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United States House Committee on

Ways & Means

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: 202-225-3625
September 21, 2023
No. WW-03

Chairman Smith and Work & Welfare Subcommittee Chairman LaHood
Announce Subcommittee Hearing on Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect
Vulnerable Children

House Committee on Ways and Means Chairman Jason Smith (MO-08) and Work & Welfare
Subcommittee Chairman Darin LaHood (IL-16) announced today that the Subcommittee on
Work & Welfare will hold a hearing on modernizing child welfare to protect vulnerable children.
The hearing will take place on Thursday, September 28, 2023, at 10:00AM in the Sam
Johnson room located in 2020 Rayburn House Office Building.

Members of the public may view the hearing via live webcast available at
https://waysandmeans.house.gov. The webcast will not be available until the hearing starts.

In view of the limited time available to hear the witnesses, oral testimony at this hearing will be
from invited witnesses only. However, any individual or organization not scheduled for an oral
appearance may submit a written statement for consideration by the Committee and for inclusion
in the printed record of the hearing.

DETAILS FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS:

Please Note: Any person(s) and/or organization(s) wishing to submit written comments for the

hearing record can do so here: WMSubmission(@mail house.gov.
Please ATTACH your submission as a Microsoft Word document in compliance with the

formatting requirements listed below, by the close of business on Thursday, October 12, 2023.
For questions, or if you encounter technical problems, please call (202) 225-3625.

%)



FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS:

The Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing record. As
always, submissions will be included in the record according to the discretion of the Committee.
The Committee will not alter the content of your submission but reserves the right to format it
according to guidelines. Any submission provided to the Committee by a witness, any materials
submitted for the printed record, and any written comments in response to a request for written
comments must conform to the guidelines listed below. Any submission not in compliance with
these guidelines will not be printed but will be maintained in the Committee files for review and
use by the Committee.

All submissions and supplementary materials must be submitted in a single document via email,
provided in Word format and must not exceed a total of 10 pages. Please indicate the title of the
hearing as the subject line in your submission. Witnesses and submitters are advised that the
Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official hearing record.

All submissions must include a list of all clients, persons and/or organizations on whose behalf
the witness appears. The name, company, address, telephone, and fax numbers of each witness
must be included in the body of the email. Please exclude any personal identifiable information
in the attached submission.

Failure to follow the formatting requirements may result in the exclusion of a submission. All
submissions for the record are final.

ACCOMMODATIONS:

The Committee seeks to make its facilities accessible to persons with disabilities. If you require
accommodations, please call 202-225-3625 or request via email to

WM Submission@mail. house.gov in advance of the event (four business days’ notice is
requested). Questions regarding accommodation needs in general (including availability of
Committee materials in alternative formats) may be directed to the Committee as noted above.

Note: All Committee advisories and news releases are available on the Committee website at
http://www.waysandmeans.house.gov/.

i

(VD



HEARING ON MODERNIZING CHILD WELFARE
TO PROTECT VULNERABLE CHILDREN

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 28, 2023

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON WORK AND WELFARE,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m., in Room
2020, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Darin LaHood [chair-
man of the subcommittee] presiding.

Chairman LAHOOD. Good morning, everybody.

I want to welcome everyone to our Work and Welfare Sub-
committee hearing this morning.

I want to welcome our witnesses here on our subcommittee hear-
ing entitled, “Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable
Children.” And so grateful to have the opportunity to have this
hearing this morning.

I am going to begin with an opening statement here and then
turn it over to my colleague, Ranking Member Danny Davis. And
then we will introduce our witnesses here today.

So welcome, everybody. I want to, first of all, thank everyone for
joining us today for this hearing. My name is Darren LaHood, a
Congressman from the 16th congressional district, covering much
of central Illinois and northwest parts of Illinois.

This hearing begins our important work this Congress on evalu-
ating challenges faced by Americans’ most vulnerable children
within our Nation’s child welfare system.

As chairman of the Work and Welfare Subcommittee, I have tre-
mendous respect for the longstanding bipartisan work that has
been done by this subcommittee to reform and fortify the safety net
for children who have experienced the trauma and hardships of
abuse and neglect.

In 2018, this subcommittee paved the way for a significant bipar-
tisan victory with the passage of the Family First Prevention Serv-
ices Act. That legislation transformed Congress’ approach to child
welfare by moving away from the historic practice of providing
funding solely after a child entered foster care in directing resource
tow}?rd evidence-based prevention services to keep families to-
gether.

In 2020, under the exemplary leadership of Ranking Member
Davis and former Ranking Member Jackie Walorski, this sub-
committee worked to provide critical resources and much needed
support to foster youth during the pandemic. Child welfare policy
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has seen significant changes in recent years. But, with nearly 4,000
children in foster care, more needs to be done.

The purpose of this hearing is to review a program within our
subcommittee’s jurisdiction called Title IV-B. Title IV-B is less
than an endearing name, but the program needs to be reauthor-
ized.

As you will hear from our witnesses today, this program plays
a pivotal role in family preservation and providing flexible funding
to States and Tribes, to promote the safety, permanence, and well-
being of children in foster care.

The program was first created in 1935 with the original passage
of the Social Security Act and expanded in 1993 to include a new
subpart called Promoting Safe and Stable Families. Title IV-B as
a whole has not had any significant reform since 2008.

I strongly believe it is our responsibility and obligation to ensure
government programs are meeting today’s needs and that they are
maximizing the impact of taxpayer dollars. Too often, Congress cre-
ates a program and then fails to circle back and ask what has come
of our investment, how company this funding complement other
Federal programs that serve similar populations.

This perpetuates a social safety net that is siloed and discon-
nected. We have a unique opportunity to modernize and reimagine
the function and structure of Title IV-B, building on the success
of the Family First Act while maintaining the flexibility that States
rely on.

Earlier this month, I sat down with Commissioner Rebecca Jones
Gaston of the Administration of Children, Youth, and Families at
the Department of HHS. Our conversation was very productive and
revealed a number of areas where Title IV-B could be improved.

In addition, stakeholders from both sides of the aisle have high-
lighted persistent challenges. Title IV-B could be—where it could
be reformed to address—including some of our witnesses that will
speak today. These include improving outcomes for the 19,000
youth aging out of foster care each year, supporting the grand-
parents and family members caring for the 2.5 million children who
might otherwise enter foster care, strengthening the capacity of
family courts, and ensuring legal representation and transparency
for parents, fulfilling the promise of family resource centers to pro-
vide upstream interventions that catch families before they fail,
and addressing the nationwide shortage of caseworkers.

Families form the bedrock of a strong society, and it is crucial
to have a child welfare system in place that supports children in
moments of crisis and keeps families intact whenever possible.

I look forward to the insights and valuable testimony of our wit-
nesses that will—that they will provide today as they shed light on
various components and programs funded through Title IV-B. To-
gether, we can find lasting, bipartisan solutions to address the
challenges facing vulnerable children and families.

I want to thank our witnesses and our guests for being here
today and look forward to your testimony.

With that, I am pleased to recognize the gentleman from Illinois,
the ranking member, Mr. Danny Davis.

Mr. DAVIS. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.



3

And I also want to thank each one of our witnesses for being
here with us today. And I thank all of those who have come.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to be a part of the long tradition in
the Ways and Means Committee of enacting important bipartisan
legislation to improve foster care and better prevent child abuse
and neglect. I want to continue this tradition in partnership with
you, and I appreciate your thoughtful assembly of our panel of ex-
perts today.

I would be remiss if I did not note that in just 2 days the Repub-
lican leadership’s inability to govern our Chamber will likely mean
that the authorization and funding for the programs we are dis-
cussing today will expire. Many parents will lose their childcare,
and the Federal Government will shut down, cutting off lifelines for
many needy families.

I hope we can work together to persuade your colleagues to pre-
vent a shutdown and continue the foster care-related programs
under Title IV-B, while we work on a bipartisan reauthorization
law that puts children first.

I was disappointed that recent Republican proposals did not in-
clude a IV-B extension. Like other States, our home State of Illi-
nois struggles to meet our goal of permanent homes within 18
months for the 21,000 Illinois children in foster care.

Although children from all races and ethnicities suffer from
abuse and neglect at similar rates, Black children are overrepre-
sented at each decision point in the child welfare system. Further,
Black, American Indian, Alaska Native youth are more likely than
their peers to be placed in foster care and remain in care. Clearly,
we have work to do.

Youth who have experienced foster care advise me that the best
way to fix the foster care system is to help families from the start.
IV-B programs to assist families while youth are in foster care are
a key part of that continuum. So are the central services that pre-
vent youth from entering foster care and subsidies guardianship
programs that help them exit.

IV-B programs fund other key tools to help children in foster
care including the Court Improvement Program that supports fam-
ily courts, the regional partnership grants that successfully coordi-
nate services for families struggling with substance abuse, case-
worker visits and family stabilization that make it safe for children
to go home, a wide range of assistance to adoptive families, and
kinship guardians that gives a helping hand to go with the bound-
less love.

I believe we must do even more to strengthen families, reduce
time in care, and address racial disparities, for example, by pro-
viding legal services to parents and children to represent their in-
terests, by preserving the bonds between children and their incar-
cerated parents, and by providing mentors with lived experience to
youth and parents.

The reality is that stabilizing families and keeping children safe
requires additional investments. Yet IV-B funding has staggered
since 2006.

I look forward to hearing from our distinguished panel of wit-
nesses today and from my colleagues about their priorities for these
important programs so that we can work together to make smart,
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practical investments to protect vulnerable youth and strengthen
families.

Again, I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for calling this important
hearing and yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman LAHoOD. Thank you, Mr. Davis.

We will now move to introduce our witnesses here today.

Our first witness, Mr. David Sanders, is the Executive Vice
President of Systems Improvement at Casey Family Programs.

Our next witness after that will be Ms. Tracy Gruber, who is the
Executive Director of the Utah Department of Health and Human
Services.

We will next hear from Cherie Craft, who is the founding CEO
and Executive Director of the Smart From the Start program in
Washington, D.C.

We will next hear from Katherine Marquart, who is the recruit-
ment manager for the FosterAdopt Connect program in Missouri.

And then, lastly, we will hear from Ms. Prudence Beidler Carr,
who is the Center Director for the American Bar Association’s Cen-
ter on Children and Law.

With that, Dr. Sanders, we will begin with you. And you are rec-
ognized for 5 minutes to deliver your opening statement.

STATEMENT OF DAVID SANDERS, PH.D., EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT OF SYSTEMS IMPROVEMENT, CASEY FAMILY
PROGRAMS

Mr. SANDERS. Good morning, Chairman LaHood, Ranking
Member Davis, and members of the subcommittee.

My name is David Sanders, and I am the Executive Vice Presi-
dent of Systems Improvement for Casey Family Programs. Casey
Family Programs is the Nation’s largest operating foundation fo-
cused on reducing the need for foster care in the United States.

Thank you for inviting me here today. I want to thank this sub-
committee for its vision and commitment to conversations and pol-
icy development whose goal is to improve the lives of vulnerable
families.

I am going to focus on two issues during my brief presentation,
and you have my written testimony which is more comprehensive.
First, I will give some highlights on the history of Title IV-B. Sec-
ond, I will provide some recommendations on the reauthorization
of IV—(]? to continue the child welfare momentum this Congress has
created.

Federal child-protection policy has always prioritized the safety
of children as paramount in any decision. We know from research
that the most effective way to keep children safe is to strengthen
families and to seek to mitigate any risk to the safety of the child.
This means the goal is to keep children safe with their families, not
safe from their families.

This subcommittee over the past decades has advanced many sig-
nificant pieces of legislation to fund State, territory, and Tribal ef-
forts for children to remain safely with their families, most recently
with the historic passage of Family First.

Alongside Family First, the funding and priorities supported
through Title IV-B programs provide critical dedicated child wel-
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fare funding to strengthen families and ensure children do not stay
in foster care one day longer than necessary.

IV-B—the Mary Lee Allen Promoting Safe and Stable Families
Program was created in the nineties. The creation of this program
brought new additional funding for family support and family pres-
ervation services to families with children including foster care,
adoptive, and extended families.

As part of the Adoption and Safety Families Act in 1997, the al-
lowable use of PSSF funds were expanded to include time-limited
family reunification and adoption promotion and support services.

Thanks to the leadership and vision of this subcommittee, Fami-
lies First became law in 2018. The landmark legislation fundamen-
tally shifted how the Federal Government partners with States,
territories, and Tribes in the protection of children and strength-
ening of families.

I would note the two programs are different. Family First focuses
on children right at the doorstep of foster care, and Title IV-B pro-
vides more flexibility for States to address issues at an earlier
point and strengthen families who might be at risk.

However, the most important question is: Has congressional ac-
tion impacted outcomes for vulnerable children in a positive way?
If the goal is to have more children safely with their families, the
answer is yes. From 2005 to 2021, the number of children in foster
care has declined by 23 percent. The number of Black children in
care has declined by 47 percent. And while the percent—and this
has been accomplished without compromising safety as measured
by recurrence of maltreatment and reentry into foster care.

Things are far from perfect, and I don’t intend to present an
overly Pollyanna view. But the key point is that this subcommittee
has identified issues and used IV-B and IV-E to improve outcomes
for children.

I am going close on the two issues that based on data call for ad-
dressing by this subcommittee.

First, while several safety measures have shown improvement in
the Nation’s child protection system, child abuse and neglect fatali-
ties continue to rise nationally. Given the priority on safety, this
is a glaring issue that requires this subcommittee’s leadership to
address. And this is an issue that can be addressed. Industries in-
cluding aviation and healthcare have dealt with low incidence of
high-impact occurrences using safety science, and we believe child
protection can do the same. IV-B with the focus of supporting fami-
lies can be a key tool in addressing this issue.

