEIR OWN CHOICES AS TO HOW TO BALANéE"

346
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NEVERTHELESS, IT IS CLEAR THAT MUCH OP WHAT PASSES UNDER

THE NAME OF ACCOUNTABILITY REALLY AMOUNTS TO THE COLLECTION

d \
- . J o

‘0!_UBBLBBS DATA THAT WILL NEVER BE EXAMINED BY ANYONE OTHER

THAN ACADEMIC RESEARCHERS. NEW YORK'S IMPLBMENTATION'OP~P;L.

TO PRECISELY THIS TYPE OF EXCESS. INDEED, THE REPORTING REQUIRE- »

MENTS WERE S0 BEXTENSIVE THAT THE CASEWORK STAFF WHO HAD TO
' -

i

THEIR OBLIGATIONS TO CLIENTS AND THEIR OBﬁIGAT;ONS TO THE STATE.

0 {
) i

THE RESULT WAS INCOMPLETE AND- UNRELIABLE DATA, AND FAR TOO

MUCH TIME TAKEN AWAY PROM CLIENT CONTACT. - BECAUSE OF THAT
@ .

WE HAVE JUST COMPLETED A COMPREHENSIVE OVERHAUL OF BOTH OUR’
CASE RECORDING REQUIREMENTS AND OUR'COMPUTERI€PD SYSTEM OF

DATA COLLECTION. WE DID SO IN ORDER TQWACCOMPLIBH THESE GOALS:

1) TO BLIMINATE DUPLNCATIVE REPORT!HQ REQUIRBMENTS: .
. {

. T

.

N
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2) TO ELIMINATE REPORTING. OF INFORMAT!ON‘NOT NECESSARY

TO PROMOTE GOOD CASEWORK OR TO IMPLEMENT STATUTORY

" ACCOUNTABILITY REQUIREMENTS: AND

3). TO ELIMINATE OLDER REPORTING REQUIREMENTS WHEN THE

> . 4

INFORMATION BEING COLLECTED WAS EITHER NO LONGER

(RN
NEEDED OR COULD BE, COLLECTED 'MORE EFFICIENTLY THROUGH
NEW MECHANISMS.

«

THIS LAST ONE IS PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT. P.L. 96-272

'REQ&IRED A GREAT DEAL OF DOCUMENTATION AND VERY COMPREHENSIVE-

! . - .
COMPUTER DATA BANKS. IF THE DESIRE FOR MORE INFORMATION RESULTS

FROM THE‘INADEQUACY OR INAPPROPR!ATBNBSS OF THOSE EARLIER RE-

—

QUIREMENTS, I WOULD URGE YOU TO ELIMINATE SOME OF THOSE EARLIER

REQUIREMENTS. 1IP IT RESULTS FROM INSUFFICIENT REPORTING TO

THE FEﬁERAL GOVERNMENT, I WOULD URGE YOU TO LIMIT YOUR REQUEST
! f

TO INFORMATION THAT 1S ALREADY BEING COLLECTED BY THE STATES.

]

- o -y




°

\ N 13-

Vo
\ .

A
THE IMPORTANT POINT IN é&THBR CASE IS THAT SERVICE PROVIDERS

\
\

\ . . -

SR ) ’
SHOULD NOT_BE FACED WITH EVER INCREASING BURDENS OF PAPERWORK
o \ . _ i

——
.

THAT 1S OF LITTLE USE TO ANQQ?B. - -

4 -
\

FINALLY, I WANT TO SAY A hRIEP WORD ABOUT THREE. PROVISIONS

© 1 AM PLEASED TO SEE THIS PROVISION INCORPORATED INTO QOTH“THE\,

OF/ THE CURRENT PROPOSALS WHICH D NOT FIT SO NEATLY INTO THE

-

MAIN THEMES ‘1 HAVé ADDRESSED. THE QERST IS THE PROPOSAL TO

N

'MAKE THE VOLUNTARY PLACEMENT PROVISION OF P.L. 96-272 PERMANENT.

¢
‘ADMINISTRATION BILL AND SENATOR MOYNIHAN'S PROPOSAL. THE MORE

WE HAVE EXAMINED THE POPULATIONS WE SERVE, THE CLEARER IT BECOME

“«

. THAT THERE IS OFTEN LITTLE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ?ﬁE FAMILIES

-

s

. . - ~
WHO COME TO US THROUGH ONE OR ANOTHER TYPE OF COURT ADJUDICATION

/

AND THOSE WHO COME TO US VOLUNTARILY. THERE ARE THE SAME KINDS (

BOTH TYPES OF MECHANISMS
\ . .
BECAUSE WE SHOULD NOT FORCE PAMILIES INTO AN ADVER-

OF SERVIéE NBEDS AND DYSPUNCTIONS.

ARE NEEDED,

Lo
yd
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SARIAL;RBLATIONSHIP WITH US, IF THEY ARE WILLING TO SEEK HELP
. . R
i .

_ -VOLUNTARILY.
THE SECOND POINT'IS“ALSO INCLUDED IN BOTH PROPOSALS.
-

N

IT INVOLVES THE ELTMINATION OF THE REQUIREMENT TO MAKE TOKEN.

3

ADOPTION ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS BEFORE AN ADOPTED CHILD MAY RECEIVE
MEDICAL ASSISTANCE. THE CURRENT REQUIREMENT 18 A USBLESS Aﬁﬂlﬂ*

" ISTRATIVE BURDEN AND A MYSTIFYING IRRITANT TO ADOPTIVE PARENTS

WHO SEEK NO AID OTHKER THAN THE PROTECTION OF THEIR EXISTING
! X .

-- ¥
I

nzsounczs{
; ‘
THE THIRD AND PINAL POINT HAS TO DO WITH THE ADMINISTRA-

o
.
.

TION'S PROPOSAL TO REDUCE THE TIME FOR CLAIMS PROM TWO YEARS

TO ONE. HERE THE 'ISSUE IS SIMPLY ONE OF EQUITY.—PFEDERAL-AUDITS-—~ -

a

DENY FUNDS TO STATES FOR SEVERAL YEARS RETROACTIVELY, BUT fBIS -

" BILL WOULD EPFECTIVELY ELIMINATE STATES' OPPORTUNITIES TO CORRECT
. . .
THE ONLY

MISTAKBS THEY HAD_MADE IN THE OPPOSITE DIRECTION.
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MOTIVATION POR THIS TYPE OF ‘CHANGE IS FPISCAL SAVINGS. I WILL

NOT IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF SERVICES AND IT zxncznnnr%‘an ALREADY-

//,

UNBALANCED SITUATION FOR THE CORRECTION OF MISTAKES. ////
" AGAIN, I WANT TO THANK THE COMMITTEE FOR THE OFPORTUNITY
1O ADDRESS THESE ISSUES. I HOPE MY REMARKS WILL BE USEFUL

TO YOU AS YOU PROCEED WITH YOUR DELIBERATIONS.'

s

e,

.
N

ity
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Mr. Chairman and Subcommittee Members: - ’ R

Thank you'for-thls opportun(ty to submit written testimony
on }he foster .care and adoption assistance admendments, currently
before this subcommlttee.ﬁ '

1 am June Bucy, Executive Director of the National Network

of ¢ Runaway and Youtn Services.  The Natfonal Network ils a

membership organization, which represents more than 600

‘community-based shelter progrems and other ‘agencies serving

runaway, homeless, and other troublted youth and thefr familfes.
Our Foreaést goal 1s to jmprove services and polictes which
effect the llvés of those 1,5 million youth presently seen as at
risk in our count;y.» ' '
ﬁhlle many of my collegués in the child welfare fleld have
o?FeEed Atesfimony"’concerning‘ var fous secttonsb of Senator
Armstrong’s Bill (5.1266) and still others have addressed |ssues
In the Moynthan/Stark Bi1) (5.{32}). 1 will confine my remarks to

the issue of Independent Living Programs as rgferénfed"ih Section

102 of S.1329.. 1 do, however, supbort the recomﬁendatlons put

forth by the‘Childﬁen's Defense Fund and Chlld Welfare League,
and strongly urge this subcommittee to adopt those findings as
ﬁhe sybcommittee reports out on_these’two bills,

Many QF our member asgencies have developed' Independent

- Living Programs designed to assist youth {in thelritransltlon to

selF-suFF!c!ency and | would Ilke to ° share some of | thelr success

‘storfes with you. Keung peop}e are teught Job readlness skills.

