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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.
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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/.
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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.
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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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v See Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University (2016). Applying the Science of Child Development in Child Welfare Systems.
http:/Awww.developingchild.harvard.edu, page 5.

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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Courtney, M., Dworsky, A., Brown, A,, Cary, C., Love, K., & Vorhies, V. (2011). Midwest evaluation of the adult functioning of former

foster youth: Outcomes at age 26. Chicago, IL: Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago. Retrieved from https://www.chapinhall.org/wp-

content/uploads/Midwest-Eval-Outcomes-at-Age-26 pdf
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Lawrence, C. R., Carlson, E. A., & Egeland, B. (2006). The impact of foster care on development. Development and Psychopathology,

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.

and Envi ts for All

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
Services. Retrieved from https://www.acf.hhs gov/sites/default/files/documents/cb/afcarsreport13 pdf

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.
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»i 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/

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
conferencing began in the field of child welfare and youth justice, but is now used in mental health, education, domestic violence and other
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= 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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= O'Brien, K., Davis, C. W., Morgan, L. J., Rogg, C. S., Houston, M. (2012). The Impact of Roundtables on Permanency for Youth in Foster
Care. Children & Youth Services Review 34(9), 1915-1921.

= White, C. R., Corwin, T., Buher, A, O'Brien, K., DiLorenzo, P., & Kelly, S. (2015). The Multi-Site Accelerated Permanency Project:
Permanency Roundtables as a strategy to help older youth in foster care achieve legal permanency. Journal of Social Service Research,
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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.

X 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?

* How do parent partner programs instill hope and support prevention and reunification? (APPENDIX)

xi See: Fisher, P. A., Burraston, B., & Pears, K. (2005). The Early Intervention Foster Care Program: Permanent placement outcomes from a
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.
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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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BEFORE THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON WORK AND WELFARE

SEPTEMBER 28, 2023

“Falling through the cracks: Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect America’s Most
Vulnerable Children”

Thank you, Chair Smith, Ranking Member Neal, Subcommittee Chair LaHood, Ranking Member Davis
and members of the Work and Welfare subcommittee. I am Tracy Gruber, executive director at the Utah
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), a department serving Utahns across the lifespan. Our
mission is bold: 7o make sure that all Utahns have fair and equitable opportunities to live safe and
healthy lives." As executive director, | oversee the state’s child welfare agency through our Division of
Child and Family Services (DCFS).2

I am deeply grateful to the Committee for allowing me to discuss Utah’s child welfare system, the funding
utilized to protect children from abuse and neglect through strengthening families, and the challenges our
state confronts when leveraging federal funds to ensure children are healthy and safe in their families.
Your interest in our experience demonstrates your desire to understand the approaches states take to
implement the laws passed by Congress so that you can ensure we are achieving the intended outcomes of
these laws. I appreciate the opportunity to share our experiences developing Utah’s child welfare system
and providing recommendations as you consider exercising your authority to modemize the nation’s child
welfare system.

Our department, DHHS, results from the 2022 merger of the state’s public health and human services
departments. The union of these two departments reflects the understanding that there is a relationship
between an individual’s well-being and outcomes and the health of an individual s community. We also
know that an individual’s health outcomes depend not only on access to medical care or genetics but are
related to “health-related social needs.” The interrelated nature of community health and individual
well-being is clearly illustrated in the individuals involved in the child welfare system.

1 hitps://dhhs utah.gov/
2 httos/dcfs utah.gou/



21

Before my role as executive director of the department, I served Utah Governor Spencer J. Cox,> then
Lieutenant Governor, as the senior advisor of the state’s Intergenerational Poverty Initiative.* The
Intergenerational Poverty Initiative’s goal is to measurably reduce the incidence of Utah children
experiencing intergenerational poverty through data, research, and implementation of outcome-focused
programs. Through that focused attention, Utah moved from having a child poverty rate of 15.1% in
2012° to its 2022 rate of 8.4%.° and ranks second in the nation for overall child well-being.” In 2012,
when the Intergenerational Poverty Initiative began, Utah was ranked 11.°

Through the Intergencrational Poverty Initiative, Utah evaluated extensive data in four areas of child
well-being to understand the relationship between each area and intergenerational poverty. That data
included Utah’s child welfare data, revealing that poverty, child abuse, and neglect are intergenerational.
Utah’s child abuse and neglect rate statewide hovers around 1.2%. But, among children experiencing
intergenerational poverty, 21% were victims of a substantiated case of child abuse or neglect, and 28% of
the adults experiencing intergenerational poverty were victims of abuse or neglect when they were
children.”