Second, the over 300,000 kids, almost 400,000 in foster care are
in care for an average of 21.7 months. Think about that for a sec-
ond. You might first picture a 17-year-old and might feel somewhat
mollified, but now picture a 2-year-old. We have tens of thousands
of children in this country in foster care who have only briefly, if
ever, experienced the support, comfort, and caring of a permanent
family.

Foster parents do an incredible job, but foster care is—by defini-
tion is short-term. We have allowed an intervention designed as
temporary to be the primary tool to keep children safe, and we are
harming thousands of children a day by not providing them the se-
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curity they need. IV-B again can be a tool in strengthening fami-
lies to accomplish this goal.

Thank you for your leadership.

[The statement of Mr. Sanders follows:]
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casey family programs

safe children | strong families | supportive communities

David Sanders, Ph.D.

Testimony before the U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Ways and Means Subcommittee on Work and Welfare
“Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children”
September 28, 2023

Good morning Chairman LaHood, Ranking Member Davis and members of the
subcommittee. My name is David Sanders and | am the Executive Vice President of Systems
Improvement for Casey Family Programs. Casey Family Programs is the nation’s largest
operating foundation focused on safely reducing the need for foster care in the United States.

Casey Family Programs was founded in 1966 and has been providing, analyzing,
developing, and informing best practices in child welfare for 57 years. We work with child
welfare agencies in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands,
16 American Indian tribal nations, and the federal government on child welfare policies and
practices. We partner with child welfare systems, policymakers, families, community
organizations, national partners, philanthropy, American Indian tribes, and courts to support
practices and policies that increase the safety and success of children and strengthen the
resilience of families. Our mission is to provide and improve — and ultimately prevent the need
for — foster care. We are committed to building what we call Communities of Hope, a nationwide
effort to prevent the need for foster care by supporting families in raising safe, happy, and
healthy children.

Thank you for inviting me here today. | want to thank this subcommittee for its vision and
commitment to conversations and policy development whose goal is to improve the lives of
vulnerable families.

My testimony will focus on three key areas:

1) Federal child protection policy has always prioritized the safety of children as paramount
in any decision. With the creation of what is currently the Stephanie Tubbs Jones Child
Welfare Services program back in 1935, policy and funding has been provided for over
85 years by the federal government for states, territories, and tribal nations to support
families and keep children safely at home.

2) We know from research that the most effective way to keep children safe is to
strengthen families and seek to mitigate any risk to the safety of the child. This
subcommittee over the past decades has advanced many significant pieces of
legislation to fund state, territory, and tribal efforts for children to remain safely with their
families, most recently with the historic passage of the Family First Prevention Services
Act of 2018 (Family First). Alongside Family First, the funding and priorities supported
through the Title IV-B programs provide critical, dedicated child welfare funding to
strengthen families and ensure children do not stay in foster care one day longer than
necessary.
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3) We have learned through our work with states and tribal nations, that policy can
significantly impact outcomes for vulnerable families, as demonstrated by the reduction
in the number of children in foster care that has occurred since Federal Fiscal Year
(FFY) 2005. Looking ahead, how might further action by this subcommittee and
Congress strengthen the ability of states and tribal nations to make further
improvements? The data suggest two critical areas that warrant our focus: (1) the
number of children who die from an abuse or neglect fatality and (2) the length of time
children are unnecessarily kept from their families.

Title IV-B Programs and Their History

Federal funding to states, territories, and tribes through Title IV-B of the Social Security
Act has been and remains a critical component of transformation efforts, as these programs
provide important, dedicated child welfare funding in key areas shown by research to improve
child and family outcomes.

Provisions related to the creation of what is now the Title IV-B Stephanie Tubbs Jones
Child Welfare Services program were first authorized in 1935. In later years, federal policy was
created to support states in their efforts to help children who could not safely remain at home by
providing federal funding for what is now the Title IV-E foster care program. Recognizing that
children should not remain indefinitely in foster care, federal funding and policy was also
enacted to support children with families through adoption. The 1980s saw passage of a
requirement for states to make “reasonable efforts” to prevent a child’s placement in foster care
and to reunite children who have been removed {o foster care. Keeping children out of foster
care and ensuring children have permanency are key outcomes uplifted in federal child
protection policy.!

What is now the Title 1V-B Marylee Allen Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF)
program was created in the 1990s. The creation of this program brought new, additional funding
for “family support” and “family preservation” services to families with children (including foster
care, adoptive, and extended families). As part of the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) of
1997, the allowable uses of funds for PSSF were expanded to include “time-limited family
reunification” and “adoption promotion and support services.” Increased funding also was
provided to support these areas, with mandatory funding reaching $305 million in fiscal year
2001. The Promoting Safe and Stable Families Amendments of 2001 brought further funding
and policy changes in a five-year reauthorization of this program that maintained mandatory
funding for PSSF at $305 million but provided authorization for up to $200 million in
discretionary funding. Mandatory funding for PSSF was further increased to $345 million in the
Deficit Reduction Act of 20051

When PSSF was reauthorized in 2006 as part of the Child and Family Services
Improvement Act, $40 million per year of the mandatory PSSF was allocated for two priorities ~
targeted support to states to ensure children in care were visited at least once a month by their
caseworkers, and competitive grants to regional partnerships to improve outcomes for children
whose parent or caretaker was affected by methamphetamine or other substance abuse. The
2006 reauthorization of PSSF also replaced the permanent funding authority for what is
currently the Title IV-B Stephanie Tubbs Jones Child Welfare Services program with a five-year
authority that coincides with the funding authority for PSSF .t

Since 2006, Congress has used the PSSF program through policy and funding set-
asides to address challenges in child protection. PSSF has been where one-time funding

2|Page
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increases have been provided (for example $20 million was added just for Federal Fiscal Year
(FY) 2011). More broadly, Title IV-B of the Social Security Act has been where additional
activities in support of the courts and their role in child protection have been supported. It is also
where funding to states, territories, and tribal nations in support of kinship navigator programs
that seek to support relatives caring for their children has been provided, to name just two
areas. Together, the funding, flexibility, and targeted priorities identified in both Title IV-B
programs provide critical resources that seek to ensure no child is unnecessarily removed from
their family, and for children in care that we relentlessly pursue permanency on their behalf. For
FFY 2023, $579.2 million was provided for these purposes. While most of the funds in both
programs go to states and territories, tribal nations share in a 6% set-aside of funds.

The Family First Prevention Services Act

Thanks to the leadership and vision of this subcommittee, the Family First Prevention
Services Act (Family First) became law in February 2018. This landmark legislation
fundamentally shifted how the federal government partners with states, territories, and tribes in
the protection of children and strengthening of families.

While Title IV-E funding still provides reimbursement to states, territories, and tribes for
foster care, Family First allows access to additional Title IV-E funding for reimbursement for
critical prevention and support services for families before there is a crisis and foster care
placement is the only option. The goal of Family First is to safely allow children to remain at
home with their parents, in lieu of foster care placement, by enabling and incentivizing child
welfare agencies to provide the services parents need and services that work. These services
must meet an evidence-based standard and are intended to strengthen families and keep
children safely at home:

» Mental health prevention and treatment services
» Substance abuse prevention and treatment services
e In-home parent skill training, including programs such as home visiting'

We know from research — and from providing direct services for over five decades —
that in most cases children do best when they remain with their own families and can access
services and supports that respond to their needs. Advances in early brain development and
trauma research have underscored the importance of a child having a consistent nurturing
caregiver — especially during the first 5 years of life. Responsive relationships and positive
experiences build strong brain architecture.” By that we mean that children become emotionally
secure, can depend on their caregivers to be consistent in how they treat them, and learn how
to think clearly. That way children can be raised so they are ready to attend pre-school or grade
school. But as the Centers for Disease Control' and the Center for the Developing Child at
Harvard University have discussed, children of all ages need a safe, stable, and nurturing family
environment to grow and thrive.

Children thrive with their family. Being separated from family releases large quantities of
Cortisol -- a stress hormone. This stress hormone affects the brain, and surges in Cortisol can
harm healthy brain development and emotional regulation.” By emotional regulation we mean

' Family First also includes key provisions to limit unnecessary placement in group care settings, instead
requiring that such placements demonstrate clinical need, be trauma-informed and provide participation
by family in the case plan as well as after-care supports when a child leaves their group care setting.

3{FPage
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that children will not over-react to a stressful or dangerous situation. Healthy children are not
overly anxious in new environments or in new groups, so they can do well in school or day care.

Foster care placement should be avoided if possible. Research shows that outcomes
among children placed in foster care are worse than other children in terms of
education, employment, homelessness, involvement in the criminal justice system, and mental
health."

We also know that removal from a parent can be extremely traumatic when parental
incarceration is the cause. In the most recent Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting
System (AFCARS) report, parent incarceration was a reason for entry for 6 percent of children
who entered foster care. For children who experience the incarceration of parent, the traumatic
effects can be like the loss of a parent through death or divorce. Often, the reasons for the
parent’s incarceration and reasons for child welfare involvement are not connected to each
other, and a child’s entry into foster care may be more related to a need for placement than
abuse or neglect. For incarcerated parents, short sentences are common, and it is likely they
will be part of their child’s life after release, so efforts to support bonds between a child and
incarcerated mother or father are occurring in a few jurisdictions."#

Moving Towards Transformation

The efforts of Congress and specifically this subcommittee to target resources to keep
children safe and with their families has contributed to a significant reduction in the number of
children in foster care.

According to the most recent data, the number of children in foster care is continuing to
decline after an all-time high in 1999.* Between FFY 2005 and 2021, there has been a 23%
reduction in the number of children in foster care.* This reduction in the number of children in
foster care has not compromised safety, as both the recurrence of maltreatment and the rate of
re-entry in foster care also declined during this time period, 1% (8% to 7%) and 2% (8% to 6%),
respectively. Black and American Indian and Alaska Native (AlI/AN) children are
overrepresented nationally in all stages of the child welfare system, and disparate outcomes for
these children have been well documented for decades.” We know today how to reduce these
disparities without comprising safety and it's important that we employ those effective strategies.
Between FFY 2005 and 2021, there has been a 47% reduction in the number of Black children
in out-of-home care (154,000 to 82,000). For American Indian/Alaska Native children there was
an 11% reduction (10,300 to 9,200) between FFY 2005 and 2021

We have learned through our work with states and tribal nations, that policy can
significantly impact outcomes for vulnerable families, as demonstrated by this reduction in foster
care. Looking ahead, how might further action by this subcommittee and Congress strengthen
the ability of states, territories, and tribal nations to make further improvements? The data
suggest two critical areas that warrant our focus: (1) the number of children who die from an
abuse or neglect fatality, and (2) the length of time children are unnecessarily kept from their
families.

Safety should be paramount in any decision regarding a child. However, the data tell us
that we are unnecessarily removing children from their parents and placing them in foster care
for non-safety related reasons. There is no evidence that simply placing more children in foster
care, or increasing their time in foster care, impacts their risk of serious injury or fatality. When
we ask a caseworker to focus their time and attention on children and their parents when an
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investigation from child protection is not warranted, we are preventing the caseworker from
focusing on the children most at risk for serious injury or death. The most recent data from
FFY2021 tell us that 1,820 children died from an abuse or neglect fatality, most of whom were
infants X Congress can and should set a direction and communicate the expectation that it is
possible to eliminate abuse and neglect fatalities.

Data aiso today tell us children remain in care far too long. For example, in Hiinois, only
29% of children entering foster care in 2019 achieved permanency within two years of entry.
Children thrive with their families and should not be in care one day longer than absolutely
necessary. We also know that over 19,000 children age out of care without any connection to
family. ¥ We must do better for all these youth.

Too often, the conversations on how to improve outcomes for vulnerable families focus
on funding sources. Many of you read about kids staying in hospitals for extended time periods,
or children in foster care sleeping in hotels or offices. What happens to these children is not
about funding sources, it is about the choices we are making in response to the challenges
these children and their families face. We should expect improved outcomes for these children
and must look to our policies and resources for a new approach that can impact the lives of
these children and their families. There is no question the continuum of services supported
through the programs authorized by this subcommittee, which include the Title IV-E and Title V-
B programs can accomplish these goals.

Eliminating Child Abuse and Neglect Fatalities

Qur child protection system should value families and ensure appropriate services and
supports are provided. We know from data, however, that the child protection system is
unnecessarily involved in the lives of too many families, causing harm and trauma. This not only
impacts the ability of the system to engage with those children most at risk for harm, but it also
imposes unnecessary harm and trauma on families and children.

The Commission to End Child Abuse and Neglect Fatalities was established by
Congress through the bipartisan Protect Our Kids Act of 2012 and was charged with developing
a national strategy and recommendations to reduce fatalities among children resulting from child
abuse and neglect. The Commission released its final report, Within Our Reach: A National
Strategy to Eliminate Child Abuse and Neglect Fatalities, in March 2016. [n September 2018,
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) sent a report to Congress, a
requirement in the Protect Our Kids Act, responding to the report’'s recommendations. In their
response, HHS identified 60 recommendations that require HHS action, some of which are
being implemented.