They learn to care for their health, they Secura Qnd care for
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apartments and qlothei. They leérﬂ how to purchase Qnd cook food
'For balanced meals. They learn |nterpersonal skllls. such ass
the abllity to cope with frustration without resortlng to-
v!o!ence. and they dovelop supportive relat!onshlps Nlth adults
_and thelr peers that enable them to weather set-backs In their
quest Forv|ndependence., Many older ‘adolescents, however. do not
-have these skills Qnd have no way of gaining them beFofe‘they are
"aged out”" 6f the foster care system. Hémoless yoéih 11ving on=®
the streets learn to hustle for food and shelter.. They are
excluded from opportunities to secure stsble employment and
Hving arcgnﬁhhents by thelrllack of education, basfc work
skills, an& family histories of disruption and‘vlo!ence which has
‘flmitgd thelir ability to prepare for self-sufficiency. If tﬁe?”"‘
ettempt; to learnitﬁese skills they Flpd long walting l|st§~ for
the few training programs in thetr -local communities. ' Local
personnel, ‘again and agbin. express & need - for more such
transltionql”péograms. )
Receqfly our National offlice completed a survey of runaway
and . homeléss youth serylce‘agencles. ALl fifty ‘states were

“represented by the responding agencies. In this survey ----

. '661 ‘of respondftng egenéles expressed a.strong need for
"lndepehdent Living Programs" --- houslnq and services
desfgned for ,6ider teens who have no homes to go to.
Hany' of thes youth have been homeless or (n state

custody for serveral years.
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\ Even those agencices ‘who already have an independent 1iving
‘component operating . within their organization spoke of -tﬁelrv
S - —_—
walting ~ 1ists of young people wftﬁ“unmet needs due to lack of
fdnds and low numbers of existing programs. While some ’states
“appear quite active In this area many others offer no or mlnm}ﬁgk
ass\staﬁce to the early emancipatee or the 18 to 21 year old
leaving a noticeable service gap. " )
Prdgram p;ov|ders in Loufsfana, noted‘Just such a critfcal
gap dn thelir. sefvlces-to the older youth popudlation (eg.

Independent Livinq brograms). in thelr responses to a 1984 Survey

by the Governor‘’s Commission on Children, Youth and the Family.

vLoulsiane has but one In&ependent Livihg Proéram. a group home Inv
New Orleans, and virtually no other services to'éhts age group
except for the. Developmentally Disabled. As noted by one of the
state’s serQlce providers, "this critical gap In_-servlces {s
reallQ more tike a gully.

i Minnesota 1s Just now fmplementing an Independent Living
Progrem fn Hennpenin County. Service ﬁrovldeés'fh %ﬁls;'State
also shared a concern rggarding thg gap in service to the older
adolescent. lndependent‘ Viving ski?]s is ﬁot‘only are needed by>
.the 18 to 21 year old but by younger teens a; wal. Asgrvices
should pe pfqvlded to the 15 or‘lslyear olds, so thaﬁ at‘the'aoe
qu majority these youth are more prepared for self—syfficlency.
Youth Iﬁ this transitional phase would be greatly assisted by
supportive servicos ahd a stipend for lfylnd expenses until they

can meke It on their own.
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. The 'state - of New York has developed quite a number of

"Independent Living Programs. One model program is Homes Away

from Home. Milo Stanojevich directs this program {n New York
élty for 18 to 21 year olds. -The <=1fingle young edult’ orogram has
been operating for the last three y’ears, while a new division was
started last fall for young ﬁlother; with one child. Both programs
follow slml‘lar guidelfnes, with the major exception being length
of stay. A s!ng'le young adult ca&n remain {n the program for a
year, .while the young mother and chitld may stay up to a year and
a half. ) ) .

' This program works on the premise of small co-op group

1iving. The agency rents an apar-tment and then sublets to the

young people. Currently. the program has 5 sapartments I(n

6peretlon. Two apartments are for young mothers with three. . Moms .

and three ch!idren fn each abartrmene. The single young adults
have three apartments with five young people in each. The young
pérson has his/her own . bedroom andd shares the remainder of the
apartment with the roommates.

Young people, who participate in this érogram n;ust meet the
foltowing criteria: ’
attend school or be employed
contribute toward the rent ($60.00 a month)
participate in counseling, house meetings and workshops

have a savings account and contribute to It
. be responsipie for maintance of the apartment

2 &% 38

While one staff menb&-_ is ass'igned to each apartment, it iIs

" not on a live-ir basis, The youth have dally cont'act with staFF__

.



and are on call for emergency situations.

The average length of
stay ih the program is ntne months.

Based oh records  kept by the program: \

\ ‘

* B80% of the part!clpants \‘Ere*'rom the New York City area.

* A large percentage of the youth""i?re»«elm_ei Bleck or
Hispanlc.

25% of the youth have been in-foster care or Instltutl S =l
and do not possess the skills necessary to function-
their own. According to staff, these young adults

e
in need of more one to one contact/support and often
" times appear disconnected from familiy and peers.
-
c -

One-third of the-youth will re-~estab lish'a relationshi
with their famlly either during or after the program.

20 to 25% of the youth return home —- having now set |
place a more stable. equal relationsinip with their paren!

or relat've a| Joint V1iving arrang=ment can be handled
This ? especlally fmportant 1n New York City as th
housing

L a
situation is not adequate, ewen for those yout

who ve \:he1 skills to cope with

Most

Independent 1iving.d
f these "iIndependent™ youth who return home pa
rent /o their parents/relative, as they would -to al
landlord. i

Tommee

Homes Mﬂ! E_m !im has one opening im the program about
!

;

{

l

ty
every Four w‘eekél

As the homeless populat fon of New York City
grows the n-,)mber oF yohng adults seeking iInciependent skills will
also Increase. ‘An exPanslon in tL‘Is area ‘1s clearly needed due
to the large number oFt Foster care children

in Neow Ygrk and the
few program openlngs \now

vaflable.

referrals»qre- now dlrec(‘:ed through the city’s=s emérgency shelters.

: Althog‘.:)gh. New. .?ork has
| | .

déveloped
Programs, f‘ many S ol der

dolescents still

i

1

i

{

1

\

‘Most of this—_program’s 2
A
Independent \

lel(\g

find themselves 111~
prepared %or "Independence" and unable

=o find employmént.