Through this state initiative and outcomes from Utah’s Title IV-E child welfare waiver demonstration
project, Utah changed its child welfare system to invest in programs that support maintaining the family
unit while addressing the drivers of child abuse and neglect. We have done this by leveraging our data,
research, and state and federal funding, including Title IV-B and IV-E. The early results of these
adjustments demonstrate that these data-driven and outcome-focused investments, made to prevent the
removal of a child from their home, are mitigating the impact of childhood trauma, mental illness,
addiction, and economic insecurity on healthy childhood development.

We continue to leverage our learning to build a child welfare system focused on keeping kids in families
when it’s safe to do so by utilizing the myriad funding sources and programs as efficiently and effectively
as possible while creating opportunities for families facing significant challenges rather than contributing
to ongoing intergenerational cycles of despair.

Utah’s child welfare system is state-administered in DHHS through DCFS, which serves as the statewide
child welfare agency. While removing a child from their parents is a profound exercise of governmental
power, our child welfare system is designed to avoid exercising that power and instead realizes our
mission of protecting children from abuse and neglect by strengthening families. This mission aligns with
the three primary goals of federal child welfare policy: Ensuring children’s safety, enabling permanency,
and promoting the well-being of children, youth, and families. At its core, our shared mission is hope for
our children's better and safer future.

Utah believes that healthy child development occurs when children are safe within their homes, with
parents who nurture, love, and protect them. When this isn’t possible, DCFS strives to place children with
kin to maintain connections to their family and culture. While necessary in the child welfare system,
foster care is intended to be temporary. At the same time, we support parents to provide safety for their
children and work toward reunifying families as soon as safely possible. When foster care placements are
needed, we prioritize family-based care, utilizing residential care only when necessary.

3 hitps //governor.utah.aov/.
4 https://jobs utah. html

5U.S. Census Bureau. (n.d.). ACS 1-Year Estimates Data Profiles 2012. U.S. Department of Commerce. Retrieved September 24, 2023, from https://data.census.gov/
6 U.S. Census Bureau. (n.d.). ACS 1-Year Estimates Data Profiles 2022. U.S. Department of Commerce. Retrieved September 24, 2023, from htps://data.census.gov/
7 =

8 hitp: aecf, 012-Kid: t-data-book

9 http utah. 14.pdf P. 36
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Last year, our system received 47,382 calls to the Child Protective Services Hotline, 48% of which
resulted in a new CPS case.'” Through these calls, Utah aims to create pathways for improvement in the
lives of children, youth, and families rather than removal from their parents. The interventions
implemented at this stage—in-home, family-driven, and solution-focused services—demonstrate strong
outcomes on key national indicators. Among children receiving in-home services in SFY2023, 96.5% did
not enter foster care within 12 months of case closure.!!

When a child cannot remain safely at home, Utah strives to place children with kin and works hard to
ensure children do not linger in foster care. Placement with kin enables the child to maintain a greater
connection to their family, culture, and community, reduces trauma, and leads to better outcomes than
when placed in non-kinship care.'* Utah is achieving positive outcomes through expanded kinship
placement efforts. In Utah, among children who exited care to kin, 93.2% did not re-enter foster care
within 12 months.* Utah has also continued to prioritize children achieving permanency in a timely
manner. These efforts have proven successful, as Utah was recently recognized as the national leader in
how quickly children are placed in safe, stable homes through reunification, adoption, or guardianship.™

These strong outcomes could only be realized with the funding provided by the federal government,
including Title IV-B, and from the Utah Legislature. DCFS’ total budget is $217.8M; 69% is state
funding, and 31% is federal funding.'> We further leverage funding by coordinating with other state
partners to braid funding across funding streams, shifting services to the most effective funding sources,
and remaining focused on data and outcomes. However, significant barriers, including inflexible funding
and complex funding schemes, place substantial administrative burdens on states and limit our ability to
fully meet the needs of the nation’s most vulnerable children, youth, and families.