Since October 2018, states have been required to include in their Title IV-B plan
information about steps taken to track and prevent child maltreatment deaths. This plan must
include a description of the steps the state has taken to compile complete and accurate
information required by federal law to be reported by the state, including gathering relevant
information on the deaths from the relevant organizations in the state, such as state vital
statistics departments, child death review teams, law enforcement agencies, and offices of
medical examiners or coroners. The state also is required to develop and implement a
comprehensive statewide plan to prevent child fatalities that would involve and engage relevant
public and private agency partners, including those in public health, law enforcement and the
courts.
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Child protection agencies operate under tremendous social and political pressure. Too
often, a fragic outcome (such as a child death or serious injury) leads to a cycle of intense
media scrutiny, blaming, and firing of individuals determined to be responsible, and an
increased agency-wide focus on compliance and heightened practice monitoring. Such
responses, driven by emotion, often contribute to organizational cultures of anxiety and
defensiveness while doing little to improve safety "

Child protection agencies can learn much from other safety-critical industries — such as
gviation, heaith care, and nuclear power — that have applied the principles of safety science to
change organizational culture, improve practice, and reduce the incidence of tragic outcomes.
Safety science involves applying scientific methods, research, and tools to understand, assess,
and manage safety. in the context of child protection, this means using an evidence-based
approach to inform preventive and responsive actions, rather than basing policy and practice
decisions on emotion or assumption. When we employ safety science, we identify and apply
lessons learned based on the best available research and evidence ¥ in 2018, jurisdictions
from across the country came together to form the National Partnership for Child Safety
(NPCS), with support from Casey Family Programs and the National Center for Fatality Review
and Prevention at the University of Kentucky. The mission of the NPCS is to use safety science
o improve child safety and prevent child maltreatment fatalities by strengthening families and
promoting innovations in child protection. There are currently 34 jurisdictions, including tribal
jurisdictions, participating in the NPCS.#

Promoting Timely Permanency Remains Critical

Well-functioning child protection agencies must effectively engage in prevention while
relentlessly pursuing permanency for all children.* Despite the reduction in the number of
children in care, permanency for children in foster care remains a challenge. Since FFY 2015,
the percent of children entering foster care who exit to permanency within 12 months has
declined from 39% to 35%, and these declines have occurred across all racial/ethnic groups.
Children are spending too much time away from their family. Even when placement is
necessary, 12 months is too long to allow children to be in what is supposed to be a temporary
placement.

Over the past three decades, the research has increased demonstrating what services
and strategies help to achieve timely permanency . At a high level, it comes down fo three key
action areas. First, assessment and family engagement must occur at the outset of a child’s
placement in foster care. The child’s situation must be assessed immediately with a careful,
culturally informed focus on the key family circumstances and areas of functioning that need to
be addressed for the child o come home safely. A behaviorally specific assessment and case
plan must be completed. To do that, the staff must engage the birth family and the extended
family on both the mother and father’s side. Evidence-based strategies to accomplish this
include the following:

s Family Finding™

s Family Group Conferences *#
e Motivational Interviewing™#
o Safety mapping®"

Second, the research shows that assertive and diligent provision of needed services or
other family supports while the child is in out-of-home care, and regular re-assessment of the
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family situation must occur. This will help the child maintain, when appropriate, a strong
relationship and connection with their birth parents. Strategies include:

« Child-birthparent visitation supports, as parent-child visits result in higher rates of

returning home and shorter foster care placements*¥

e Concurrent Planning™"

e Cultural Brokers™ii

e Family Finding™i" (Repeated here again to consider relatives who might care for

the child)

¢ In-home reunification-focused Family Preservation Services such as

Homebuilders

o KEEP and KEEP SAFE as foster family support strategies to prevent placement

disruption through healthy parenting™*

« Kinship Navigators can support relatives in providing kinship care®*

e Mockingbird Hub Home Model is a way of networking kinship and non-relative
foster or treatment foster homes to better support the foster parents and the
children *

Parent partners and use of “veteran parents” for support and guidance™
Permanency Roundtables*

Permanency Values Training™

Rapid Permanency Reviews**"

Substance abuse treatment that is family-based and residential — that keeps
families together. i

e Wraparound Services™i

Third, once trial reunification or some of other form of permanency is achieved, post-
permanency services need to be readily available. Post-permanency services help stabilize the
children with their families so the children do not re-enter foster care.**""

« Family Preservation Services to address family crises as they arise such as
Homebuilders

On the Way Home**

Parent partners and use of “veteran parents” for support and guidance*
Treatment Foster Care Oregon*'

Wraparound Services*

The list of services provided above includes many that are now part of the Title IV-E
Prevention Services Clearinghouse. However, the list also includes evidence-based strategies
that provide critical supports necessary to allow a child in foster care to return home to their
family or be adopted. Through passage of Family First, additional funding is provided in three
critical areas. However, it is important as we seek to improve outcomes for vulnerable families
that resources remain targeted for both prevention and permanency efforts more broadly as
allowed through the Title IV-B programs.

We also have learned from over 50 years as a provider of services and through our
partnership with states, territories, and tribal nations that authentic and consistent engagement
with constituents who know child welfare best — from the inside — is critically necessary to
achieve the transformation we need in child welfare. Individuals with lived experience should be
engaged at all levels of the system: as the experts of what their family needs at the individual
case level; as peer mentors and partners who offer support and guidance to those newly
involved with or trying to navigate the system; and as consultants who participate in leadership
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and decision-making on policy development and implementation, as well as system
transformation.

Fathers play an essential role in a child’s physical, emotional, and social development
throughout the lifetime of the child. However all too often, child welfare discounts the importance
of a father’s involvement in the lives of their children. Data show that outcomes for children
improve through high quality relationships and engagement between fathers and their children.
And we know from our work and from research that having an involved father lets a child know
that they are loved, provides a child with emotional support and enhanced self-esteem,
increases a child’s intellectual development, moral development, and an increased chance for
academic success. Conversely, lack of involvement with fathers can lead to even worse
outcomes for children involved with child welfare.

This subcommittee has shown an ongoing vision and commitment to ensure that
everything is done to prevent a child from unnecessarily being placed in foster care. As you
consider how to further transform child protection policies, we offer the following
recommendations for consideration:

+ Conversations about policy changes to programs, which include the Title IV-B programs,
should have clarity on what outcomes they seek to impact, specifically serious injury or
fatality and time to permanency.

« As you consider reauthorization of the Title IV-B programs, we suggest you consider
increased investments in the mandatory spending side of PSSF that align with and enhance
efforts to engage with families and address disparate outcomes among children.

« Tribal child welfare spending also continues to be a significant need. Most tribes receive
very little funding from the small set-asides included in child welfare programs. We offer for
your consideration an increase in Promoting Safe and Stable Families mandatory funding
that would specifically provide a consistent and significant source of funding to support tribal
child weifare programs. Right now, the set-aside is approximately $10 million, divided
among more than 130 tribes.

We welcome the opportunity to continue to share the expertiences of states, territories,
tribes and, most importantly families, with the subcommittee and provide information based on
our work to ensure best practices are in place and are supported throughout the country to
ensure all children are safe and families are thriving.

! ook forward to continuing to support the work of the subcommitiee and am happy to
answer any questions you may have,
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! Legislative History of Child Protection, taken from the 2012 U.S. Committee on Ways and Means Green Book, available at https://greenbook-

waysandmeans.house.gov/book/export/hmtl/422.
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it pid,

v See Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University (2016). Applying the Science of Child Development in Child Welfare Systems.
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v Centers for Disease Control. (2019). Essentials for Childhood Creating Safe, Stable, g f

Children. https:/iwww.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pc ials-for-childhood- ork508.pdf

vi See this article from the Mayo Clinic: https://www.mayoclinic.org/healthy-lifestyle/stress-management/in-depth/stress/art-
20046037#~text=Cortisol %2C %20the %620primary %20stress %20hormone fight%2Dor %2Dflight%20situation
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(e.g., Goemans, van Geel, van Beem, Vedder, 2016; Lawrence, Carlson, & Egeland, 2006; Maher, Darnell, Landsverk, & Zhang, 2016;
Turney & Wildeman, 2016). And, outcomes for children who age out of care are particularly poor (e.g., Courtney etal., 2011, Pecora et al.,
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foster youth: Outcomes at age 26. Chicago, IL: Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago. Retrieved from https://www.chapinhall.org/wp-
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18, 57-76.

Pecora, P. J., Kessler, R. C., Williams, J., Downs, A. C., English, D.J., & White, J. & O'Brien, K. (2010). What works in family foster care?

Key components of success from the Northwest foster care alumni study. New York, NY and Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.
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Maher, E.J, Darnell, A., Landsverk, J., & Zhang, J. (2015). The well-being of children in the child welfare system: An analysis of the
second National Survey of Child and Adolescent Well-Being (NSCAW-1i). Seattle, WA: Casey Family Programs.

Turney, K. & Wildeman, C. (2016). Mental and physical health of children in foster care. Pediatrics, 138(5), 1-11. 20161118
viigee for example https://cblcc.acf.hhs.gov/wp-content/uploads/FlI-Tip-Sheet-Supporting-Relationships-08.23.19-FINAL.pdf and
https:/Awww.childwelfare gov/pubPDF s/parental incarceration.pdf

X 567,000 children were in care on the last federal fiscal day in 1999. See

https://www.acf hhs.gov/sites/default/files/documents/cb/afcarsreport12 pdf

* Sources for these data:

Casey Family Programs, Data Advocacy.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Administration on Children, Youth and
Families, Children’s Bureau (2005-2021). AFCARS and NCANDS 2005-2021 [Datasef]. Available from the National Data Archive on
Child Abuse and Neglect Web site, https:/www.ndacan acf.hhs.qgov/

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Children's Bureau (2006). The AFCARS
report preliminary FY 2005 esti as of Sef 2006. (No. 13). Washington DC: US Department of Health and Human
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U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Children’s Bureau. (2008). Child
Maltreatment 2006. Washington DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Downloaded April 7, 2008 from
http:/Awww.acf.hhs.gov/programs/cb/pubs/cm06/index.htm

U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Administration on Children, Youth and
Families, Children’s Bureau. (2023). Child Maltreatment 2021. Available from https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ch/data-research/child-
maltreatment

% Harris, M. S., & Hackett, W. (2008). Decision points in child welfare: An action research model to address disproportionality. Children and
Youth Services Review, 30(2), 199-215. For the most current AFCARS disproportionality data and trends see:
https://ncjj.org/AFCARS/Disproportionality Dashboard.as

Il See endnote ix.

Xill The national estimate of child fatalities is calculated by multiplying the national fatality rate by the child population of all 52 states and
dividing by 100,000. The estimate is rounded to the nearest 10. For 2021, 50 states reported fatality data. See U.S. Department of Health &
Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Administration on Children, Youth and Families, Children’s Bureau. (2023). Child
Maltreatment 2021. Available from https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ch/data-research/child-malfreatment, p.ii.

9|Page



16
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VI Casey Family Programs (2020). How can child protection agencies use safety science to promote a safety culture? Seattle: Author.
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currently living in out-of-home care. The goal of Family Finding is to connect each child with a family, so that every child may benefit from
the lifelong connections that only a family provides. See: http:/familyfinding.org/

xif-amily group conferencing (FGC), a restorative approach to problem-solving that involves the children, young persons and adults in families
in making their own decisions. Originally developed in New Zealand, the family group conferencing process has taken root worldwide and is
now known by several different names, including family group decision making and family unity meetings, among others. Family group
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= Bredewold, F., & Tonkens, E. (2021). Understanding successes and failures of family group conferencing: An in-depth multiple case
study. The British Journal of Social Work, 51(6), 2173-2190, https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcab062
= Dijkstra, S., Asscher, J., Dekovic, M., Stams, G., & Creemers, H. (2018). A randomized controlled trail on the effectiveness of family
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i Miller, W.R., & Rollnick, S. (2012). Motivational Interviewing, (3rd ed.) New York: Guilford Press.
xiv hitp://signsofsafety-stuff.s3.amazonaws.com/downloads/Mapping %20and%20Safety %20Planning%20PowerPoint.pdf
»v See Adoptive and Foster Family Coalition. (2016). Visit coaching: Meeting children’s needs. Retrieved
from http://affcny.org/fostercare/shared-parenting/visitation-resources/visit-coaching-supporting-families/ This can include visitation sessions
hosted by local churches and special parent training/coaching strategies like STRIVE. See https://partnersforourchildren.ora/projects/strive
i For a summary of concurrent planning benefits and pitfalls see:
http://pacwebt pitt. edu/Curriculum/209IntCCPIn/Prwk/PW3_ConcurrentPlanningBenefitsAndPitfalls pdf

il See: Montana, S., Rondero Hernandez, V., Siegel, D., & Jackson, M. (2010). Cultural brokers research project: An approach to community
with African American families in child welfare. Report. California Social Work Education Center (CALSWEC). University of
California, Berkeley. And Siegel, D., Jackson, M., Montana S., & Rondero Hernandez, V. (2011). Use of cultural brokers as an approach to
ity t with African American families in child welfare: An empirically-based curriculum. California Social Work Education
Center (CALSWEC). University of California, Berkeley.

it The Family Finding model, developed by Kevin A. Campbell, offers methods and strategies to locate and engage relatives of children
currently living in out-of-home care. The goal of Family Finding is to connect each child with a family, so that every child may benefit from
the lifelong connections that only a family provides. See: http:/familyfinding.org/

»ix KEEP is an evidence-based support and skill enhancement education program for foster and kinship parents of children aged 5 to 12 and
teens (KEEP SAFE). The program supports foster families by promoting child well-being and preventing placement breakdowns. See
http/ivww.oslc.org/projectsikeep/ Also see Is Project KEEP a meaningful support for resource parents?