1

1

i

\

The number of youth 1n need far out ’ \
welghts the avallable program slots.

houstné; or medical care;.

Missourt has few lddependent Living Progrems. with only one,
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Evangelic ﬁmmg Stone, In St. Louils Count"y. ‘Due to the Few"

‘- -

availabile programs many older adolescents ore backlogged in a

: sysﬂem ualtlng to recelve serv!ces.

b —
mssourl. not only hasabackloo of 18 to 21 year olds

needlng transltlonal services but according to the Department of

Family Services, Resldentlal Care Screening Team 277 chlldren"

. ‘under the age of 18 were awaiting residential treatment Iin June

WS‘ =:0f-this number 64.9% are plass!ﬂed in "severe need". With

this large of backlog man\s&sieocenta .are placed In secure
- \

cme s

criminal Justice system Faclllttos. as  there s no - other . ...

atternative. These facilities are _not‘ designed 'tq be’ lfar_nlng___...'

centers, so the inmates have no skills. at the end of their

‘conf inement (incarceration) at the age ovf‘la. when they are

~ "dismissed™ from the custody of thelir "parent" --- the state of

Missouri. ~

o

Service providers in m;sourl are concerned about the needs

- . R -1 ) N -

of .the older adolescents in.both the areas gf proper placement

and the development of skills enabllng them to move fnto a

) productlve .adyit-11fe.

Dala House Prolject opemtgs ln Colorado Springs, Colo:ad’o.
Thla agency offers a contlnum of care to youth. Services can be
of a short term/runaway nature or Jong term/foster ‘care.

altuatlon. Dale ,'/%use Project alsq has an Independent "slelng,

‘Rrooram conslstfno of two apartments, one Fér_ three girls and the

other .for three boys.  The county has set-up & program which

gssions 8 ‘soclal service ecaseworker to monitér the youth’s

- . ‘ »
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't;rans\ltlon into adulthood. Contingent on the sit@tlm the
program youth can establish resldenqe in a Dale House apartment
or one Of their own. To participate (n this program the youth
must: . ; S "’

have established a oavinss account
be employed or. enrolled {n school

be & Y ac fve Department of Social Services case

.

- at ;st sixteen years old -

. T PR - . - »
€1 "Paso County (Dale House Project County) will allot the

youth a $300 stipend for 1!ving expenses if'they are enrollied in

the Emnc(pat!on/!hdépendent Livlno Program.‘ Thls' stipend and

program are only available to those young people under the age of

elghteen. Youth part i‘t‘l‘*‘!n th!s-program»usually&come from
one-of two t‘ackgroundss - . N I

* aged 17 to 17 172 ar;d are .en\encibated out of foster care
-

aged 16 to 17 and are.runaways that foster care does not
. want to p!ck_,up

.

According to Georqe Sheﬂ“er\ Dlractor of Dole House Project,
"Unfortunately, most foster care programs !ncluding ours are
dealing with sicker kics who, even at the ags» of 18 are not

ready, to live on.’ttjg_i”r own _end are in ueeq' of on-going

transitional care and services." Dale House has been able to do

ém of this translti‘éhal‘ L‘work through private gecfor funding
but' a resl need-stlll exists for the state/ county ' to continue’
stipends end.programs for the 18 to 21 year 61ds. o

ln 1933-1984 the -NatAonal Network of Runaway' and Youth
Servlces and the ‘Blg Brothers/Big Sisters of America were funded
by "the U.S. Department of Health and .Human Services Fgr a

o

participate in the emancipation curr#culdm S ‘J‘
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Qemonstratlon project u‘slvng volunteers to wbi‘k one-on-one with 16
and 17 " year old young people who wefa attempting to. achieve
Independent Hvlhg. Volunteers ‘were recruited end trained to
assist 53 youth in learnlng t1fe management skllls. .

" These skHls were selected aFter ‘careful study of meterlal
from a- varlety of programs end generally cover the scope of' self
’“f"'c!e_"@ Miving. They _wére divided _into the following

‘catergortes: 3 -0

‘Personal Habits - ability to use self-discipline In dally

——axper fences
Life Situations - abilfty to find. and  care for shelter,
P S food, clothes. etc.
Money Management - ability to handle financial transactions
[ and decfisions -
EducatIon/Trainlng/Enployment/Cereer Planning - ability to

. get and use approprlate education,trafn-
. fng and work skills
Resolutlon of Famlly Conflict - abflity to fnteract
! responsibly with family
~Community Support System - abtlity to Hve‘ interdependently
“ tn community . .

. 1 .

Vo‘mteers were most hélpf‘ul in teaching fbones;‘ menagement
skills and In assisting the youth in oetalninq Joo: or to galn a
greater apprecfation of their need for mére educatfon or
* tratning. They seemved least able to help ~the; youth resolve
family conflicts and bulld thelir bwn 'isupport system. (These
areas mmsy be ones that requirea tonger tlme frame than the
project prpvlded.) lncreaslng the youth’s abllity to cope wlth

daily health cere endselﬁdlscipline and to find sheiter, Food.

clothes, etc. | on thelr own ranked - fn the middle of the
- / -

achi evemani rbnge,



360 .

In a/unmar;. the p'm.jec“t-demnstrated-tm volunteer mentors
can ‘provide practical assistance to young people in transition
and  both the young people anc; the volunteera +enjoy the
expertance.. and can yagure their progress. It is a poteqtlal iy
powerful way to serve a popqulatlon of youth that need help as

“they atep out on . their own. i '

Othar Nationai Network msnber agencies offer young people

‘;qorkshops. inservices, and tr_atnlnq as a compar‘sant of th’l'ﬁ”sh_ort

term - 'ew\argency programs. In a recent survey conduct’e& by the

* National 'Network Just such a program “mode! was fdent{fied in two .

agencies: Youth and Family Connections In Florids, and Patchwork/
Connections fn West Virginia. We Intend to repllcate this mode)
-1n another agency and dissimenate our findings to encourage the

growth of this component fn short term facilities. °

- e
Both short term lnFormatlonal sarvlces _.and lep?rate ;

Independent Living Programs arle needed and thay workl 1
repaatedly heard this from, service providers around the country.
Aa older adolescent Is caught 1In that phasa of ad.lustment to
.self-sufficiency which is particularty difficult f'or those youth
with & troubled Famlly‘ background, "It 18 not ratfonal to assume

that one’s eighteenth birthdsy magically transforms = a confused,

disconnected youth I(nto a ﬁunctfonal adult. Programs can be
‘designed to meet the needs of these youth and their success rate
\ f
is h'oh.

-~

. The Natlona) Natworl; s_tl:onolyn supports the adoptloq of

Section 102 of the Moynfhan/Stark Bii1.



Thank you again for this opportunity to ‘submit written

testimony on the need for Independent Living Programs for our

older adolescents. ' . : « : C »
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NA'I‘IONAL COMMI'I"I‘EE F‘OR ADOPTION
SUITE 290
1348 CONNECTICUT AVENUE. N.W.
1 " WASHINGTON, D. C. 50008

Y

{383/

A : 202 - ¢a3-7558

July 5, 1985 o : -

Sen. William L. Amstrong, Chairman
Subcommittee On Social Security . . - g
and Income Maintenance Programs -
. Committee on’ Finance
. United States Senate o |
Washington, D. C. : . A -

Dear Mr. -Chafrman:

The following comments and suggestions are submitted for inclusion
in the ‘record of your oversight hearing on the Adoption Assistance. and
Child Welfare Act {P. L 96-272), held June 24, 1985.