While Utah is doing incredibly well in some areas, like states nationally, we are experiencing significant
challenges within the child welfare system. We continue to experience a 37% turnover rate in key
frontline staff.'® Many factors contribute to this high turnover rate, including significant stress, wages not
commensurate with the demands of the job, and increasing caseloads with few resources to address the
impact of these stresses and traumas. This high turnover rate directly impacts the outcomes for the
children, youth, and families being served. We ensure positive outcomes for children, youth, and families
through a committed, qualified, trained, and skilled staff.

While we are experiencing great success in keeping families together through our in-home and prevention
services, we are experiencing a growing population of youth with unmet, complex behavioral health
challenges entering the system and requiring foster care when they cannot remain healthy and safe in their
homes. Utah’s current provider network is struggling to recruit and retain foster parents equipped to deal
with behaviorally complex youth, and due to limited funding, residential providers are struggling to
recruit and retain the necessary staff to provide treatments and services at their contracted capacities.

10 hitps://dcfs utah Y J-report-DCFS-Final-5. pdf, P 5

11 httos/dgfs utah Lteport-DCES:Final:s pdf P 10

12 Heidi Redlich Epstein, Kinship Care is Better for Children and Families, 36 ABA CHILD L. PRAC. TODAY 77 (2017),

https://www.ameri publi lay la I I 017/kinshi o] £
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13 hittps://dofs utah L DCFS-Final-5.pdf, P 11

14 hitos /ww gel orglfoster-care-report-card/

15 hitps./idcfs.utah I-report-DCFS-Final-5.pdf, P 15
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Utah continues to leverage its resources from sources like Title IV-B and IV-E to assist us in addressing
the challenges and allowing us to innovate within the confines of significant programmatic and
administrative requirements. We are grateful to Utah’s beloved senator, Orrin Hatch, who worked
tirelessly with his colleagues to establish the Family First Prevention Services Act (FFPSA) that
empowers and trusts states to know what’s best for improving outcomes for familics in the child welfare
system. This belief provides the basis for much of Title IV-B and Title IV-E, and Utah accepts its
responsibility for utilizing these funds responsibly and effectively to achieve results.

Title IV-B funding of $5.4M through the Stephanic Tubbs Jones Child Welfare Services Program (CWS)
and MaryLee Allen Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program (PSSF) is a key lever in achieving
Utah’s outcomes despite being merely 2.5% of Utah's total child welfare budget. These funds provide
much-needed flexibility to states to innovate and invest in programs each state determines will meet the
unique needs of their populations. Title IV-B funding supports critical investments in our child welfare
system that our data demonstrates are leading to better outcomes. These investments include addressing
the development of the child welfare workforce with CWS funds and investments in innovative programs
designed to keep familics together, but when that isn’t possible, creating a framework for successful
adoptions. The programs funded with CWS and PSSF funds are strengths-based, meeting families where
they are, and incorporating parent and child voices in solutions at every point in the process. Combined,
this family-centered approach leads to successful outcomes for children in our system.

Qur efforts to leverage family voice are demonstrated in our teaming approach to address the needs of
children in our child welfare system through our Family Action Meeting (FAM). FAM is a new initiative
to strengthen the child welfare system’s carly response to child safety concerns to prevent the removal of
children from their families. In the Family Action Meeting, we bring family members in carly on a CPS
case to problem solve and plan around safety issues and concems. If removal is necessary, the focus
becomes addressing safety issucs quickly and effectively to ensure a child’s safe return to their families as
early as possible. This initiative means that caseworkers involve the family and others in the complex
safety assessment and develop a safety plan acceptable to all parties.