»x See https://www.casey .org/what-are-kinship-navigators/

xd Seneca is the leading provider of Family Finding training and consultation services. See https:/Aww.familypermanen

i See for example:
o How can birth and foster parent partnerships help families reunify?
o How does the Parents for Parents program help parents reunify?
o How do parent partner programs instill hope and support prevention and reunification?
o How do parent partner programs instill hope and support prevention and reunification? (APPENDIX)

i Eor more information about Permanency Roundtables see:
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»xv See https://caseyfamilypro-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/media/SF_Effective-strategies-for-achieving-permanency-1 pdf

w0 For family-based substance abuse treatment models, see:
o SHIELDS for Families https://www.shieldsforfamilies.org/
* Native American Connections and the Patina Wellness Center http:/www.nativeconnections.org/
* Rising Strong Program in Spokane: htfps:/www.cceasternwa.org/isingstrong or http://empirehealthfoundation.org/

o What are some of the strategies being used to reunite families with substance use disorders?
oo Walker, J. S., & Bruns, E. J. (2006). The wraparound process: Individualized care planning and management for children and families. In
S. Rosenberg & J. Rosenberg (Eds.) Community Mental Health Reader: Current Perspectives. Routledge.
i Roberts, Y.H., O'Brien, K., & Pecora, P.J. (2017). Supporting Lifelong Families Ensuring Long-Lasting Permanency and Well-Being.
Seattle: Casey Family Programs. https://www.casey.org/supporting-lifelong-families/

i Trout, A. L., Lambert, M. C., Epstein, M. H., Tyler, P. M., Thompson, R. W., Stewart, M. C..... Daly, D. L. (2013). Comparison of On the
Way Home Aftercare Supports to traditional care following discharge from a residential setting: A pilot randomized controlled trial. Child
Welfare, 92(3), 27-45.
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o How can birth and foster parent partnerships help families reunify?
o How does the Parents for Parents program help parents reunify?
o How do parent partner programs instill hope and support prevention and reunification?

* How do parent partner programs instill hope and support prevention and reunification? (APPENDIX)
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randomized frial. Child Maltreatment, 10, 61-71; Fisher, P. A., Kim, H. K., & Pears, K. C. (2009). Effects of multidimensional treatment
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Review, 31, 541-546.

i Walker, J. S., & Bruns, E. J. (2006). The wraparound process: Individualized care planning and management for children and families. In S.

Rosenberg & J. Rosenberg (Eds.) Community Mental Health Reader: Current Perspectives. Routledge.
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Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you, Dr. Sanders.
We will now recognize Director Gruber.

STATEMENT OF TRACY GRUBER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
UTAH DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Ms. GRUBER. Good morning, Subcommittee Chair LaHood,
Ranking Member Davis, and members of the subcommittee.

I am Tracy Gruber, the Executive Director at the Utah Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, which includes our State’s
Child Welfare Agency, our Division of Child and Family Services,
or DCFS.

Thank you for the invitation to highlight Utah’s experiences
leveraging Federal funding to strengthen families and protect chil-
dren from abuse and neglect. Your efforts to modernize our Na-
tion’s child welfare system will help families.

Today, I will talk about how modernization means streamlining
requirements and giving States flexibility to administer Federal
dollars according to shared outcomes that are informed by data.
Title IV-B reauthorization is the perfect time to do this. But, first,
I want to share a success story.

Recently DCFS became involved with a family of five. During a
DCFS in-home visit, we learned the family was struggling to make
ends meet and was at risk of removing—of losing their homes.
They relied on food from a local food bank, and their three children
were on the brink of needing foster care services.

DCFS connected the family to short-term resources to pay rent
and access to medical care for one of their children. These services
were funded with Title IV-B and allowed three children to stay
safely in their home, saving significant State and Federal dollars.

In other cases, we connect families to parenting skills classes.
The Family First Prevention Services Act is truly an investment in
prevention.

So here is our Nation’s opportunity. How can these critical pre-
vention activities expanded in Family First become the centerpiece
of child welfare? Though funding—IV-B funding is a mere 2.5 per-
cent of our State’s overall child welfare budget, it carries important
flexibility which States need to strengthen families and keep chil-
dren safer from abuse and neglect.

We are proud of Utah’s successes in using this funding, but here
are just two of our challenges. Federal requirements such as set-
asides and funding thresholds in IV-B hamper our ability to pro-
vide the services and interventions needed within our unique com-
munities, and Title IV-E prevention requires programs to meet
time-intensive and costly rigorous evaluation thresholds on the pre-
vention clearinghouse. This hampers innovation.

Now, despite this, we leveraged IV-E funding for a uniquely
Utah service, Families First, a parenting skills program recently
placed on the clearinghouse. When approved, we expanded the
service to families who are IV-E and IV-B eligible. This shift to
IV-E freed up additional IV-B funds which we used to establish
another new parenting skills program for adults who are lower
functioning.

The current funding scheme is also challenging to administer.
Title IV-B reauthorization is the perfect opportunity to reduce
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these burdens. In doing so, States will have more capacity to serve
families. A reduction in administrative burdens could include focus-
ing on outcomes by allowing States to combine multiple funding
streams to pilot comprehensive approaches for people in our serv-
ices.

And about the people who serve? Ensuring the best outcomes for
kids requires a stable and skilled workforce. We can’t ignore their
needs. The funding must afford States opportunities to support the
well-being of our workforce so they are professionally and emotion-
ally equipped to meet the needs of the children they serve.

To truly modernize the child welfare system to protect America’s
most vulnerable children, we must find ways to expand flexibility,
eliminate set-asides, reduce administrative burdens, and focus on
outcomes.

This hearing is a great starting point to highlight the opportuni-
ties to modernize this complex system.

My written statement provides a deeper look into the Utah child
welfare system, supports the case for added flexibility, and high-
lights our challenges including 37 percent staff turnover and how
Utah has innovated through these challenges.

Thank you, and I look forward to answering your questions.

[The statement of Ms. Gruber follows:]
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Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you, Director Gruber.

We will next turn to Cherie Craft, Executive Director of Smart
From the Start program.

You are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF CHERIE CRAFT, FOUNDING EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, SMART FROM THE START

Ms. CRAFT. Good morning.

I would like to begin by thanking Chairman LaHood and Rank-
ing Member Davis for giving me this opportunity to testify before
the committee this morning.

I am the founder, CEO, and Executive Director of Smart from
the Start, which is a trauma-informed, family support, and commu-
nity engagement organization that has as its mission to promote
the healthy development of young children, youth, and families liv-
ing in underserved communities by providing them the tools, re-
sources, and supports they need to thrive.

Smart’s multigenerational, evidence-based programming is em-
bedded in communities where other social service agencies and pro-
viders do not go and where some of the highest rates of child wel-
fare involvement exist.

Smart works with families to identify and build upon positive at-
tributes and protective factors, employing a strength-based ap-
proach to mitigate the effects of trauma, economic hardship, and
negative social determinates of health to promote wellness.

I grew up between the cities of Boston and D.C. and have spent
my childhood living in a low-income housing community that close-
ly resembles those of Smart’s neighborhoods. I know firsthand the
incredible strengths, gifts, and resilience of our families and have
a broad understanding of the challenges and their origin.

I hire my team from the community we serve. Those roots ensure
that our staff have the skills, deep understanding, and empathy
necessary to provide and build and grow impactful relationships.
Having walked the walk in the same tiny shoes as the young chil-
dren and families we now fight for, we bring a unique perspective
and unrivaled passion to this work.

I also share the experience of being a foster, kinship, and adop-
tive parent and have raised five children. I have witnessed first-
hand the staggering dysfunction of our child welfare system and
will tell you from my extensive personal and professional experi-
ence that the best way to prevent children from being traumatized
by the system is to invest heavily in programs to strengthen fami-
lies, increase the number of family resource centers across the
country, particularly in underresourced communities, to prevent
children from entering the system in the first place.

That is the mission of the Family First D.C. initiative funded by
IV-B in the Bowser administration.

What we know unequivocally is we cannot serve a child in isola-
tion from their family, and we cannot serve a family in isolation
from their community. If our children are going to thrive, we must
ensure that we are helping families to create environments that
are conducive to healthy development, as well as safe and sup-
portive communities.
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It is vital to stand up community-based family resource centers
like those funded by IV-B that serve as a one-stop shopping center
where families can simultaneously engage in early education, adult
and parenting education, mental health counseling and advocacy
and where occasion givers can learn about budgeting and banking,
pursue professional development and career opportunities, get help
with their resumé, a bag of diapers, grocery, and even winter coats
for their children.

When families have one place in the community that serves as
a beacon of support and provides voluntary, nonstigmatizing,
strength-based, and empowering programs and services, they en-
thusiastically and actively participate and are eager to make
change.

We must invest in upstream holistic, evidence-based family
wellness programming that ensures that children and family never
end up in circumstances that result in involvement with the wel-
fare—child welfare system in the first place.

When families do have open cases and children removed, easy ac-
cess to support, advocacy, and resource—resources is essential in
ensuring that service plans created for families are fair, that they
are able to easily access the services mandated, and that they have
safe, local visitation centers, when necessary, to continue to engage
with their children until they reunified.

To do all of that, collaborative public-private partnerships like
Family First D.C., funded through D.C.s Child and Family Serv-
ices Agency under Title IV-B, must be available to children and
families in every community.

This funding must continue, and it must be expanded. This un-
precedented partnership that is the cornerstone of our initiative
gives vetted community-based organizations with proven track
records of successfully serving families the infrastructure and long-
term funding stability to offer the most comprehensive one-stop
shopping motto of family support that I know of.

At the same time, D.C. gives us the autonomy through Title IV—
B to create programs and services that meet the unique needs of
each of our communities. This neighborhood-based model for pre-
vention and support is what will keep our families strong and uni-
fied and children at home and out of the system. This initiative is
a national model of best practice.

In conclusion, I ask you to imagine a country where every child
in every city has the opportunity benefit from a neighborhood fam-
ily success center. Imagine an America where every child can enjoy
fun, enriching, educational experiences, where their families have
their basic needs and supports met, as well as counseling and a
path to self-sufficiency to the middle class and beyond. Imagine a
country where we are able to keep all families together and thriv-
ing and where entire communities change.

Thank you for your time and for your support of the essential
life-changing work that makes this possible in our communities.

[The statement of Ms. Craft follows:]
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Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you, Ms. Craft.
We will now recognize Ms. Marquart for your 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF KATHERINE MARQUART, RECRUITMENT
MANAGER, FOSTERADOPT CONNECT

Ms. MARQUART. Thank you.

And good morning, Chairman LaHood, Ranking Member Davis,
and the other members of this committee.

My name is Katherine Marquart, and I was previously employed
in child welfare with the State of Missouri for 5 years, 3 of which
were frontline case management.

When my position as an adoption specialist was eliminated due
to budget restrictions, I found my way to a nonprofit organization
called FosterAdopt Connect, where I am currently employed. The
agency works to place children with their relatives and kin via a
few programs, but the one I am going to focus on today is 30 Days
to Family. I currently oversee this program at our agency.

While I was at Children’s Division for the State of Missouri, I
had upwards of 30 cases on my caseload. And when I was leaving
Children’s Division, many workers had more than 50. In an ideal
world, you would have between 15 to 20 cases so that you can truly
focus your time and energy onto making positive change for those
families. 50 cases per work is just an unrealistic number to manage
and really puts workers at a higher risk of burnout and compassion
fatigue, in addition to their already higher likelihood of developing
secondary trauma due to the sole nature of this job.

This is one of the many reasons why added mental health serv-
ices for frontline workers is vital. If an agency is able to retain
their workers, they have a better chance of sending children home
with their parents. With this in mind, added mental health serv-
ices for the case managers leads to better outcomes for the children
and their families.

Many agencies, the State of Missouri included, did not have the
time, resources, or energy to devote to the children and their fami-
lies, much less to devote to additional tasks such as relative and
kinship location and placement. That is where 30 Days to Family
comes in.

Kinship care is when the child is placed in the home of a relative
or a family friend to which the child has some sort of existing rela-
tionship. 30 Days to Family is a program designed to come in at
the very start of a case and provide intensive, short-term services
to increase the number of children placed in relative and kinship
homes within the first 30 days of entering foster care.

30 Days to Family is a highly beneficial program that really sup-
ports the current legislation in Missouri regarding diligent search
for relatives. This legislation requires Missouri Children’s Division
to complete multiple tasks to provide diligent efforts to show loca-
tion of family. 30 Days to Family does every single one of these
tasks within the allotted timeframe as part of their program.

Before this act, the Families First Prevention Services Act was
put in place in 2018. This opened many doors for many programs
including 30 Days to Family and hammered home the need for chil-
dren to be in the least restrictive setting so long as it is safe and
appropriate.
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This act put in place many prevention services to keep children
safely in their homes. In addition to this, it also highlighted the
need for children to be with family, i.e., the least restrictive setting.

Families First provided the opportunity for reimbursement of
State funds from the Federal dollars to provide access to many
things such as mental health services and substance use treatment.

This also heavily influenced the government agencies to look
harder at their nonprofit family resource center counterparts such
as FosterAdopt Connect, which had many prevention programs in-
cluding family location services via 30 Days to Family.

30 Days to Family has proven that the children served in this
program are likely to have fewer moves between placements, fewer
behavioral challenges, higher satisfaction with their living situa-
tion, better relationships with their families, faster reunification
with parents, and a lower chance of reentering foster care.

In addition to these outcomes, the children are also less likely to
require services such as Extreme Family Finding later in the fam-
ily’s case.

Additionally, 70 percent of children served in this program are
placed with a relative or kin, and 80 percent of those served re-
main with that family at their most recent update. And children
who participated in the 30 Days to Family program are on average
in care 91 days less than those who are not.

All this to say, it has been proven time and time again that by
and large relatives and kin placements are the best practice for
when children must enter foster care. Entering foster care always
means some sort of major change in the lives of children. But kin
can help ease that discomfort, especially when the home and the
kin in the home are already familiar to that child.

Locating relatives and kinship is an arduous process, one that
many agencies don’t have the time or resources to devote. But we
do. 30 Days to Family is an amazing program that really takes
tasks off the plates of our State counterparts and puts relatives
and kinship as plan A for those children in care who cannot safely
remain with their parents.

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide testimony
on this issue.

[The statement of Ms. Marquart follows:]
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Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you, Ms. Marquart.

We will now recognize Ms. Beidler Carr, the Center Director for
the American Bar Association’s Center on Children and Law.