These comments are offered on behalf of the National Committee For
Adoption. We have more voluntary, not-for-profit licensed adoption
agencies in our membership than any other national, non-sectarian organf
fzatfon. Our suggestions grow out of decades of experience by these
agencies, most of which preceded the emergence of agencies fundéd by /
tax dollars. They also reflect agencies' experience in actually carry-
ing out P. L. 96-272 at the grass-roots level.

During your hearing, comments were received on a number of issues
“which are raised by your bill, S. 1266, and by legislation introduced
by Sen. Moynihan, S. 1329. He will be .addressing, therefore, both
pieces of legislation 3s we discuss P. L. 96-272.

- . S. 1266

BONUS FOR REDUCTION OF NUMBERS OF CHILOREN IN LONG-TERM FOSTER CARE. Based
on the informatfon which has been made available to us, we are not convinced
that this provision would be a positive contribution. We suggest that it be
set aside, pending the provision of additional data which indicates that it
-would have the desired effect of appropriately encouraging States to move
. children out of 1nappropr1aKte foster care.

MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY OF - CHILDREN ELIGIBLE FOR ADOPT-ION ASSISIMCE PAYMENTS.

_We suppart this provision. We are concerned, however, about problems with
Medicaid which will continue in the event this provision is enacted and .
urge the Subcommittee to hald an oversight hearing on this matter no less
than 12 months after enactment. . .

REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT FOR ARNUAL REPORT We do not support th1§ provision.
At this time, we have no comment on the other provisions of S. 1269
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Leytte{r"ﬁ"ﬂqimaﬁ Armstrong from William Pierce.s- July 5, 1985 -- p. 2 |

In reviewing the foster care reform picture, we believe that it is
important to keep in mind the broad, bipartisan support that exists for
‘this inftiative. Indeed, Assistant Secretary for Human Development

. Services Dorcas Hardy has been an outspoken and effective advocate for
. foster care reform, just as members of the minority were among those -
who helped create P. L. 96-272. Because of this bipartisan background, “:
we suggest that legislation introduced by Sen. Moynihan, S. 1329, also
be given consideration. - Perhaps an accomodation between the two bills
can be worked out. : o

S. 1329 .

B f' . N . .
"ELIGIBILITY OF OLDER CHILDREN FOR FOSTER CARE MAINTENANCE-PAYMENTS. We
support this provision. As one of our experienced agency executives
. told us, although a person may be ready for military service at age 18,
many are not ready for other experiences. The recent initiative to
ratse. the legal age to drink alcohol suggests that adulthood no longer
should automatfcally be seen as age 18.

TRANSITIONAL INDEPENDENT LIVING PROGRAMS FOR OLDER FOSTER CHILDREN. We
support this provision. As one of our member agency executives stated
.about Séc. 477 (b) (1), “New York has this now and it is an excellent

. way to assist these youngsters." : '
POST-ADOPTION SERVICES. Although we support this provision in principle, |
we believe that additional language would have to be added to address two '
major concerns. First, most of the existing expertise in post-adoption i
services, which should not be duplicated at needless expense, is in the )
- voluntary sector, not the public sector. We query how the voluntary E
agencies, which have the appropriate expertise, will be used to deliver

these services. We would not wish to see this provision become the means

for generating new, duplicative or inappropriate services which would
have the potential for hawming cliénts. Second, we believe that the
language of the bill, Sec. 473-(d) (1), should he changed to read: “Such
services may be furnished by licénsed or certified socfal workers or

. other experts in post-adoption services who have five years experience
in delivering such services and who are employed by licensed adoption
agencies.” Without very specific amendments to this provision, we would
oppose it. We would be pleased to work with the Subcommittee in form-
ulating an appropriate provision. -

TRAINING FOR FOSTER PARENTS AND FOR STAFF MEMBERS IN CHILD-CARE INSTI-
TUTIONS. Responses from our member agencies were mixed in respect to
this provision. While there §s an acknowledged ~eed for training, and
while the need for specific training in all aspects of discipline was
one aspect which was specifically mentioned as being needed, there was
a considerable amount of hesitation to approach the training needs as

suggested in the present draft of S. 1329. Here is an 'exampleaof the

Voo

.l ‘
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Letter to Chairman Armstrong from Nilliam Pierce -- July 5, 1985 - p..3

e - .

~ -

kind of commeats we reteived from experienced administrators of programs
which offer foster care, adoption and institutiona) services: ] .
- I have great concerns about having the federal ’
government mandate what the state need§ to do.
I certainly would not be in favor of all foster L
parents needing to be trained according to & ‘ ’ -7
certain prescribed state procedure or for all of
our- staff meabers to have to have that kind of
' : training for working in a child care institution. . :
~ I have a feeling the same thing would happen as v |
now seems to happen in licensing. Some of the . '
very best people are those who don‘t want to get )
involved in the bureaucratic procedure that is
often a part of this kind of system. I believe
we need as many-good potential foster homes as’
possible, and I thing we would have more potential
homes if privete agencies like ours would have the
- discretion of deciding what training people needed,
. : based upon the kinds of children that would be .
: placed™in those homes. Certainly, foster parents
for infants would not need the same kinds of
L experiences and help as someone who is providing
‘ foster care for troubled teenagers. Unfortunate-
: . 1y, federal'and. state mandates do not seem to have
the abi1{ty to discriminate. As so often happens,
these regulatfons then become a substitute for
thinking. . ’ - \

This kind of comment §s typical of the response of many professionals

with decades of experience in foster care and institutional care of b
children and youth. At the least, it suggest extreme caution in—the--i'- "~
consfderation of any language which would mandate training, especially
that which is tied to licensing. It would appear, based on the res-
ponses received from our agencies, that this provision requires more
.consideration and redrafting. Without such consideratfon and redraft-
ing, we could not support this provision. S :

BIENNIAL REPORTING REQUIREMENT. We strongly support this provision, R
- with the understanding that additional funding should be provided to . )

carry it out. We do not believe that the funding necessary to carry ‘

. out this requirement {s of the same magnitude as that' suggested in

f~  sthe statement of the American Public Welfare Association. It {s

v possible to obtafn accountability from the States for the furids ex-
pem without paying for a complete standardization of hardware and
software.

At this time, we have no cosment on the other provisions of S. 1329.
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Letter to Chaivman Armstrong from Hillian{?ierce == July -5. 1985 -- p. 4

He appreciate the opportunity to comnent on the issues raised by your
oversight hearing on P. L. 96-272, because, in-cur view, there s a
continuing need for involvement in the foster care raform movement.

As one bf the national organizations which strongly sup'\orts appropriate
foster care reform, and as a network of many of the agencics and indiv-
iduals who are committed to carrying out this reform, we are anxious

to work with you, with other members of the Subcommittee and with -
members of the full Committee and other members of the Senate on these
issues. Please contact us if we may be of assistance or if we can
provide you with add1t10nal infomation about these subjects.

Sincerely,

4@/4“_ o

Ivli‘i'ham L. Pierce ’ Ph.D.
President

WLP/ms

cc: Members, Cd&mit;ee on Finar;ce, U. S. Senate
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ancy ‘Sturis % }m‘. >4
’/2124 Luther : M

Saginaw, Mi. 48603

June. 30,1985

Finanée Committee
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Enclosed is testimony from my 'B*rothers and sister and myself
for 1Inclusion in the Official Hearing Record pertaining .
to PL 96-272 Atioption/Foster Aid.