A FAM may lead DCFS and the family to utilize another innovative program to maintain the family unit
despite a parent’s substance use disorder. Utah is one of only a few states that provide parent/child
family-based residential substance use treatment programs under Family First Prevention Services Act
(FFPSA) funding. Family-centered residential substance use treatment programs enable foster children to
be placed with parents while the parents receive the necessary treatment to address addiction. Since 2018,
this innovative program has served 237 children, 79% of whom were reunified with their parents upon
exiting foster care, and 91% did not re-enter foster care within 12 months.

Title IV-B CWS funding supports DHHS in focusing on one of its core principles—our staff are our most
important stakeholders. Investing in a stable, robust, professional, and experienced workforce
demonstrates the strong relationship between that workforce and the outcomes for the children, youth, and
familics within the child welfare system. When the needs of our workforce are left unaddressed, we
repeatedly fail our staff and the vulnerable families they serve. Research shows that a positive relationship
with a caseworker is the most significant predictor of a family’s success.” When families experience
multiple changes in caseworkers, we often see increased time in foster care and poor outcomes. Between
2010 and 2021, when our turnover increased from 15% to 35%, the median time children spent in foster
care increased from 11 to 15 months, placing pressure on limited resources and, most importantly,
negatively impacting the child’s well-being,

17 Flowers, McDonald & Sumski (2005} httprf & cif
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Given the significance of this relationship, Utah utilizes Title IV-B, CWS, to support a stable,
well-trained, and sufficiently staffed workforce to provide the highest quality services to families. We
have used this funding and other revenue sources to support payroll costs to increase staffing levels for
our 665 frontline staff.'®

In the past year, we also utilized the PSSF Caseworker Visit Grant to bolster our child welfare agency by
providing targeted training to caseworkers, supervisors, and managers statewide. These flexible funds
allowed us to expand our capacity to provide remote training, increase the knowledge and skills of
caseworkers to utilize and implement Utah’s Child and Adolescent Needs and Strengths Assessment, the
Utah Family and Children Engagement Tool (UFACET), and provide leadership training to our
supervisors and managers to ensure they have the skills to support our frontline workforce effectively.

In addressing the complexity of needs and challenges of families served in child welfare, DHHS
coordinates closely with other executive branch agencies and ensures a full-service array to families by
braiding PSSF funds with other funding sources to enhance child safety, permanency, and improve child
well-being. This allows us to leverage the 31% of our budget provided by the federal government to the
fullest extent possible. The clearest example of this is the coordination of Title IV-B PSSF and Title IV-E
funds, allowing us to optimize the funding framework established by Congress. We can now serve more
families by expanding a few critical PSSF services that effectively keep families together by funding
families with children at risk of removal and entering foster care to IV-E. We continue to serve families
not at risk of removal or families working towards reunification with PSSF. As more of our programs and
services meet the evaluation rigor of the IV-E Prevention Clearinghouse, we will make similar funding
adjustments.

The flexibility of the federal funding scheme is critical to states, and Title IV-B provides a modest degree
of this much-coveted flexibility. PSSF and its four categories of services have allowed DCFS to focus on
keeping families together and, when we can'’t, provide resources to support successful reunification and
adoption. Braided with other funding sources, Title IV-B PSSF funds are also invested by Utah to support
children and families in various stages of child welfare involvement to enhance child safety, permanency,
and positive child well-being.

Aligned with federal requirements, PSSF services in Utah include family preservation activities, which
work to keep families together and support children to safely remain home or stabilize families when
children return home from foster care. We distribute funds regionally to meet many needs of parents and
children. This includes programs that support the development of parenting skills, providing behavioral
health services, accessing temporary bridge and gap funding to ensure families can meet their basic needs,
and supporting specialized skills training to support the healthy development of children with a history of
trauma or complex behavioral health challenges. Our ability to provide resources to meet basic needs and
ensure family success would be further enhanced by broadening the purpose of family reunification to
allow us to provide temporary resources to meet basic needs for those working toward reunification.