Thank—you are welcome. 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF PRUDENCE BEIDLER CARR, CENTER DIREC-
TOR, AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, CENTER ON CHILDREN
AND LAW

Ms. BEIDLER CARR. Chairman LaHood, Ranking Member
Davis, and members of the subcommittee, thank you so much for
having me here today and the opportunity to provide testimony.

I am here on behalf of the ABA Center on Children and Law,
which was established in 1978 and works collaboratively with at-
torneys, judges, and the courts across the country to promote ac-
cess to justice for children, parents, and families.

In addition to serving as the center director, I am a lawyer by
training and have worked on wide-ranging issues of constitutional
law, which I will explain shortly. This brief statement will cover
the following points.

First, I will explain wild child welfare is both a social services
and a legal sector.

Second, I will demonstrate that child welfare law has an ex-
tremely large reach in our country.

Third, I will give examples of why child welfare law is especially
complex.

And, finally, I will highlight how Congress’ Title IV-B invest-
ment in the Court Improvement Program has provided invaluable
support to this legal sector for the past three decades.

As you have heard from the other witnesses, child welfare work
is comprised of a system of services. It is also comprised of a sys-
tem of laws. Last term, the Supreme Court explained in Brackeen
v. Haaland, a case concerning the Indian Child Welfare Act, that
child welfare is governed by both Federal and State law. These
laws are primarily designed to protect parents’ rights and chil-
dren’s rights. They also address government responsibilities to pro-
tect its community members.

In child welfare work, the relationship between individual rights
and Government responsibility begins most concretely at the time
of a Child Protective Services investigation.

More than 37 percent of all children in this country will experi-
ence a CPS investigation before they turn 18. I want you to focus
on that number, 37 percent of all children in America.

Most parents do not think about this at the time of bringing a
child into the world, that we have a one in three chance of experi-
encing a government investigation into our families and our homes
before raising that child from infancy to adulthood. I suspect even
in this room most of us know someone in our own family networks
and communities who has experienced an investigation.

Traditionally, parents have not had attorneys during that inves-
tigation. That is beginning to change. If a CBCF investigation leads
to a child’s removal from their family, the case transitions into a
more formal court process. State courts oversee the cases of roughly
610,000 children in foster care each year. As a comparison, State
courts hear about 75,000 real property cases. In other words, the



45

child welfare docket is approximately eight times larger than prop-
erty law.

In addition to its massive reach, child welfare law includes struc-
tural elements that make it especially complex. For example, in the
majority of civil and criminal cases, judges are required to apply
the law to a set of facts that happened in the past. In child welfare
cases, judges must examine three different time periods. They must
look backward at government allegations supporting removal. They
must look at current facts related to a parent’s implementation of
case plan services and requirements. And they must make future
predictions about what will be in the child’s best interest. None of
that is easy.

As T mentioned, I have a background in constitutional law. I
have worked on First Amendment, Fourth Amendment, and Tenth
Amendment cases that have gone to the U.S. Supreme Court, ad-
dressing complicated national security, immigration, and maritime
law topics. There is no area of law I have ever worked on that is
more complex than child welfare.

In recognition of the high stakes for children and families and
the connection between services and law, Congress established the
Court Improvement Program in 1993 through bipartisan legisla-
tion. CIP grants enhance collaboration between the courts and
child welfare agencies.

The program is budgeted at $30 million a year, distributed across
all 50 states, U.S. territories, and recognized Tribes. The funds go
to the Supreme Court in each jurisdiction with a base amount and
additional funding according to child population. For example, the
Alaska CIP receives $290,000, while Texas CIP receives $1.8 mil-
lion annually.

These CIP grants are the only Federal funds that State courts
receive for child welfare work.

In 2020, again acting through bipartisan legislation, Congress
authorized $10 million in emergency CIP funding to facilitate time
sensitive investments in things like Zoom licenses and trainings on
how to hold remote hearings. That investment was invaluable in
glitigating the risk of case delays when courts initially had to shut

own.

In recognition of the value of this program and because annual
funding has not changed since 2006, the President’s budget in both
the current and prior administrations have proposed an additional
$30 million in CIP funding through Title IV-B. Recent legislative
proposals including by those in this room have also supported CIP
expansion.

We commend Congress for focusing on the importance of this
program from 1993 to today and for recognizing that child welfare
is a large and complex legal sector.

Thank you again for holding this hearing and for providing me
an opportunity to testify.

[The statement of Ms. Beidler Carr follows:]
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Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you.

I want to acknowledge and thank all of you for your very sub-
stantive statements here this morning, and we will now turn to the
question-and-answer portion of the hearing. And I will begin by
recognizing myself.

In government, we often add to programs over time in our quest
for improvement. Regrettably this approach often results in frag-
mented and complex systems that burden administrators and
hinder families from receiving the support they need, and I think
we heard a little bit about that from all of you today.

Title IV-B represents 4 percent of Federal funding for child wel-
fare. Yet it is entangled in a multitude of subprograms, many with
their own unique requirements and funding structures.

This chart that I put up over my left shoulder and on the mon-
itors here behind me looks at—is a visual representation of the two
subparts of Title IV-B. As you can see, these parts were estab-
lished at separate points in time and over the years have grown
into a number of offshoots. There is no cohesive structure or set of
singular outcomes that this funding is designed to achieve.

The agency responsible for administrating Title IV-B aptly
likens its funding structure to a game of, quote, Chutes and Lad-
ders, a comparison that resonates with many of us and I know you
here today.

Obviously, I think we can do better to modernize the program—
that is part of why we are here today—while keeping with the
flexibility to address critical needs we just heard from all of you.

I am going to start with Director Gruber. As the administrator
of the program in the State of Utah, I am wondering if you could
comment on the structure of Title IV-B, how we can improve it,
update it, make it more efficient, effective, and accountable and
maybe some of the challenges you face.

Ms. GRUBER. Thank you, Mr. Chair, for the question.

And the system is both legally and administratively complex for
the reasons that you describe.

In Utah, like so many other States—and it is truthfully not com-
pletely unique to this funding—Federal funding is very complex.
And I think that the flexibility that Title B affords warrants rec-
ognition.

I do think that there are more opportunities to provide that flexi-
bility and shift to a more outcome-focused framework for child wel-
fare. Identify as the policymakers the outcomes you want States to
achieve for families and children in the child welfare system and
allow States the flexibility to address those challenges and achieve
those outcomes, meeting the needs of their communities which are
also completely unique.

In terms of Title IV-B funding, I think an elimination of the set-
asides would be one thing that we would really recommend. All of
our States are not the same. All of our communities are not the
same. And that would be one place where we would recommend
starting, and the percentages of those funds that need to be spent
is another area that we would recommend looking into.

Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you for that.

I will now switch to Ms. Cherie Craft.
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Obviously, you talked about your program and experience. I am
very impressed by the focus you put on data and tracking outcomes
of the families you serve. Currently we don’t have much visibility
into the outcomes from Title IV-B.

What are the right outcomes we should be focused on at the Fed-
eral level to help us better understand the impact of the program?

Ms. CRAFT. Thank you, Chairman LaHood, and thank you for
question as well.

We need to be tracking outcomes as they relate to family, child,
youth, and community well-being. Those outcomes should be re-
lated specifically to indicators such as economic self-sufficiency and
mobility, social supports, educational achievement for kids, fami-
lies, and adults.

We should be looking at family functioning as a whole in terms
of outcomes with co-parenting, you know, drilling down to things
as specific as parenting methods and, you know, spanking and, you
know, positive parenting redirection.

Our outcomes related to child well-being are social, emotional.
They are physical, developmental. Outcomes for youth, in terms of
their academic achievement, what their social supports are, all of
these things are indicators of overall well-being that are precursors
or protective factors for children, youth, and families entering the
child welfare system.

So, we look at a whole variety of long-term and short-term out-
comes as they relate to all facets of child, youth, and family well-
being, including those that are economic, including those that are
physical health, mental health, social supports, and community
supports as well.

Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you for that.

Those are my questions.

I will turn to the ranking member, Mr. Davis.

Mr. DAVIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And, Dr. Sanders, first, let me thank the Casey Family Programs
for the excellent work it has done and continues to do.

When we look at Title IV funding and recognize that it has been
stagnant since 2006, what strategic investments should we con-
sider to strengthen Title IV-B to prevent maltreatment, the unnec-
essary separation of children from their families, and promote re-
unification with families?

Mr. SANDERS. Thank you for the question.

I would emphasize the importance of IV-E and IV-B combining
to support families, that the—and I—and providing that support as
early as possible, which IV-B allows.

The challenge with even with Family First is that often children
have to be identified as being at risk and that—that presents chal-
lenges in and of itself. It is critical for families to be able to access
the supports they need to care for their children. And the—there
are two areas that I would emphasize.

One is the—what—what I mentioned earlier and that is the—the
length of time that children spend in care. The—some of the sup-
port that has been provided for kin, kin navigator programs, for ex-
ample, as part of—as part of IV-B are vital. But we should—and
as a country we should—be looking at kin being used much more
than they are right now in the child protection system.
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One of the reasons that we have many of the challenges that we
do with having enough placements for children is because we aren’t
utilizing kin. We aren’t finding them, we aren’t utilizing them, and
we aren’t supporting them. And so I think that is one strategic
area that IV-B could be—could be focused on.

I think a second is, if we look at what happens with Tribal chil-
dren and American Indian children, they have struggled in the
child protection system. And the resources that are provided to
Tribes are very limited under IV-B right now. And I think that is
a second area that I would emphasize as a strategic area to focus
on.
Mr. DAVIS. Thank you. Thank you very much.

Ms. Craft, could you elaborate a bit on how programs in IV-B
really can go from the start, from the beginning to assist families?

Ms. CRAFT. Thank you for the question, Ranking Member
Davis.

Yes, we believe that by providing families in their communities
where they live with easy access to supports including prenatal
classes, including parenting education, including access to crisis
intervention, programming, and advocacy right in the communities
where they live, we give them an opportunity before they get into
situations where they are unable to dial things back. We give them
access to resources to help them to deal with challenges that, you
know, most families face.

We provide for our communities access within walking distance.
We are embedded in many public housing developments here in
Washington, D.C. where families can walk over and get a winter
coat, a bag of food, access to support if they are in a domestic vio-
lence situation.

If they need help with a child who is having challenges at school,
we have advocates. We have early childhood professionals. We have
mental health professionals. We have education and employment
opportunities right in their community where they can walk right
over that are run by people who represent the diversity of their
community and who have roots in their community.

One great example of this is our LEAP Program for young men
between the ages of 16 and 24. Many of these young men are fa-
thers and a number of them come to us. They have had some chal-
lenges in their past and need some support. They come to us. We
enroll them in the LEAP Program which provides them with pro-
fessional development enrichment. It provides them with, those of
them who are parents, parenting skills. Everyone gets a thera-
peutic mentor, and they set short- and long-term goals for their
stability, self-sufficiency, parenting, and long-term success.

In that program, that demographic has gone from almost a 90
percent recidivism rate for those who have been involved in the
criminal justice system to an under 8 percent recidivism rate at our
success center.

And that is because we provide them with programs and services
that are run by folks who understand what they have been through
but also have the skills and the professionalism to give them what
they need to set and achieve goals that they actually can—can ac-
complish and keeps them out of the system, in the community.
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One example is a young man who came to us, had been incarcer-
ated at 17, young father. As soon as he came home at 21, his com-
munity directed him to Smart from the Start. He came to us. We
enrolled him in our professional development and enrichment pro-
gram. Goat his first job at the D.C. Housing Authority, and he is
still there.

Mr. DAVIS. Thank you.

Ms. CRAFT. 86 percent of these young men are still employed
after 2 years.

Mr. DAVIS. Thank you very much.

And I yield back.

Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you.

Recognize Dr. Wenstrup.

Mr. WENSTRUP. Thank you all for being here today.

And thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This is just a critical issue in my mind, caring for vulnerable
children, one of the most important things I think that we can do.

And I appreciate all the—what each and every one of you do, es-
pecially supporting children before they may enter the foster care
system or may be preventing them from even needing to go into
foster care because of improvements that can be made in their
lives. I think that intervening early in a child’s life and intervening
early in a family with a very young child is extremely important.

I have been involved for years with a program in Cincinnati
called Boys Hope Girls Hope. And the earlier you have these kids
enter the program, usually the better the results.

And these are situations where parents decide that we don’t have
the right environment for our child and our home. And maybe it
is a single parent, but maybe it is, you know, a mother and a fa-
ther in the home. And it could be for a lot of reasons: drugs, domes-
tic violence. But they want the best for their child.

So they enter in this program. They live at this home. They have
mentors. They are safe. They are fed. They go to good schools. And
the parents are not separated. They are still part of this whole
process.

And so there is a variety of ways that we can do this. But I think
the younger the child is in that safe environment, the better off
things can be.

There is a young man. He—a lot of these kids, they come into
the program, kicking and screaming. But he went to my high
school, St. Xavier High School his senior year. He had never played
football. Coach says come out for football. He starts at defensive
end. He makes First Team All-State. They win the State. He is
going to any college he wants. He plays for Louisville. He goes to
the NFL, wins two Superbowl rings, coaches then at the University
of Cincinnati. Now he is a defensive coach for the New York Jets.

That opportunity would never have happened if he didn’t have
this opportunity and he wasn’t separated from his family. When he
was 17 years old, he stood up at an event, a fundraiser for the pro-
gram. And he said, I do the announcements at school every day.
Let me finish by what I say every day. Do your homework. Say
your prayers at night. Tell your parents you love them.

There are lots of ways we can do these wonderful things and I—
and I just appreciate hearing from all of you today.
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Ms. Craft, with your programs, you are so focused on outcomes
and that, to me, is important and the path to independence, not
only for the child but for their entire family.

So how valuable are outcomes you see when you are able to pro-
vide these community-based support to foster youth?

Ms. CRAFT. Thank you, Member Wenstrup.