Per the request, we are enclosing rive copies of testimony
and would like to staté that open records would have been
of great benefit in our lives; a.lso, How were we better
off being separated? . ot .

<

Would you p‘lease 1ne1ude our testimony 1n the printed
record of the Adoption Assistance Hearing?

¢
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.
WE, .THE UNDERSIGNED, HEREBY TESTIFY THAT: .

in the year 1950 when State Social Service Workers took us from
.our parents in an aétion that deemed our parents “UﬁABLE TO CARE
FOR" we children. Ve were placed in St.Vincent's Home and the
Saginaw County Child'Receivlng Héme, Ouivdidest sister, Nancy,

was 14, John was'la.connle was 8, Billy was 3,Chuck was 2,

-and Roy was a newborn baby. Michael, now 31 of North Carolina,

was born after we six were taken from our parentsvand was aliOwéd
.to stay with his parents.The first week of. July will bring a ramily
reunion.after 35 devast‘ng years.of all seven children as per our

mother's death wish "Please find all of my babies and bring them

together“. to our older sister, Nancy. who has searched since she =
was sixteen years old until the present age of 48.

Most of us were qld endugh to know that we had brothers apd sisters
and cﬁq remember crying for one another for.ﬁany years, Many of us
have tried over the years to find out through the Courts and the
State uhebé our 8iblings or birthfamily was and were coldly treated
with complete a?gthy nnd told that adoption files were confidential a
must remain sealed. Our oldest ézater went to Social Services when
she was Bixteen years old and was told to forget the past-xshe carrie
thae letter trom Social Services all of her life, but never gave up
in her quest. We three older children were originally placed at St.
Vincent's Home and one day while swimming. Nancy spotted two of us
being taken away and asked ihe nun, "Where are they taking John and"
Connie?" She was: told. "they are being taken to a home". Nancy
pushed the nun in the swimming pool and climbed the tence to save

us. 'The barbed wire at the top of the fence did not deter hor. but

|
I
| Y

o endy L
!

¥
e———
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PAGE T™WO OF NIELSEN-BROCKITT FAMILY TESTIMONY ! )
sh“e was pplled down by some ;zf the older boys. She subsequon't;fly antf;rod
a complets emotional breakdown. Her punishient ‘was to wash down ‘the

~entire dormitory with a toothblush; operate an 1n§ustr1;i.scmb§1ng
machine on the floors of the orphanage, do tl:e ‘.disrggs in the kitchen
for the entire orphanage and work in the 1aunéry “tor one month -

from 7 a.m. uwntil 7 p.m. at which ‘time she had to go to bed, so
she could get up a\_: 7 a.m. to go to their church services so that;
she might become a.,lreal ‘chriétian like them. The $ .50 cent allow-

ance she nomallyw;ot to attend the movies was also taken from her.

For months, we were moved from St, Vlncont's"tlk the Children's Home,
a

were allowed to see each other‘briefly, watch“Totir brothers and

I’auowea on Sunday,

to leave St. Vincent's home to go to Children'A‘ Home and love and

siatex_‘s leave, return, leave again, "Nancy was-’

nurture our infant brother periodically until }ie was adopted out.
Two of us were adopted or placed ;n a pébspectiz e adoptive family.
The elder of we two was abused and was re’tumedf‘ because " he won't
eat%, The adoption was complet{ed on the other :Lhild.—'though he
was -completely orphaned at age 13 when hifs moth r éied of canc.er.‘
and his father died in an auto accident in the ame year. He wrote
the State of Miehigan many years ago, but was d\ nied any knowledge

of his birth ramizyffm'thé'{/waa returned to thé home, again
met his older Bnother, Johnny, who was ecstatic ét his retusn, but
a very short time later the social workers eame to place the tot

in yet another adoptive home; while he hid under the ad and held
onto the springs-of the béd with all of his stréngiq. Johniy fought
or tried to fight off the social vrorkers,-"'he lost and the tot was
blaqed in the adoptive honv\e‘.__where he would not ﬁet in a car for

months, in fear that he would be placed in a less loving home. He

was four years old at the time and Johnny was not yet 12 yrs. old.
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PAGE THREE - TESTIMONY OI-‘ NIELSEN-BROCKITT FAMILY ° ¢

i

3 ) - . - .
Connie’was placed in'a-foster home, s were Nancy and John as they
were real}y too 01d to be"desirable adoptee prospects", though John

has said that he told them that-he "would refuse to be adopted" with

'great vehemence. Nancy was not abused in the' toster homee she lived

- in, but led a most insecure lire and earned her keep babysitting

. and cleaning; her stay there ox‘nded when she walked in on her t‘oster

mother in bed wi'th her lqver.] She. then went to live with her father
for some yeérs.
' o

Johnny was forced tO arise at 5 a.m. in his t‘oster-home 80 that he

‘might work in the fields plowing before he went to school. One . .

day he learned that his sister, Connie, lived nearby from a school -
friend. Thus, he was able to keep track of her until he was older

and could contact her.

Connie's life was a tortureus life from the uine she was placed
in the foster home. She was abused verbaily and whipped and ex-

p»loited. She carries mental scars which demand that she live on

,tranquinzers the rest of her life. Like some of her brothers and

P TN

aisters. she has blacked out much of her lite and cannot t‘orce hex-

mind to opgn _those doors to the pain she expor.‘.onced. She begins

to shake when we attempt_to reécall the past and though in her-forties,’

cannot yst forcé her memory. Initially,:she d1d not want to reunite
with her family as th; mere prospect ‘of meetlr{g. theq would open the
boil so that- 1t might heal,was terrirying——to her. Most of us lived
with horriti‘ night-aros and persistent memories all of our lives;
queations we could not solve in our minds, taces that would entor our

u-ory. then fade away.

e
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PAGE FOUR - TESTIMONY QF/fHE NIELSON-BROCKITT FAMIL? -
- r, . _f I i’ . I
‘cﬁuxy enough, Social Services declared our parents "Unable to care

&

. for" us in 1850, yet our youngest brother, who was born after we

S

were taken, Qgg allowed to stay with his parents and, incidentally,

was the only child of seven to graduate from college. OUR QUESTION-
"How were we bétter off ‘in adéﬁtion and foster homes?

— B

. °
Our parents' crime? They were poor énd were paying neighbors on
T occasion to watch over us when they were forced to leave us_.to
go to work to earn a living. Our home, thoﬁgh impoverigygd.

, - was ségggggd cleaA with lysol, if poésible; one could say that’ .
ihe floor boards shone; our food yas plentiful and nourishing,
and‘7e~ware loved, Our parents sﬁent their lives searching
in vain ‘for four of their babies who were taken from them, each
Sunday. thny ‘would put Michael in éheir car and drive the town

_looking for us. They qugt only wheﬂ they died at premature ages.

 When a certain Social éeﬁéice'wdrkéiylearﬂéd'fhey were searching,
she call#d one. ‘of the adoptive homes and T was’ whisked off the

- street and sen the cottage ror o for a-while.