A uniquely Utah program developed in 1993 and funded through IV-B until it was recently approved on
the IV-E Prevention Clearinghouse as “well supported” is Families First, a family support services

19 e o . : . ;
program. " This intensive, in-home parenting skills program met the rigorous evaluation standards of IV-E
Prevention given its impressive outcomes, which include a significant reduction in subsequent child
maltreatment and sustained effects of the programming for at least one year from case end. Although
Families First is on the Clearinghouse and available to those meeting IV-E Prevention eligibility

18 https-//dcfs utah Y nual-report-DCFS-Final:5 pdf, P. 16

19 Utah is still providing access to Families First services by way of Title IV-B funding when Title IV-E funding requirements aren't met by a family.
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requirements, we will continue providing Families First with IV-B funding to families not eligible for
IV-E.

There are countless stories of success among families participating in Families First, like a family in an
under-resourced community that was brought to the attention of DCFS for harsh physical discipline of
their children. After meeting with DCFS staff, the family voluntarily participated in Families First.
Families First focused on the family’s strengths to cstablish new boundaries for parents and kids,
increasing family harmony and decreasing harsh disciplinary practices. Often, these new skills lead to
avoidance of further involvement in the child weifare system, personal growth, and an increase in
economic stability. That was the case for this family when the mother retumed to school and is now
working towards completing her college degree.

The shift of families to IV-E prevention funds for Families First and other programs frees up IV-B funds
for reinvestment. One example of this reinvestment allowed DCFS to develop a unique family support
service providing in-home parenting skills to parents who are lower-functioning. This service, Adaptive
Family-based Parenting, ensures that adults who are lower functioning with children are also able to
thrive as a family through a parenting skills program adapted to meet their abilities and leaming capacity.

Given the importance of family and the recognition that outcomes for children are better when they are
with their parents, Utah strives for the reunification of families throughout their involvement in the child
welfare system. Our family reunification services utilize PSSF and where allowable, Medicaid funding, to
provide mental health and substance abuse treatment services, including fees for drug court; temporary
emergency child care; and in-home parenting skills.

When a child cannot be reunified with their parents, our goal is to ensure permanency through successful
adoption. The array of services and activitics within PSSF for adoption promotion and support is also
broad and designed to meet the unique needs of the children and their adoptive families. These resources
help increase the likelihood that the youth will be placed in their “forever home™ by providing supportive
services to address the needs of youth experiencing challenging behaviors. When those adoptions oceur,
the adoptive families often require respite services, a Title IV-B-funded program in Utah.

While these funds and the services they support provide you with important context, the impact these
funds have on familics ensures we are making an impact and meeting your intent. Recently, we served a
family of 5 with 3 young children in rural Utah. The farily had recently moved to Utah, hoping to secure
a job and permanent housing. They were living in one bedroom of a two-room apartment. When we
became involved, the circumstances were challenging, and they were on the brink of homelessness. Our
regional staff was able to quickly access Title IV-B PSSF bridge funding so they could remain safely in
their home, connect a child to necessary medical care while awaiting enrollment in Medicaid, and the
parents agreed to receive parenting skills services through DCFS.

Of course, not all outcomes are positive, and in many cases, DCFS is seeking placement with kin when a
child can no longer remain safely in their home. Like other states, Utah utilizes the Kinship Navigator
Grant to strengthen our capacity to provide the full range of kinship navigator services specified in
FFPSA and prepare for expansion under Title IV-E using an approved evidence-based model. Utah is
braiding federal funds with state funds to support its GRANDfamilies program so that critical kinship
navigation services are more broadly available to support kin-caregivers of children in foster care and the
community without child welfare involvement.

GRANDfamilies works to provide needed navigation services, including connecting families to mental
health services, parenting classes, and navigating complex programs to obtain benefits to meet the basic
needs of families. Like the parents, many kin are also struggling with economic insecurity, like a
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grandmother recently referred to GRANDfamilies from a local homeless shelter. GRANDfamilies worked
with the grandmother’s case manager at the shelter and connected her to resources, including school
supplies and housing opportunities.

Challenges and recommendations

While not perfect, federal funds are essential in establishing national priorities for protecting children
from abuse and neglect. The consideration of the reauthorization of Title IV-B offers further opportunity
for these funds to play an even more significant role by addressing the barriers and challenges that impede
our ability to invest these funds in children and families fully. Congress should consider providing
additional flexibility to states, increasing efficiency and effectiveness by reducing administrative burdens
across multiple funding streams; structuring funding for expected outcomes across funding streams; and
continuing to increase resources for prevention, which will decrease the need for more intensive,
deep-end government involvement.