The foster youth that we work with, starting from those who are
very young, whether they are in foster care, kinship care, or their
family, is under the care of Child Protective Services. We provide
a continuum of programs and supports.

When children get to be between the ages of 12 and 17, they are
provided with a therapeutic mentor. We call this person a special
mentor who helps them with a variety of supports. Their aca-
demics, their social supports, their, you know, any mediation that
they need in school, they advocate for them.

We have a special program for our youth that we partner with
Chase Bank, and we provide them with a great deal of financial
literacy and economic development. They get to open bank ac-
counts. We put money in there. They learn about, you know, how
their career opportunities are related to their economic self-suffi-
ciency and development.

And as they work through these—this continuum of programs
and services, we help them to plan for their future. So those who
are interested in postsecondary education, we help to prepare them
on that track. For those who are interested in other careers, we
take them out to visit folks at the stadium. We take them out to
visit folks at Chase Bank. We take them to the welding academy
if they are interested in working with their hands.

We have mentors from many different professional backgrounds
that work with our kids. And each of them have a—an action plan
that they set for themselves, and we provide programs and services
to make sure that they are able to transition successfully into
adulthood. And we stay with them as long as they need us. So it
is voluntarily.

Mr. WENSTRUP. I think that is huge because early on they are
getting a vision of opportunity in their lives, and it is a great
motivator.

I am an adoptive parent, Ms. Marquart. And it is a beautiful
thing. I have also—you talk about alternative thing—options for
people. Young mothers, never expected to be pregnant, my wife has
volunteered at a pregnancy center. And, you know, so we see young
mothers who go on, have their child put up for adoption. Just not
in a position to be a mother at that time. There is no father and
later get married, have their own kids, and then adopt themselves.

Could you comment on those opportunities and some of the bless-
ings you see through this?

Ms. MARQUART. Absolutely.

I think working in social welfare is really just an opportunity to
see all of the good and the bad in the world. You really kind of see
best of both worlds.

And some fabulous things that I have seen are foster parents or
kinship or adoptive families that have really come back and have
helped support other adoptive families in doing sort of, like, sup-
port groups.
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And I feel like that has been one of the most positive things that
I have seen is that, you know, really building that community
around those families and providing support because, you know,
kiddos from foster care have trauma. So there is going to be some
sort of possible behavior that comes with that and being able to
support them so that it’s not a disruption later on.

Mr. WENSTRUP. Thank you.

I yield back.

Chairman LAHOOD. We are going to implement the two-to-one
rule. We will next go to Mr. Carey from Ohio and then to Ms. Chu
from California.

Mr. CAREY. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for hosting this
hearing to discuss ways we can modernize the child welfare sys-
tem.

And thank you to the panel.

I am going to—I will try to get through all this.

You know, child—child welfare policy has seen significant
changes in recent years, but it’s clear from our witnesses’ testi-
mony—and I assure you that we get these testimonies. And while
I wasn’t able to be here to listen to most of them, it is tough to
read some of the stories, especially from you.

Through the passing of the Family First Prevention Services Act,
Congress has moved away from the historical practice of providing
Federal funding solely after a child entered foster care, and it
moved towards evidence-based prevention services.

These services support upstream interventions that prevent child
abuse and neglect like the 30 Day program to the family programs.
These open-ended prevention dollars mean that the States like
Ohio can implement evidence-based programs such as the 30 Days
to Family protection Ohio that provide services and supports to
families caring for children at risk of entering foster care.

In Ohio, our governor, Mike DeWine, has made significant in-
vestments in kinship care, and the State has an impressive struc-
ture for recruiting and retaining kinship providers. Family First in-
vests in family welfare has provided an opportunity to reevaluate
State spending for child welfare and align fundings like Title IV—
B to complement the success of Family First.

Ms. Marquart, I am going to just—I was going to ask you some
questions on some of the—some of the examples that you gave.
Can’t do it. So I am going to do—stay on my prepared script.

30 Days to Family is an impressive evidence-based program and
highlights how Federal dollars should be further invested in pro-
grams that produce outcomes. Can you share more about the fami-
lies you are able to serve under this program and are unique for
other kinship programs?

Ms. MARQUART. Absolutely. Thank you.

So there are kind of two different options that we have. So we
have informal kinship care, and we have formal kinship care which
is when they come into the foster care system. And that is gen-
erally when 30 Days to Family gets involved is at that initial meet-
ing.

So we are there, and we are touching base with the family, and
we are making sure that they feel supported, that they know that
they have somebody on their side. And we want to do nothing but
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locate a family member or a kinship resource that ideally the fam-
ily is open to, sometimes not, depending on the relationship. And
we just provide support to the family.

We do have other programs similar to this that are Extreme
Family Finding and then Kinship Navigator that also helps sup-
port those families. But primarily that is what we are doing at the
very, very beginning of a case is just supporting the family and try-
ing to locate any and all options with a minimum of locating 80
family members.

Mr. CAREY. Okay. Ms. Craft, how does Smart from the Start
help grow the capacity of individuals to make sure families are re-
silient? Do you—do you offer job training to help link parents with
future employers?

Ms. CRAFT. Absolutely. So, upon voluntary intake into the
Smart from the Start program, each family starts short-term and
long-term goals. Their short-term goals are really to stabilize the
family, so if they need food security, if they [sic.] housing security,
that sort of thing.

And then they set their long-term goals, so, if they are interested
in a GED or a HISET, they are interested in certain careers. And
then we enroll them in our place-based career programs. So every-
one gets professional development and enrichment which are basic
job skills. We go through interviewing, timeliness, all of those basic
skills. And then they get to self-select. So we have a number of pro-
grams. We have CDL programs. We have early childhood, food han-
dlers programs. We have management programs. We have coding
and computer science programs where folks can get a certification,
green cleaning.

And then we have job developers who help to line folks up with
jobs. And we have contracts with Enterprise and, you know, Rent-
a-Car. And the D.C. government also offers our families jobs.

And we connect our families. Once they don’t—we don’t just give
them a certification and send them out. We help our families to get
into job situations. And then we provide them with economic devel-
opment support, banking, budgeting, credit, first-time home buyers.

So we literally guide them through each facet of entering profes-
sional development or adult education, all the way through obtain-
ing a job and then working towards economic self-sufficiency and
hopefully a path to the middle class.

Mr. CAREY. What about transportation?

Ms. CRAFT. So we offer stipends for everything from lunch to
transportation. We help with childcare. So we build a bridge if they
need help with childcare until we are able to get them a subsidized
childcare slot. We provide them with that. Just like the young man
who, one of our young men that went to the Southeast Welding
Academy, he needed a helmet and gear. And so we paid for those
things. So we pay—we make sure they have everything they need
to eliminate any barriers.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your indulgence.

My time has expired. I want to thank you all and for your testi-
monies.

And with that, I yield back.

Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you.

Recognize Ms. Chu.
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Ms. CHU. Dr. Sanders, the Indian Child Welfare Act is a Federal
law that protects Native children entering foster care by
prioritizing placements with the child’s family and Tribal commu-
nities, which is an essential component of promoting kinship place-
ments and preserving cultural identity.

In 1994, Congress added a Title IV-B plan requirement, direct-
ing States to develop an Indian Child Welfare Act, or ICWA, imple-
mentation plan in consultation with the Tribes. But 30 years later,
Native children continue to be disproportionately represented in
t}f}e foster care system with higher rates of entry and longer lengths
of stay.

In California, they are 4.5 times more likely to enter care than
their counterparts, despite being such a smaller portion of the pop-
ulation. That is because, despite the requirement under Title IV—
B, Federal oversight of States’ compliance with their requirement
is unclear and not always exercised.

That is why I introduced a bipartisan bill, along with Represent-
ative Don Bacon of Nebraska, H.R. 3461, the Strengthening Tribal
Families Act, to assist State child welfare agencies in imple-
menting Federal protections for Tribal children by strengthening
the reporting requirements for ICWA in Title IV-B.

This bill does not create a new mandate but merely carries out
the original intent of the law by bringing ICWA into the larger
child welfare system within the Department of Health and Human
Services.

So, can you talk about how clarifying HHS’s role in oversight of
current Title IV-B plan requirements related to ICWA implemen-
tation could help States and improve outcomes for Tribal children
and families?

Mr. SANDERS. Thank you, Representative Chu, for the question.

And I would just mention a couple of things. The—I mentioned
earlier the reduction that has occurred in out-of-home care across
the general population from 2005 to 2001—or to 2021.

While there has been a reduction in American Indian children,
it is much smaller than the general population. And it is not a per-
fect example of how well the Indian Child Welfare Act is carried
out, but I think it reflects the concerns that you have raised.

The—one of the issues has been historically the question of who
has oversight authority at the Federal level. Is it Health and
Human Services? Is it Interior? Is it anyone? And, at this point,
really there has not been a consistent action demonstrating that
oversight by anybody at the Federal level. And so I do believe
that—that clarifying whose responsibility it is would be critical.

The—my experience, prior to coming to Casey, I was child wel-
fare director in both Los Angeles and Minnesota and the Indian
Child Welfare Act takes effort on the part of a State to fully imple-
ment. And so, without the kind of oversight that the Federal Gov-
ernment is providing, it is going to be very difficult for States, even
the most motivated, to provide the necessary services that are part
of Indian child welfare.

Ms. CHU. Thank you for that.

Ms. Marquart, you provide many striking and traumatic exam-
ples of what you weren’t prepared for as a case worker for these
children, including saying that you weren’t prepared to have a
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child on your caseload who was having surgery without any parent
at all, and you took it upon yourself to sleep with that child be-
cause you didn’t want him to be alone, and yet many examples of
where you went above and beyond. But then you also as a case-
worker remember having nightmares about various parents want-
ing to hurt you, threaten you, or sue you.

And so you remind me of the child welfare professionals in my
area of Los Angels County who describe similar burnout. And, in
fact, L.A. County we have one of the largest county-governed agen-
cies in the country and we are responsible for the welfare of over
2 million children.

How would an increase in Title IV-B funds for recruitment,
training, and retention of staff help? How would it help to improve
mental health support and self-care resources for these profes-
sionals and reduce burnout and improve retention?

Ms. MARQUART. Absolutely. I think specifically, if you can get
to a manageable number on your caseload, you are retaining staff,
they are able to have a manageable caseload of 15 to 20, then they
are able to appropriately supervise and care for the children on
their caseload. They are the legal guardian. In fact, they are the
parent of that child at that time. I mean, I don’t—I couldn’t parent
30 children.

So, I think if you are able to really focus on the retention and
really dig in a little bit more on appropriate training at the begin-
ning of when you are hiring new staff, I think that would really
be beneficial.

Ms. CHU. Would mental health resources help?

Ms. MARQUART. Absolutely. I think if you can provide some ad-
ditional, mainly focusing on secondary trauma, because that is
what is happening, then really being able to provide the mental
health services would retain the staff and would create better out-
comes for the children.

Ms. CHU. Thank you.

Chairman LAHOOD. I recognize Mr. Moore of Utah.

Mr. MOORE of Utah. Thank you, Chairman.

I appreciate all the witnesses being here today. This is—this is
tough work, and it is incredibly important. Thank you for your tire-
less work on this issue.

Director Tracy Gruber, a personal thank you for being here with
your exceptional team from Utah.

It will come as no surprise to my colleagues that I oftentimes
mention all the ways that Utah leads the Nation in all of the—all
the categories. This one really matters, though, that Utah has
shown that we have an exceptional approach, strong leadership in
placing—with timely placements and safe and proper family reuni-
fication.

I can’t think of a better area to lead doing that. I know that the
team here that you have is passionate about this, and just thank
you for the involvement.

So we—you focus on results. You focus on reunification. You
focus on kinship. You have talked to me about all of this. I want
to just foc [sic.]|—I want to ask a question. Just there have been
challenges, though. You are doing a lot of great things in Utah, but
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there are obviously key challenges. Highlight some of those for us
and just share for us how you are overcoming those.

Ms. GRUBER. Thank you so much, Representative Moore, and
just a personal thanks to you as well for being so interested and
really a leader in our State on this issue.

There are challenges, and I think they—they are worth high-
lighting. Of course, there are challenges with what is going on with
families in general right now. We know our system, and I think na-
tionally it is a challenge, as well, that we are seeing increasingly
youth with behavioral—behaviorally complex conditions. The
causes of that I think are we are all still trying to grapple with.

That creates a challenge for finding foster care placements and
recruiting families that have the skills. It also creates challenges
for our workforce who may need different training to address the
needs of those youth.

We also have extremely high turnover, and I don’t think Utah is
unique with that. Our caseworker turnover rate is 51 percent. Our
frontline staff turnover rate is 37 percent. We know how important
the caseworker is to get the outcomes that we all want.

Then, of course, there are the administrative challenges that I
briefly touched on at the very beginning. You have got a very com-
plex funding system. Just in Title IV-B you have got funding that
was from the 19—a line from the 1930s and then one from 1993,
different definitions, different reports.

How do we overcome all of this? Well, proper training for our
staff using Title IV-B funds has been critical. And more can be
done there.

We have an extensive administrative infrastructure just to han-
dle our Federal grants. We have about 20 full-time staff just to
handle that piece. That is how we are overcoming the administra-
tive challenge, quite honestly. You have got to have the staff in
order to ensure we are accountable to all of you for our funding.

And then we are braiding and blending funding. These are indi-
viduals and families with very complex needs. They are not just
needs within the child welfare system. And we as a State are very
focused, with the leadership of Governor Cox, to come together
across the executive branch and braid funding and certainly doing
it within Title IV-B and IV-E primarily.

Mr. MOORE of Utah. As you focus on measuring outcomes for
Title IV-B, are there one or two specific things that we need to be
focused on at a Federal level?