We feel that we were noé‘intended to be victims of the syétem.

but indeed, we were! Many of us,‘at different times of our lives,

T~ ____ . contacted the State of Michigan with.ghe hope of fiinding our’

family, but were told we could not obtain information.

witﬁ respect to our parents, we féund “Graves at the end of our

Search". We pray that they know that we are all found and will

meet'after 35 years the first week gf July. The end did‘not Jusﬁify
'x\\\:the means for Sotial Services. We can never forgive them for th§

- s, ¢ )

devastati;n tﬁey wreaked, nor can we forgive the 1§ws that make

a
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it possible for any State to make children victims. of their

system, . ° °
- ¢ . » . - E
% . '
— WITNESSETHr——
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an E. Keller .
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- e CONNIE DIERICH -
R . Chuck 1s in Floridd
Hichael is in N, Carolina
Randy is out of Country
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Ms, Seott Boem ’ June 28, 1985 -
Pinance Commfttee ‘ ‘ P ’
.U.S. Senate - T ST -

w’amﬁngm D.C. 20510
1985 . f* RSN P

neu- Mn. Seott Boorm, = . A ~

In regards-to the hearluga on ‘resuthorization of Public Law 96-272,
the Adoptiomw Assfstance and ‘Chd1d Welfare Act of 1980, I wouia wrge
that the reauthorized yerbiom require states, which recieve federal
adeption/fostor- atd, to enaet laws to open adoption records, o not
separate sﬂrlim uzmeeeuarnr. and &1low aeparsted uibnm to be
rvm:itad. .-

—_— .

,I am one of eisht children separated from our paruxea and each other
when we were very young, because of the unsanﬂmx condftions of the
. heme in which we were ‘living. Most were adopted except me, I was
ralsed by my grandmother, I have found them &8ll except’ (one). We
have all‘feltt-ﬁhap-»we were punished &l of those years for a situat-
fomr to which, we had no ‘comtrol over. All of us have faced some
emotional trauma veomuse of this separation, and all of our :;eunione
have been greati. My brother George says, "If only I would have had
" & brother or sister to talk to when I was, growing up, things would
have been ea?ier for»,me. L He grew up in en adoptive home an only co
chilqd, kncming he had brothers and gisters, which he couyld not find, .
I betfeve it Isltime for this puriElment to end for 1t T:Q# our
fault. We haveée to know bur sister or our lives will consist_ &f‘%one
endless search. It has to end somewhere. Every American has the
right to know hig/her parents, brothers, sisters, relatives, heritags,
and Medical History, u.nlosa they are adopted, them- they can no lone;er
share those Birth Rights. Adoptees are forced to honor a contract
of a.doption stgned by others on hia/her behalf to which the adoptes-
had ne 8ay. They are further told that they must never question it,
and are to honor—it for life regeardiess If they are of ‘adult Hge o
not. This Law does not give them the Preedom of Choice, and for that ~
* reason, it is unconstituationsal. )

- . 1
o - : ? Sincerely,

— -
v

Elmor ASpencer ¢
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§ ’ 28 Condon Avenue'! ‘ K
T N Buffalo, New York 14207 ' I
S : L. . Juy 1, 1985 Nk
Betty Scott-Brown ) . N
Commitee on Finance - .o ] (.
US Senate : - :
".‘aAshington ¢ 20510
. i N . - » ‘V'L- E]
Dear-Fs, Scott-Brown: e -

Flease include my testimony, which is attached to this letter, in the
congressional hearing recoxrds of June 24th, concerning the Federal
Furlic Law, P L 96 - 272, -Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act

of 1900. I heard there was a deadline of July 8th for mail-in testimony,

Also,tflease put my name and address on your, mailing 1ist, I wish to

ve notified of further Adoption Legislation as it is introduced so I
- may have a voice in the making of laws which directly affect me,

.

- -3incerely, ] ' o
Ma. Jram thester Adin Oae Sppel
- Pl .
o ) _ Ms. Joan "heele¥ born Doris $ippel
Reunited-Adoptee, Separated at Birth ..
. T From lidne Siblings ' ~
. a " . ’ f el e T
— Coordinator, Buffalo™Adop feline’
< o
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28 Condon avenue ' v )
N Juf;alo, Lew. 'ork 14207 . o .
July 1 1‘ca - - . —
. . b . .
Beity Scott~Brown e
Comriiee on Finance
© Us> .enate - L.
has“iﬂgton 26 28570 . -

+ Ues ony to be included in the Confressional Hearings of June 24,

-

985, voncerning tne Federal Public Law, P L 96 = 272, Adqp}ion
Ascisiance and Chila wWelfare aAct of 1900:°
- e

© 1 w=s-borr two monils prex;turcly on Jand;ry 7, 19564 liy mother died,

at z:¢ 30, on karc. 2&, 1520,0f eanqeé. by four other siblings,
Lertrude {nine yenrs), K-atierine (eight years},'Leonard (six yéars),
and uth (trree y ears) all remember that our ro?her wa«  pregnant,
and tian she died. ‘hey never saw their nevborn sisier, Instead, our |
tv-r*y'*ea“ old ;av.er chose a uist t cousir of his deceased wvife to
TR ado et nfs’ yoanbcg,“daugnter. Afx *t.e adoption was fxnalized, there

was no cbnta$f betvcen my adoptivg E§rgnts and’ my'pirth father and
Cesvyiage, L L, - I e

co Con . | . - !

Fea nv‘ilr, beéause hﬂls was a private adnption we “veen ‘distant relatives, -

it was not exsctlv a,closed adoption. Ky birthmother's sister /and my

adentive 'ather's sister, vho are third cousins, k%pt in close,contaet

vitn eachother, - irithout the consent of my ddotive parenta,‘or of ny '
. bir:nfather, or of the children invoived, photos of me and phgtos of

nmy siblings were vassed back and forth, The extended fa: ily %ad the /

;o ’ :, N
Ty r—- . / 22 - I .
¥ - v [
/ - 7
o
. - - A b .
e - § . o)
"~ '
Isl , .
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. opo tunity to compare my personal growth with that of nw siblings, yet, _
‘ Xnowledge of -y 8iblin@s was denied to me. o
But my eldest sister, Gertrude, did not feasil;; forget that she had a
béby sister, Year after year she 62,‘1ent1y remembered ny birthday, and,
/s when shé was eighteen and I was nine, she managed to obtain my adop-
tive name and address from—nw birth aunt, . My sister then told the .
rest of my full blood siblings and they« 'promptly went to work devising .
ways of contacting me. Year after year they tried one thing after qnofkw
‘ ‘nev‘er b;i;;g'blatant about uhg__hey were,. a}d. they always let time g0
by before trying a new tactic so as to ward off any suspioions from’ ny
adoptive parents, Dolls were sent in packages with no gift cards’—cmn—"'—
lette
‘were on the chain lettera, only 1 thought they were friends of the

were sent directly to me and ny. sibnngs' names and address

-

N

other apeople isted, Prank phone calls were made , aaking for me direct-
" 1y ==~ and I wa completely unaware that my own siblings were doing -

‘these thilgh,

»

!I-:y'bir%hfather, meanvhile, had remarried, MHis second wife had two sons -
o from~a‘ previous marriage. ;She ated ’ten yeax;s later, My birthfather
then married his third and present wife who had two daughters from a
— .previoua marriage. My fg.ther and my step mother had a son in 1971,
~ Thue the family.grew from the original five, full blood sﬁ;linga, to
include two step brothers,who are now in their thxitieqs two step sie-
/" ters,who are now twenty-four and eighteenjand one half brother who is
' now fourtcen, The youngest of the five full blood siblings was given

: | wiies N . .