The federal funding for child welfare is complex and consists of several funding sources, each with its
own purposes and programmatic and administrative requirements. Utah’s approach and objective, which
is also a priority of DHHS, is to build a seamless system of services and supports to address the needs of
communities and families utilizing services throughout the state at incredibly challenging and vulnerable
times. Governor Spencer Cox is challenging all executive branch agencies to function as a single
enterprise to meet the needs of Utahns, as opposed to a complex bureaucracy of siloed departments only
focused on their mission.

This is a recognition that all state government resources must be leveraged to ensure that our state’s strong
economy, healthy population, and opportunities for upward mobility are extended to all Utahns. It’s a
recognition that the siloed nature of government impairs our ability to work collectively to achieve the
best results while being a trusted steward of taxpayer dollars. At the start of this year, Governor Cox
signed an executive order that strives to do just that. Executive order 2023-01 requires executive branch
agencies to share data, combine funding, and establish shared objectives, particularly when it comes to
individuals who have challenges that cross multiple state agencies, such as individuals experiencing
intergenerational poverty or homelessness, involvement in the criminal justice system, those with physical
and mental disabilities, and of course, their children.”

‘With collaboration and connection, a scamless system is attainable and requires partnership with you, our
federal partners, to make the child welfare system a model. You have the opportunity to address the
complexities associated with the child welfare system and allow states to leverage the full amount of
federal funds to create a more efficient and effective funding system. The existing funding framework and
its accompanying requirements hamper innovation and flexibility. Current funding structures do not focus
on the outcomes that many of us agree on but instead on specific strategies and outputs, which redirect
time and attention away from the overall purpose. The current framework for addressing complex social
challenges, including child abuse and neglect, is designed for accountability of funds rather than how
people live their lives. People cannot fragment their needs into easy boxes—parenting here, health care
there, economic stability over there. The issues that lead to family challenges are interrelated and
interdependent. The funding and the programs need the flexibility to address the complexity of the human
experience. You have the opportunity to exercise visionary leadership to transform the nation’s child
welfare system and address these complexities.

Recommendation: Expand flexibility
The importance of the federal government granting expanded flexibility to the states cannot be overstated.
This flexibility is even more critical when serving individuals whose lives are complex. State and federal
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government needs to do a better job of placing the people being served at the center of government
bureaucracy to provide a better and more efficient customer experience. When the federal government
affords more flexibility with funds, it allows states to innovate, invest in programs achieving outcomes,
and meet the nceds of its residents. Expanded flexibility is achievable with minor changes in both Title
1V-B and Title IV-E.

As you consider reanthorizing Title IV-B, T encourage you to center discussions around the principle of
flexibility while holding states accountable to clearly defined outcomes you expect states to realize with
the funding provided. States need to be allowed to develop the necessary strategies to meet the needs of
our residents. The various set-asides and mandates to states with Title [V-B funding, including the Court
Improvement Program, Regional Partmership Grants, and Kinship Navigation, along with requirements to
spend specific percentages on specific activities assumes that states are all the same, facing the same
challenges, which is not the case. By eliminating these earmarks or allowing states to meet distributional
spending requirements over the 5-year Child and Family Services Plan, you balance the need for state
flexibility with investment in activities you determine are priorities. A truly bold and visionary approach
to expanded flexibility would be to provide states the opportunity to seek waivers to combine resources
from multiple funding streams to pilot comprehensive approaches to meeting the needs of children, vouth,
and families involved in the child welfare system.

While these adjustments should be considered, the overall structure of these funds creates opportunities
for Congress to encourage state innovation, which requires confidence and trust that states will properly
balance risks while placing the children at the center of the innovations. As a state recognized for its
commitment to implementing evidence-based policies, Utah understands the intent of the rigor associated
with Title IV-E Prevention funding. However, that rigor limits states’ abilities to innovate and invest in
programs showing promise with available data. Congress should consider allowing more services to be
funded with Title IV-E Prevention and Title IV-B PSSF, similar to the Kinship Navigator Grant, whilc we
are developing our evidence basis. These rigorous evaluations require funds we often don’t have available
and time we can afford to lose as children receiving our services grow older each day.