Ms. GRUBER. I think keeping families stable and safe children
is paramount. I mean, we are all talking about child well-being
here. So keeping children safely in their homes I think is the
most—the most critical outcome and, when they can’t be, making
sure that they are stabilized in their placement and ideally getting
those families back to the point that the child could be reunified.

Alﬁd those are the outcomes that we really are focused on in
Utah.

Mr. MOORE of Utah. Thank you so much.

Final question for Ms. Beidler Carr. Last Congress, I introduced
the Connecting Forever Families Acts to expedite the process for
placing those in foster care systems to—for support of forever
homes. This Congress, our work is going to continue on that.
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Any specific improvements or innovations do you—that you be-
lieve could be enhance the court improvement and its impact on
these cases?

Ms. BEIDLER CARR. Thank you, Congressman, both for the
question and for supporting the Court Improvement Program
through the legislation that you have introduced previously.

I think one of the things that you had highlighted in that legisla-
tion was greater investment in technology to build on what we
have learned from the past several years.

There is a lot of takeaways for our legal system at large but es-
pecially for child welfare cases related to times when the use of
technology can really expedite a case and make sure that we don’t
have delays that are unnecessary.

In terms of party participation, we have also seen a lot of oppor-
tunities for engaging both the children and youth who are a part
of these cases and parents, as well as other participants in these
hearings, if they choose to do so, by remote technology. So that is
one area.

And then I think another really pivotal topic that has come up
a couple of times today is about access to counsel and especially
when sort of instead of looking at different types of access to coun-
sel both before there is a removal decision that occurs.

There is a number of CIPs around the country that have been
investing in small-scale models right now of what we call
prepetition or preventive legal advocacy.

And building up on some of those models I think would be a ter-
rific area to develop more resources and more contributions from
the CIPs going forward.

Mr. MOORE of Utah. Thank you. We will keep going down that
path.

Thank you, witnesses.

Chairman LAHOOD. Mr. Smucker of Pennsylvania.

Mr. Smucker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for yielding.

Thank you for scheduling this hearing, and thank you to each of
the witnesses for the work that you do and for taking your time
to hold this discussion.

I think it is important we hear from you, as we look at reauthor-
ization, to understand how we can improve the program to ensure
that care is delivered as effectively and efficiently as possible.

I talked recently or heard recently from the Lancaster County—
I represent the 11th District in Pennsylvania—the Lancaster Coun-
ty Children and Youth, which is the child welfare agency there.
And, similar to some of your testimony, they described sort of the
complications, the difficulties that they face with accessing Federal
funding from many different programs. And each one has their own
requirements, own reporting mechanisms.

And, in fact, this agency said that they actually employ a fiscal
staff, seven people, just to track which pot money they are access-
ing, where the money is coming from, what requirements it entails,
and other details.

There is another program in my district, Thrive to Five. They
said they have a finance team of ten individuals, again, just to
manage the Federal funding requirements.
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So let’s streamline this things because, if we can do that, both
of those organizations and probably yours as well could spend more
time meeting the needs of each family rather than spending all the
time on administrative work.

So does that—I see a lot of heads nodding. Does that sound fam-
ily to each of you?

So I do think it is really important as we—as we look at this,
you know, how we can help you better deliver your services.

I think, Ms. Gruber, I will ask you. You know, we are looking
at several different subparts here, Title—Title IV-B and other sub-
parts. How do we—do you think they can be combined? Do you
think that would help streamline it? What should we be looking at?
What suggestions do you have?

Ms. GRUBER. Thank you.

And, yes, all of the above. I think if you—if you are just looking
at Title IV-B is one funding stream that through authorization you
have the ability to actually address, I think combining parts A—
subparts A and B, establishing clear outcomes, combining defini-
tions, making sure that those definitions are the same, and report-
ing requirements.

And—and your example is spot on. We have over 20 staff just ad-
ministering Federal funds. We are a small State. And the adminis-
trative burden is significant, and it takes away from the frontline
workers. For one of our funding streams, not this one but IV=E
Foster Care, our staff are tracking 196 different data indicators. It
might be time to evaluate whether or not those indicators are actu-
ally necessary to ensure the health and safety of the children that
are in the child welfare system.

Mr. SMUCKER. I mean, I think it is certainly worth—I mean,
I am sure you agree with all of us that we do need accountability.
We want to ensure that the programs are working well, that, you
know, there is accountability for the Federal dollars.

I don’t know if you have any thoughts about that. Like how can
we streamline things? How can we reduce the requirements, the
regulations, but still ensure that there is accountability in the pro-
gram?

Ms. GRUBER. Absolutely, there has to be accountability, and all
the States would understand that there needs to be accountability.
And the accountability is—is—has to be balanced with making sure
that the health and safety of the kids are met, which is all of our
objectives, and keeping them in safe and stable families. And eval-
uating the various reporting requirements is one way to stream-
line.

With Title IV-B—Title IV-B specifically, just reorganizing the
structure, given that they were two subparts at very different
times in our country, 1935 and I think 1993, now is a great oppor-
tunity for reauthorization to revise that framework and maybe
even consider, as I provided in my written testimony, an oppor-
tunity for us to pilot some comprehensive approaches that allow us
with outcomes defined by policymakers to maybe think creatively
and allow States to innovate to meet the needs of their populations.

Mr. SMUCKER. I am out of time. I had some additional ques-
tions.
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But I think this is really important, as we consider reauthoriza-
tion, that we have this good discussion. So I think your input is
going to be really, really important going forward.

And, again, I thank each of you for being here.

Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you.

Ms. Moore of Wisconsin.

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Thank you so very much, Mr. Chair-
man and Mr. Ranking Member and all of the committee members
Wl’io really see this as an extremely important part of our jobs and
policy.

Let me just thank all of the witnesses. I wish I had more than
5 minutes because I have questions for each and every one of you.
I just want to point out, Ms. Craft, Ms. Gruber, I want to especially
thank you, Ms. Craft, Ms. Marquart, as well, because you guys are
kind of the frontline workers.

And I was just noting your testimony, Ms. Marquart. We need
to support the staff more, too. You said you just weren’t prepared
to attend the trial of a rapist of a 12-year-old child on your caseload
and, you know, have her describe the attack. You weren’t prepared
for some young man to say he had three pairs of underwear and
turned it inside out and you rushed out with your own money to
buy him some underwear.

Just thank you all for really your stewardship.

And I hear that the Utah program is something we ought to all
go visit to see how you do it, despite your, you know, your acknowl-
edgment that it is legally and administratively complex.

And I want to thank you, too, Ms. Gruber.

And so, Mr. Chairman, before I start, I would like to ask unani-
mous consent to submit for the record a document entitled, “Focus
IV on Families.” It is a consensus recommendation regarding IV—
B reauthorization from dozens of nonpartisan and bipartisan child
welfare advocacy organizations like the American Academy of Pedi-
%icri}fs, the Children’s Defense Fund, ZERO TO THREE, blah, blah,

ah.

Chairman LAHOOD. Without objection.
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Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Okay. And it really sort of summa-
rizes what some of our guests have said here today.

Let me just start out with you. It is going to be kind of Dr. Sand-
ers and Ms. Beidler Carr.

I am not as good at organizing my 5 minutes as other people are.

But, Dr. Sanders, you said something in your written testimony
about child protective agencies can learn much from other safety-
critical industries such as aviation, healthcare, and nuclear power
that have applied the principles of safety science to change organi-
zational structure, improve practice, and reduce the incidents of
tragic outcomes.

I am going to tell you why I am asking this question. You talked
about reducing foster care. We talk about how African Americans
and Native Americans are overrepresented in the system and how
we need to do kinship care better.

But someone on the ground might have a difficult time sort of
trying to discern who is really in danger and needs to be removed
and who needs to stay in there.

Just briefly, if you can, share with us and example of how a safe-
ty person from other occupations has informed you all about how
to do this.

Mr. SANDERS. Thank you. Thank you, Representative Moore,
for the question.

And I would just reference some of the things that Ms. Marquart,
I believe, talked about, that what happens in most agencies is that
workers are far overburdened. And they have a number of children
to attend to. With each of those children, they have a number of
actions to attend to and end up caught day to day, dealing with cri-
ses on an ongoing basis.

They have little ability and time to step back and say who is
really at risk here, who needs the services that we have to offer,
and who doesn’t.

And, oftentimes—and there have been several questions about
mental health—oftentimes other agencies haven’t been prepared to
provide the support necessary. So it falls on the child protection
work. And, because of that, they miss things.

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Yeah.

Mr. SANDERS. They miss some things they could have picked
up had they had the time, and that is the same that happens in
many other industries. Unfortunately, in child protection, if work-
ers miss things, they are fired. So it really

Ms. MOORE. I got you. I want to thank you for that, Dr. Sand-
ers.

I want to ask Ms. Beidler Carr. We have heard a lot about how
the definition of neglect should be changed, like willful neglect to
sort of prevent some of these removals from home.

I will give you an example, with your indulgence, Mr. Chairman.

Just say, for example, you are a mom. And you are doing happy
hour or something. You are a barmaid, and you are working 5:00
to 9:00. You have got an 11-year-old who is 11 and 9 months old
and a 2-year-old.

And, in order to run around the corner, you leave, you willfully
leave your 11 and 9-month-old at home with the 2-year-old. They
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are perfectly safe. This 11-year-old, almost 12, has been kind of
adultified.

And say some, you know, ex-husband, ex-boyfriend or somebody,
they get mad and call and tell on her, that she is leaving these two
together.

That is an example legally of willful neglect and, you know, how
this definition forces somebody on the ground to take action be-
cause it actually statutorily is a problem.

Should we change and look toward what willful neglect really is?
Because, you know, here it would be a lot more damage to take one
or both of those kids away probably. You need to find some
childcare for this woman. This is—this is not a case of childhood
abuse or neglect.

Probably—let me let you answer before the chairman gavels me
to death.

Ms. BEIDLER CARR. Sure. I will be very brief. Thank you for
the question, Congresswoman.

The short answer is we very much support reexamination of
these definitions. There are a lot of states right now including sev-
eral represented here that are re-examining these definitions, but
I want to underscore especially on this panel, with these colleagues
how so much of it comes down not just to the definition under law
but to the training and to the support that frontline providers,
judges, and attorneys all have, and what those definitions mean
and how to interpret them.

Thank you.

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. So that would be somebody’s assess-
ment.

You know, Dr. Sanders, somebody might say, girl, you just need
to figure out how to get a babysitter. But we are not going to take
your kids from you just because Mr. Bugaboo was mad and found
a way to retaliate.

Ms. BEIDLER CARR. Right. There is lot of variation in the sub-
jectivity.

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Right.

Ms. CRAFT. And that is where I think it is a—such an impor-
tant component of training that there is legal training in addition
to the social services training.

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. I wish I could go on.

I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you.

Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you, Ms. Moore.

I will recognize Ms. Tenney of New York.

Ms. TENNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member.

And thank you to the witnesses.

Before I get started, I just would like to ask permission of the
chair to enter into the record a report prepared by the Congres-
sional Research Service entitled, “Side-By-Side Comparison of Title
IV-B Formula Grant Programs for Child and Family Services.”

This 34-page report I have here provides a comprehensive com-
parison of the two subparts in Title IV-B called, “The Child Wel-
fare Services and the Promoting Safe and Stable Families.”

Chairman LAHOOD. Without objection.
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Ms. TENNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just want to thank all of the witnesses for what you do today.

I—in my first life as an attorney, I did a lot of pro bono work
for what was the Legal Aid Society in New York and spent a lot
of time in family court. Most of my—I started initially with paid
clients, and then I did the pro bono work for family court. So I
want to thank you for all of you for what you do in every aspect
of this very, very important work.

This isn’t about people showing up for a job. Once you get into
this field, it is a calling. It is about saving families and children.
And it is—I can’t think of anymore important work that is hap-
pening in our communities and that it is so important that some
of these—the reauthorization, the funding that we put forth is con-
sistent and severance and meets the needs of the people like you
all that are serving.

And I am—I was going to jump to a question. First, I want to—
I would love to ask you all a question.

Ms. Moore, I know how you feel. This is just a lot here, and it
is so important.

But I wanted to go to Ms. Gruber first, and you alluded to this
just a few minutes ago about this overlap and the confusion.

And if we do a reauthorization, how can we better—and I know
you kind of touched on it. But can you give me some specifics of
how we can repurpose in a reauthorization these, you know, these
two sources of funding that some are mandatory, some are discre-
tionary?

Can we do that in a streamlined way for efficiencies and also to
provide more—more resources for you on the front lines?

Ms. GRUBER. Thank you. Yeah, I mean, in terms of specifics on
streamlining, it is very complicated, and I have mentioned this, to
have just in that funding stream that is, again, only 2.5 percent of
Utah’s child welfare budget to handle those issues. Common defini-
tions, one pool of funding with specifically defined outcomes that
the States can leverage, and then reporting to those outcomes
would be the primary way to streamline, to afford States the most
flexibility that Congress is allowing to be afforded so that we can
fr‘neet the needs of our population, which are all going to be dif-
erent.

Ms. TENNEY. Can you just comment on the interaction—Utah
is very different. I come from the State of New York—the inter-
action between the State and the Federal funding and how these
localities can better access the funding, including some of the
matches that come through on other programs?

Ms. GRUBER. Yeah. I think that being able to match the Fed-
eral dollars and putting up that match is one of the complexities,
and it is different. The allocations are different even in subparts
A and B. And being able to manage that, having one allocation for-
mula with financing related to that is one streamline that can ab-
solutely take place.

And they are all different across all the Federal funds. And these
are complex families. We are leveraging dollars not just from child
welfare, but through TANF and childcare development block
grants, and a whole multitude of funding streams in order to meet
the needs of these families.
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Ms. TENNEY. Can you cite the one thing that you think, if you
had to pick one thing, that we could fix and make this program
better in terms of consolidating and streamlining?