. o I
' ’ :. . : /’ 1 i ) ' N
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up for adoption in 1956 =--"me ==~ and in 1977 the yo\m est of the

-step chlldren - Wy step-sistet —— was legally adopte by birth- )

father. And, all* the while, 1 wa8 raised an only chilf

¥hen 1 turned efghteen I set out to locate the only'bl od relative I
knew "I had: my birthfather, VBut, my siblings were wajting for my '
eighteenth birthday, too. They iroted that the eldest ghould fake
charge and wait a few weeks afte ny eighteenth bitthda t‘orfiﬁ’ake con=
tact wi_yth me, their little sister,

’

It was. on Tuesday larch 5, 1974 tlhat Dy eldest sister made a phone eall
t‘hét reunited us after.an eighteen year separation_; It has been eleven
years since that day and 1 can only say that.my Reunion with my Birth-

:-‘amify 1sﬁ_on1y beginning, Elévgp Years have taken us through much Joy,

pain, disagreements, recon‘cinia‘t;iohs and acé;eptances .as well aa( much

. versonal growth, ./}:y siblings ax'?d I have made tremendous strides in

‘making peace with the vast that separated us and now we 1livé in the

pre-sent and look forward to a lifetime of experiences ahead of us,

Wost of the extenfied family resides in the Buffa.lo, New York area. How-

ever, Some ‘of-us sidblings are now aeparated by mileage. Hy second eld- .
4

est sister has lived in Liverpool, England since 1971, My full blood .
brother has liv d in Phoenix, Arizona since 1977. And my- eldest sister

: has-nvad in Bi ghamton, New York since 1982, And I am moving to

—d
Charl eston, South Carolina in September 1985, It ten't easy 1iving

with eoployment~imposed gquz,japhic I;Tlocation, but we a}l have the

PR . \,

B

e
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31 . _ y .
streng+k to go on.vifh our llvesi gecure in éhe k;ouledge that we can
“reach out and still be in contact with one another. I V

since my second eldest sister had moved to’ England three years before
my reunlon, we did not m meet when I met everyone elpe 1n 1974, ‘Instead,
4 took out my life savings to fly to Liverpool in Novebber oftn976 and
stayed vlth ny sister for one month. 1 went pack:for another. visit in;, JE—
1979.._%9éey ha8 not permitted a visit since then, end it is strange’

that the sister I have only spent six weeks with tot ly in my tventy-

nine¢ years of llfeJ is the one I am closest to emotionally.

Because of the imp%ct this has.had on .me, I became involved with Adop-

t;on Aeform Groups;since 1975, In“January of 1980 I began writing my
autobiography ( mhich is scheduled to be completed by January ef 1986},

In uune of 1984 I qtarted a supnort group, Buffalo Adoption pifeline.

[ . °
7 " °

I fimdy believe,that no sibling groups should be a;lowed_§§_53wgép-
arated through a option. This is ‘eruel punis ent for 1nnocent chlld-

ren who become- lnnocent adults as time goes on. . i : -

B )
! : / '
, !

I sﬁpport all of%orts/éo prevent élbllng groupo from béing sepafated.’

Open Adovtion is/an example of how to keep slbilnga in contact with
" one another, I fao-support all efforts to esﬁabliah{a_Qationuide
:&mmé%yanIﬁmjwmnaneﬁuwﬁomQEWSuﬁpu‘
hothers and .the l@wyers who place theae children 8o that the azblings
involved can know eachother, I also support all efforts te regulate
]
- . : - ‘!

— —_

i
NG 1Y
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Sperm Banks who allow a’'man to donate sperm (and be pdid $35 for each
ejaculation) from ono €o fifty to two hmndred times --- and then ship
the sperm all over the nationl Half sisters and brother*ever know

about ea chother !

This completes my mersonal“testimony,

To carry this one step furthen, I also wish to submit pudblic testimony

a

- Current New York State Adoption Reunion Registry,

‘more harm than gocd,

which goes beyond what happened to me and my own sisters and brothers,
Tollowing this personal letter is an Open Letter in Opposition of the

- I wrote it, but only
after several months of discussion with birthparents and- adopteea who

are sirongly opnosed.to this 1udicrous New York State Law, ° It was pu.ed
‘The New York State Registry does .

e eimersm s ST R

I am submitting written testimony to help

without oactuany helping anyone.

versuade legislators on a National level to override the damage done
ty the lew York State Regisrty,

Tlease include a‘li of th1§ Personal and Pubdblic Te_stimony in the con=-
gre-sional hearing records of June 24th, concerning the Federal Public
Lav, P L 96-272, Acoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1900,

. B

Sincerely; f

/’j‘ ‘}W WLtl.((.v M O/\P‘- ﬁwz
Ms. Joan Wheeler born Doris Sippel

va

<
5
/
1

¢ V Reunited Adoptee, Se ted Prom
P  Nine sn:nngs at'Birg

b : ' ' cooramator, Buffalo Adoption ;
T4PA lv\.

e
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. Buffalo Adaption Lifeline
""" - - P.0. Box 318 i
Buffalo, New’ ‘York’ 14207 - -

Open Letter In Opposition of the Current NYS Adoption Reunion
Registry: L .

1. Adoptees are discrimlnateg against by the $75 registration
fée while Birthparents and Adoptive Parents pay. only $20 each
to register.

2 Should be one equnl and reasonable fee for all Regis-
trants.

2. v adoptions that occurred prior to'April 1, 1984, each
».rthparent and each Adoptive Parent must register before
lentifying information is released to the Adoptee--at an
. lditional charge of $20 each.
. It is absurd to charge such high fees to simply send a
letter vith a name and address 1dentify1ng each regis—
trant..
If Birthfather is not known and obviously cannot’ file.
identifying information is withheld from Adoptee and
. Birthmother.
t . Provisions are made for the death of one or both Adoptive
. Parents. There are no provisions made for the deaths of
N one or both Birthparents. ——- B
o 1. Adoptee is not given 1dentify1ng 1nformation. nor
- " * told of the deaths. -
+ There are no provis:ons made for the death of the
Adoptee.
© 1, 1In this-case, Birthparents are not told of the
"~ Adoptee's death.

3. fter a 3-way mntch is made, an additional charge-of-$507 00~
s required by the AQoption Agency to releaae the infor-
ation.’

. Some Adoption Agencies in the past were at least willing
to help individuals and relegse information for free upon
the request of cénsenting adults. Now they are pro-
hibited by law to give out any information.

B. If the adoptiqn records are kept in court documents in
addition to being kept in adoption agencies or private
lawyers files, the state should be able to obtain
information fr¥om the surrogate or family court vithout,
taking unnecessary steps to involve agencies.

N C. And, adoption agencies and private lawyers should be free

to aid persons who seek their help.