Recommendation: Increase efficiency and effectiveness by reducing administrative burdens

We must reduce the administrative burdens on states and the individuals being served in this system
supported by multiple funding streams. DHHS operates extensive administrative infrastructure to manage
programs, finances, and reporting of federal programs and dollars. This includes workers in department-
and division-level financial teams, DCFS regions, and eligibility determination teams exclusively to
manage federal dollars. Our central office has over 20 program administrators responsible for various
federal programs. Their dutics include developing grant applications and reports,monitoring data and
financials, and supporting the child welfare system through frontline support, coordination with
community partners, and continuous quality improvement. Workforce capacity is also required for data
system creation and adaptation and to meet federal Child and Family Services Review requirements. Title
IV-B contributes to the need for this extensive administrative infrastructure simply by having different
funding allocation formulas and purposes for its two parts. The process of budgeting and accounting alone
creates challenges for the administration of the grants.

Additionally, the administrative burden placed upon caseworkers through required documentation results
in more time spent at a computer than with a family. A caseworker can’t be expected to provide quality
care and thorough investigations, all while spending more than half of their time completing required
documentation. Some federal programs mandate that frontline staff carry out a substantial number of
requirements, the most demanding being Title IV-E Foster Care. These requirements require action on
behalf of children and families, and the excessive Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting
System (AFCARS) reporting requirements take away from casework time to ensure that the 193 data
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elements are reported.”’ A streamlined, less-restricted process is necessary to get caseworkers back in the
homes of children and families in the proper amount. On a critical indicator of family engagement, our
staff have reported that they cannot engage with families to the extent they would like because countless
administrative tasks burden them.

These burdens are also placed on the families. We must help families without creating bureaucratic
barriers that prevent them from accessing resources and services, particularly given that these resources
are a protective factor in preventing abuse and neglect. It keeps them from coming in contact with the
child welfare system. Immediate barriers to resolve include lengthy forms, long wait times, and too
narrow eligibility requirements. Reauthorization of Title IV-B allows the evaluation of these requirements
in at least one funding source. However, similar requirements abound throughout child welfare funding
and are often duplicative and redundant.

Please review the administrative burdens placed on states through requirements, funding structure, and
multiple methods to ensure states are accountable for the funds provided by the federal government.
Again, I emphasize that we should balance the need for accountability with ensuring states can serve
families and keep them together.

Recommendation: Invest in prevention

While the Committee and Congress contemplate the best approach to achieve the outcomes it seeks,
expanding resources to upstream prevention activities will lead to better outcomes and cost savings. Far
too often, funding is only available in deep-end, costly programs when the window to improve outcomes
for children and their parents is rapidly closing. To make real change and provide real hope, resources
need to be available earlier when we see the first signs of challenge in a home and even earlier than that
through resources available through the public health system. We know that when there are investments in
prevention, there is an increasing likelihood that outcomes will improve. We see this in our investments of
in-home services and community programs first-hand. In Utah, 96.5% of in-home child clients did not
enter foster care within 12 months of case closure.

Through the reauthorization of Title IV-B, you have the opportunity to achieve your intended outcomes
for families nationwide by addressing issues that exist in the current law, including expanding flexibility,
eliminating set-asides on the funds, reducing administrative burdens and, focusing on outcomes while
allowing states to innovate with respect to the strategies each determines is necessary to meet the unique
needs of their populations.

To truly modernize the child welfare system to protect America’s most vulnerable youth, we must look at
the system overall. By identifying system gaps and barriers, states can continue to work alongside the
federal government to serve children, youth, and families at the highest level, strengthening families to
keep children safely in their homes. Through collaboration and tackling systemic hurdles, prevention of
child abuse and neglect before they occur can become a reality for every family across the country.