Ms. GRUBER. Eliminate the set-asides.

Ms. TENNEY. Thank you. I appreciate that.

One last question. So, for Ms. Beidler Carr, I appreciate you
being in court. I know how difficult this is. Can you just give us—
and I don’t have much time left—but just a quick overview of what
is happening with the interactions with families as they go through
the court system, the discretion of judges? I know my colleague,
Ms. Moore, referred to discretion of judges.

I mean, these issues are really complex. They are—every family
is different. I mean, it is—you can do, you know, an encyclopedia
on what happens in family court and happens in these really sen-
sitive issues. But if you could give us some—what are we seeing,
and is there any discretionary guidelines we can give to the judicial
system to this easier as well, including redefining some of the key
terms?

Ms. BEIDLER CARR. Sure. Thank you for the question. And
thank you for your own background having been in family court.

So I think the best way to answer this question is to just frame
sort of what the sequence of events is for a family and when the
court is most likely to become involved. So you have—a mandated
report typically initiates, you know, the Child Protective Services’
involvement. That can come from a school. It can come from a med-
ical professional. It can come from social services or law enforce-
ment. Then Child Protective Services decides whether to do an in-
vestigation. Through that investigation, they decide whether to pro-
vide preventative services or initiate a petition for removal. All of
that happens before the court is even involved.

Typically, a court isn’t going to actually be involved and see that
child, see that family until after a removal has already occurred.
And, in many instances, that happens well after the removal has
occurred. So, under law, there is a lot of variation across the States
where some courts will oversee the removal and confirm whether
the removal needed to happen within 24 hours. Other jurisdictions,
it is 48. Others, it is up to 3 weeks by law before they have to have
a judicial order sort of confirming that that removal should have
happened.

So there are a lot of things after that that then the judge has
responsibility under both State and Federal law for overseeing im-
plementation of placement. It depends, again, on State law. But
there is a lot of sort of variation in the way that it all happens.

I think going to your sort of second part of that question about
ways to implement change, one of the things that we would like to
see is greater guidance and clarity around court oversight over that
initial removal decision. I think there are a lot of cir-
cumstances

Ms. TENNEY. Let me ask you—I know my time has expired—
isn’t that something that would be a State issue, that would be
each State would be enacting—is there a model legislation on this
that is something we can look to—that we could look to to at least
provide a guidance to the States? And then I have to yield my time.
I apologize. Thank you.
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Ms. BEIDLER CARR. Yes. And it is an excellent question coming
from New York, because New York does have some models, espe-
cially New York City, on that that would be great to look to.

Ms. TENNEY. Thank you, again. I yield back. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman LAHOOD. Mr. Evans from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EVANS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Dr. Sanders, in your testimony, you suggest that we should en-
gage individuals with lived experience at all levels of the family
first approach. You can also say that peer mentors are important
to helping navigate this system. Can you describe how mentoring
services for youth or parents interact with Title IV-B help those
generally supported reunification of family preservation? How can
you better incorporate peer mentoring and partners with imple-
menting the policies that we are discussing today?

Mr. SANDERS. Thank you very much, Representative Evans.
There are examples in jurisdictions across the country where the
parents who have been through the child protection system or
youth who have been through are assigned as mentors or peers to
those who are going through the system today. And many of
those—those examples have found that the experience is much bet-
ter for the youth or the parent who is going through when they
have a mentor, because they are able to talk to somebody who has
had a similar experience, they are able to understand what is hap-
pening to them, and understand more directly from those who have
experienced it.

And so the—we have seen in some jurisdictions the length of
time that children spend in care is shortened, and so that the use
of peers and/or mentors is with—for those with lived experience is
something that we have supported quite strongly.

Mr. EVANS. Dr. Sanders, funding for Title IV-B has remained
at its current level since 2006, barring occasionally a modest, mod-
est annual probation increase. How have levels of funding impacted
mentoring programs around the country? Have you noticed any sig-
nificant impacts, specifically, communities of color?

Mr. SANDERS. The use of mentors at this point is funded
through vehicles like IV-B or through State or local funding, and
so there isn’t a required funding. And so many States would say—
and many jurisdictions would say that that is one of the challenges
in the development of mentoring programs is a lack of resources
that are really dedicated specifically for that purpose. So it, in my
view, has had an impact on the initiation of those programs and
expansion across the country.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you.

I recognize Mrs. Miller of West Virginia.

Mrs. MILLER. Thank you, Chairman LaHood, and thank you,
Ranking Member Davis, for letting me be here as part of this com-
mittee today. And thank you to all of you all for what you do and
the time that you have spent coming here to talk about this impor-
tant issue.

As a mother and a grandmother, I understand that children need
to grow up in a safe and stable household. And because of one of
the many hats I have worn throughout my life, I was able to stay
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at home with my children and still work out of the house. And so
I became that mother that walked the halls in the middle school
or picked up the kids and took them places. So I was exposed from
the time my children were little to many different households. And
there were children who knew that they could come play in my
basement and be safe. And I still have wonderful relationships
with those children today, and they are in their forties; because it
is so important for children to understand love and understand se-
curity and know that they are okay where they are.

Ms. Craft, I want to thank you for sharing your lifetime of work
serving children and communities. Because we all know that the
child welfare workforce is struggling to meet all the needs of the
children and their families. The caseloads and the job duties that
are expected of these caseworkers are such a heavy burden that
they carry with them at all times. And many of the examples that
Ms. Marquart shared from her time as a caseworker also highlight
the need for innovation in child welfare services.

Caseworkers’ capacity is absolutely stretched to the limits, and
many cannot connect families to the necessary wraparound services
and support that they need to prevent entry into child welfare. We
should leverage technology to support families in real time and to
prevent entry into child welfare.

Earlier this year, I introduced a Helping HANDS for Family Act.
And my bill would permit States to use already allocated money to
access online portals that connect families in need with resources.
And this tool is designed to connect families with community-based
providers, such as pregnancy centers, childcare programs, food pan-
tries, churches, and nonprofits, as well as provide the one-on-one
interactions to support families who are facing difficulties.

In your experience—I guess this is for Ms. Gruber, sorry. In your
experience serving at-risk communities, how important is one-on-
one interaction and case management in helping individuals and
ensuring children are safe? And how do you think online platforms
can help connect families to resources much like that you offer at
your center? And would it alleviate the child workforce crisis?

Ms. GRUBER. Thank you for that question. I think the one-on-
one case management is incredibly important, and leveraging the
voice of the families in that one-on-one case management, as has
been previously described, is really important. In terms of online
applications, the State government level, we welcome the opport
[sic.]|—the ability to innovate and try to figure out what is going
to get the best outcomes for the families that we serve.

Mrs. MILLER. Thank you for that answer.

Now I am going to talk about court improvement programs. The
courts play a huge role, as we know from other people’s experience,
in overseeing the success of foster care placements. Last Congress,
I introduced the Strengthening Courts for Kids and Families Act.
And my bill would reauthorize the Court Improvement Program
through 2027. And it provides courts with the ability to implement
training for judges, attorneys, and other legal personnel, as well as
improve parent, family, and youth engagement in child welfare pro-
ceedings. And I am really excited to work with Congressman Blake
Moore on introducing this bill.
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So, Ms. Carr—there you are—thank you. Could you share an ex-
ample of how the Court Improvement Program has been particu-
larly effective in improving child welfare cases in a specific State
or context?

Ms. BEIDLER CARR. Thank you for the question, Congress-
woman Miller, and thank you for having introduced that legislation
previously and continuing to work on reauthorization.

I do have several examples. One of the beauties of the Court Im-
provement Program is that every State has a Court Improvement
Program director, and those directors are extraordinary individuals
who do a lot of work and who responded very quickly when I
reached out to all of them and asked them to give me some talking
points.

So I can give you some data from West Virginia in particular.
West Virginia has been doing a lot of work consistent, again, with
one of the things that we have heard about around workforce de-
velopment issues and issues, in particular, of recruitment and re-
tention of legal professionals to go into this space. There has been
a really big challenge as in many other States around that issue.
And so they have been holding a number collaborative engage-
ments with law schools and other legal services providers through-
out the State in order to try to fill some gaps. And having an entity
like the Court Improvement Program—excuse me—already estab-
lished as a part of the supreme court in the State has just made
a huge difference in being able to address that issue.

Mrs. MILLER. Well, thank you. I actually live right on the Ohio
River, and so being in a tristate, we are directly affected by Ken-
tucky, Ohio, and West Virginia, and share the children and the
issues. And it is so interesting to see what might go on in Ohio that
doesn’t happen yet in West Virginia or vice versa in so many ways.

But thank you all for letting me be in here today, and I yield
back my time.

Chairman LAHOOD. I now recognize Mr. Steube.

Mr. Steube, I think you were the first one here today, and thank
you and Mrs. Miller for waiving on to the committee today to be
a part of it. You are not part of the subcommittee, but it says a
lot that both of you wanted to be here.

So thanks for your patience, Greg, in being here and for sticking
around.

Mr. STEUBE. Yeah, of course. And thank you for allowing me to
waive on to talk about a bill that I have worked on that is impor-
tant to the State of Florida and homes that we have. And I will
talk briefly about the Florida Sheriffs Youth Ranch. But I want to
thank you for the opportunity to speak in support of H.R. 3852, of-
fered by myself and Mr. Dunn of Florida.

This bipartisan bill, H.R. 3852, the Creating Accountable Re-
spectful Environments for Children Act, addresses the shortage of
foster home options for children by allowing cottage homes to be el-
igible for Federal funds that other programs already have access to.

This bill is simple, straightforward, and direct. The bill simply
adds cottage family homes to the options of federally supported
housing for foster children.

Make no mistake, our country is facing a foster care crisis.
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter into the record a recent
news article entitled, Inside America’s critical shortage of foster
homes, which reads: There is a critical shortage of foster homes.
More than half of all States saw significant decline in licensed fos-
ter homes last year. Some States saw cuts as high as 61 percent.

Chairman LAHOOD. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. STEUBE. I would also like to enter into the record an NPR
article titled, “Kids housed in casino hotels?” It is a workaround as
U.S. sees decline in foster homes.

Chairman LAHOOD. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Mr. STEUBE. Casino hotel rooms, is that really the best option
for our children? Cottage family homes offer a family-like living en-
vironment in a single-family residence with no more than two chil-
dren per bedroom, unless it is in the children’s best interest. For
example, in the case of keeping biological siblings together, the cot-
tage parents can supervise and nurture around the clock, creating
a healthier stable environment.

Critics of this bill tempt to tent the good deeds of this model by
incorrectly asserting cottage homes are not safe. Make no mistake,
the safety, health, and general well-being of children is critically
important.

My bill stipulates requiring the implementation of a trauma-in-
formed approach to care; prohibiting the use of seclusion, mechan-
ical, or chemical restraints; requiring providers to have a system in
place for children to alert a staff person if they have concerns or
feel they have been unfairly denied their rights; requiring contin-
uous quality improvement methodology that regularly solicits infor-
mation from children concerning their perceptions of the quality of
care.

I have the honor, in the State of Florida, we have Florida Sher-
iffs Youth Ranches, and I have seen firsthand—my family’s in law
enforcement. My brother’s a deputy. My father’s a former sheriff.
And seeing the impact that it has had on kids that have been a
part of these group homes, these cottage homes where there is a
parent, family, familiar unit that has taken care of multiple dif-
ferent kids. And the kids tend to be a little older. Not your younger
kids; your kids that have trouble in middle school or high school.
And it is just a great environment.

It lowers recidivism rates. It has great outcomes. And to not in-
clude them in Federal funding, I think, is a mistake, and an oppor-
tunity to be able to close this gap on the 61 percent of the need
in foster homes.

The time is now to solve this crisis. I look forward to working
with the subcommittee to pass this bill and protect our children.
I appreciate your time.

And, since I have 2 minutes left, quickly I will ask Ms.
Marquart—thank you for sharing your experience as a caseworker.
We know caseworkers have a challenging job and often receive lit-
tle recognition. What do you think some of the common misconcep-
tions or challenges are that caseworkers specifically face, and how
can Congress better support them in the child welfare system?

Ms. MARQUART. Thank you for your question. I think the best
way to support the caseworkers is by, one, trying to retain staff,
and the best way to do that is to be able to provide better training
so that people are more prepared when they are coming into that
position. And then, additionally, providing mental health services,
so that when they are feeling burnout and they are on the verge
of that, they are able to get that appropriate care so that they do
have the ability to continue to provide appropriate services for the
children.

Mr. STEUBE. Thank you.

And, in the minute I have left, Mrs. Carr, I will yield to you since
I am the last person to speak on the dais. If there is anything you
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would like to add to the conversation in 52 seconds, you have got
the floor.

Ms. BEIDLER CARR. Well, how fun. I wish I was at my family
dinner table and got that.

No, I just want to say an enormous thank you to all of you for
your engagement in this issue. And, Chairman, to you and your
team for pulling this together. Ranking Member Davis, for your
longstanding commitment to this work. It really means a lot that
you have held this hearing today. So thank you.

Mr. STEUBE. I yield back.

Chairman LAHOOD. Thank you, Mr. Steube. And we look for-
ward to working with you on your bill that you mentioned today.

That concludes our questions and answers today.

Let me just thank all of you for the valuable conversation today,
the dialogue, the discussion, you answering the questions, giving us
feedback so that we can look at how we make positive changes
when it comes to IV-B. And so we are grateful for your perspective
today.

And so I look forward, obviously, to working with Ranking Mem-
ber Davis and my colleagues across the aisle to reauthorize and
strengthen IV-B.

Just remind members, please be advised that members have 2
weeks to submit written questions to be answered later in writing.
ThOS(ce1 questions and your answers will be made part of the formal
record.

With that, the committee stands adjourned. Thank you all.

[Whereupon, at 11:47 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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