-
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Thelpresent ‘registry gives an adoptee over 21 years of age
the right to seek Identifying Information only with the-

-adoptive parents’' and birth parents permission. . '
A. NYS Age of Majority is 18. Anyone over 1B is .considered

an adult and does not need parental permission to do
« anything.
1. ' Except, of course, Adopteés. ‘We are continuaf&yﬁ
" . labeled as "children" and are targets of discri-
mination.
2. No adult over the age of 18 slould be required by law
to ootain-written permissiorn for anything they do.
By the present -Registry, a 45 year old Adoptee .must
ask permission of 70 vear old Addoptive Parents!
3. Adoptive parent permission is bad enough, but to

_require Birth Parent permission ,is another injustice °

‘forced upon the adoptee. Even if the birth parents
do not want a reunioa, they have a responsibility to

pass on basic inforiation to the adoptee. =

4. Conversly., the adoptive parents hold the determinat-
ing factor over the birth parents as well as the ’
- adoptee. I{ the birth'parents wish a reunion and the
-~ ?doptive parents sa&y "no", then a’'reunion between 2
“-‘consenting adults is prevented. _Adoptive parents
should not have this power.
5. Tf both adoptive and/birth parents do not give their

p ... permission-to-the— release of identifying information,

the adoptee i's still in limbo. To give such power of
twvo sets of adults over another adult is to Keep
adoptees forever involved by the confidentiality that
‘they did not *ask for. fn'confidentig contact, signed
over a minor child, should not be bsgdrﬁz‘iﬁén that
child reaches adulthood & = =recsomai®d

6. " What constitutes "Identifying Information"? No where
. in-the present NYS Registry does it state that

= “Jdentifying Information" includes the release of a

Certified Copy of the’Long Form Original, Pre-

Adoptive, Birth Certificate. This document -should be '
made available to Adult Adoptees upon request--at -the——

same $5.00 fee that normal citizens are charged for

their Birth Certificates--with or without the permis-

sion of either Adoptive or-Birth Parents. Each
American Citizen should-have equal rights to their :
own ‘birth records and’ personal history.

Present Regtstry does not adequately fulfill the needs of
birthparents. ’
A. No provisions for- Non- Identitying info to be released to
-the Birthparentr on the Adoptee.
B, No provisions for Identifying info to be released if
" Adoptee is deceased.

4

-
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No provisions to update nnd have access to existing
files: medical recordé. names and addresses and occu-

" pations change ovelr time. Birthparents should be able to

make necessary changes in records so that Adoptee will
have current info available.

No provisions to. cover. Birth!athers who fathered through
Sperm Donation, who, at the time wanted anonymity but now
wish cohtact -for medical or persolal reasons.

%

Conversly, Adoptees conceived[via. a Sperm Donor have

little or po change of ever o taining any 1ntormation

on their father.
No provisions have -been made tor the Birthparents ex-
tended family to register their siblings or Parents (the
Adoptee's Aunts & Uncles and Grandparents) may wish to
reunite with the adoptee. !
Adoptive parents should have access to their child's
medical files at all times, without the permission of the
Birthparents--as a health ssfeguard for the Adoptee.

Present registry gives the Health Department and AddptionL
Agencies tlie power to censor information to be relegggq to

the Adoptee.

Y

.

E.

F.

®

" The government is taking away a bagic freedom of all
American citizens--the right to "life, liberty and pur-

suit of happiness.” These basic rights are violated when .

circumstances and facts of a perso:'s birth and adoption
are censored. P
Cenqo:shipwgreats Adoptees as chi;dren*vho—mas%—ber-
protected from what other people consider to be "harmful
information."

Only individual Adoptees themselves can decide what is
harmful or not. Adoptees who search would rather know °
the complete truth than to be told halt “truths or nothing
at al).

The Uﬁited States Government does not censor geneological
information readily available to the general public. But
becauge Adoptees are in the Ninority, we are not consid-
ered ifpart of the general public and we are prohibited
tromjtrtcing our family trees. The general public often
finds! "skeletons in the closet" but the Government is not
concerned with censoring possible "harmful information”
for everyone. Only Adoptees are "sheltered" by law.
Adoptees and Birthparents should have access to their own

‘recorfis--be given certified copies of documents on tile.

Open records on demand of adults over the age of 18--and
for minors.involved in severe medical or psychological
traumg-~should be made into law. This includes the
releage of the original, Pre-Adoptive Long Form, Birth
Certificnte. N
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.7+ PFor kdoptions occurring after April 1, 1984, the consent of

8 -

Adoptive Parents is not requested. .. . Ty

A. A Registry should be retroactive to giv {ree access to ’F

- all persons. The present registry restricts those of us
who want dinformation now and liberates those who will be
adults 21 years from now. %

8. On-the Registration form, Adoptees are asked if they are in
contact with any biological brothers -and sisters. .
~°" A. There is no reason why this should be a determinating
factor in the release of identifying or non-identifying
information to the adoptee’ who registers.
. ‘1. Very few sibling groups have been adopted together.
2. If a sibling group was adopted together and the
eldest reaches 21 years of age, this adoptee will be
prohibited from knowing identifying or non-identify-
ing information on the birthparerts--because the
minor brothers and sisters must be “"protected."
Again, "the individial adoptee's rights are being - — -

Co] violated in favor of someone else's rights. And, who

-is to say the minor siblings are lnterested in a

o0 reunion?-

‘B. One of the main reasons that adoptees search 1s to find

© ——out"if they 'do’ have full or half blood-siblings. This
question is irrelevant fori those who simply do not know. -

C. If siblings are in search of each other and the birth-
parents are Tiot interested in a reunion, these siblings
should be allowed to contact each other. ThHere is no
provision in the existing NYS reglstry to permit adult
sibling reunions.

9. When people contact the registry, they wait for months for
answers. Money is sent, but no information is released in
return.: 'hat is the problem? N

o -

ALL MEMBERS OF THE ADOPTION TRIANGLE ARE DISCRIMINATED AGAINST BY
THE PRESENT NYS ADOPTION REGISTRY. ADOPTEES ARE DENIED THEIR
BIRTHRIGHT, BIRTHPARENTS ARE DENIED ANY KNOWLEDGE OF THEIR SON OR
DAUGHTER, ADOPTIVE PARENTS ARE GIVEN TOO MUCH POWER OVER OTHER ‘
ADULTS., THE RIGHTS OF. SIBLINGS__(FULL AND HALF), AS WELL ,AS
GRANDPARENTS AND OTHER FAMILY MEMBERS ARE IGNORED. '

THE PRESENT REGISTRY IS MUCH TOO RESTRICTIVE. A FULL INVBSTI-
GATION SHOULD BE MADE, WITH THE INTENT TO REVISE AND ENACT NEW
LEGISLATION TO CORRECT PRESENT INADEQUACIES AND ENSURE THE RIGHTS

AND INTERESTS OF EVERYONE. ,

—’ :
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- PUBLIC NOTICE SHOULD BE GIVEN BEFORE ANY LEGISLATION OR ADOPTION

»-Z 1S MADE INTO LAW. THOSE OF US WHO ARE DIRECTLY' AFFECTED BY THESE
"LAWS HAVE NOT BEEN ASKED FOR OUR INPUT. AS A DEMOCRATIC NATION,
ALL PEOPLE SHOULD HAVE THE RIGHT TO VOTE ON PENDING LAWS.

SOMEHOW, THOSE OF US IN THE ADOPTION TRIANGLE HAVE BEEN LEFT OUT
JF THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS. -

PLEASE INCLUDE BUFFALO ADOPTION LIFELINE ON YOUR MAILING LIST .
“TO KEEP US INFORMED OF PENDING LEGISLATION.

. BUFFALO ADOPTION LIFELINE Lk : ’
- - P.O. BOX 318

BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14207

;4__{‘,_ (“_ 4‘\-‘.«.—"’—“»

Joan Wheeler b
Coordinator and Founder'

1 ‘ ’ : ’
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