Thank you, Chair LaHood, Ranking Member Davis, and members of the subcommittee for allowing me
the privilege to share this critical and transparent information on the successes and challenges Utah is
facing in our child welfare system. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this Committee and thank
you for the support that you have shown to the Utah Department of Health and Human Services Division
of Child and Family Services. I look forward to answering any questions you may have.
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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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Good morning;

I’d like to begin by extending my gratitude to the Chairman and members for inviting me to testify before the
committee. | appreciate your strong support for IV-B and the work that it funds in service to our children and
families.

| am the founder, Chief Executive Officer and Executive Director of Smart from the Start (Smart) which is a
trauma-informed, family support and community engagement organization that has as its mission to promote the
healthy development of young children, youth and families living in underserved communities and facing
economic challenges, by providing the tools, resources and supports they need to thrive. Smart’s multi-
generational, evidence-based programming is embedded in communities where other social service agencies and
providers do not go and where some of the highest rates of child welfare involvement exist. Smart works with
families to identify and build upon positive attributes and protective factors, employing a strengths-based
approach to mitigate the effects of trauma, economic hardship, and negative social determinants of health. This is
essential in breaking negative cycles and promoting positive, sustainable change for families and communities.
Smart from the Start is an independent nonprofit organization that has the leadership, guidance, and support of a
diverse, powerful, and committed Board of Directors and a powerful family leadership team.

| grew up between the cities of Boston and Washington, DC having spent my childhood growing up in a low-
income housing community that closely resembles those of Smart’s communities. | know first-hand the incredible
strengths, gifts and resilience of our families and communities and have a broad understanding of the challenges
and their origin. | hire my team from the communities we serve, all of them with roots in the neighborhoods
where our programs and services exist. Those roots ensure that our staff have the skills, deep understanding, and
empathy necessary to build and grow impactful relationships. Having “walked the walk” in the same shoes as the
young children and families we now fight for. We bring a unique perspective and unrivaled passion to this work.

| also share the experience of being a foster, kinship and adoptive parent and have raised five children. | have
witnessed first-hand, the staggering dysfunction of the child welfare system and will tell you from my extensive
personal and professional experiences that the best way to prevent children from being traumatized by the
system is to invest heavily in programs to strengthen families, increase the number of family resource centers
across the country, particularly in under-resourced communities to prevent them from entering it in the first
place. That is the mission of the Families First DC Initiative funded by IV-B.

The same issues have plagued some of the very same neighborhoods for generations. If we continue to do what
we have always done, we will continue to get what we have always gotten — the same communities with the same

Smart from the Start, Inc.
2357 Ainger Place, SE
Washington, DC 20020
Phone: (857) 380-3000

www.smartfromthestart.org




problems, and children and families robbed of an opportunity to reach their greatest potential. This is why Smart
takes a different, comprehensive approach and has adopted an ecological, multi-generational, strengths-based
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approach to improving outcomes,

Smart empowers families with the concrete tools, resources and supports they need to set and achieve goals and
by providing them access to culturally reflective and responsive services that promote physical and mental health
and wellness. This enables us to disrupt cycles of inter-generational poverty and school underachievement;

reduce disparities; prevent children from entering the child welfare and juvenile justice systems; and increase the

self-sufficiency and overall wellbeing of children and families.

Smart’s goals are:

+ To provide high-quality educational experiences for the most vuinerable children that will equip them with
the cognitive, language, physical, and social emotional assets that facilitate school and subsequent life

success;

* To build on the strengths of under-served youth and families, developing relationships that will lead to the
empowerment of youth and caregivers enabling them to set and achieve goals for their own self-sufficiency;
* To provide families with the resources, tools and support they need to achieve and maintain optimal health

and wellness;

+ To provide access to educational and career opportunities for parents and caregivers to ensure pathways to

the middle class and beyond; and

¢ Toincrease the coordination and teamwork among stakeholders and agencies in our communities.

Programming and Services include:

Crisis Intervention and Family Support

Early Childhood Play to Learn Program
Prenatal Education and Support

Baby Basics

Smart 2 School Readiness Program

Parenting Education

Fun, Food and Fitness Program

Community Health and Wellness Initiative
Workforce Development/Certification Courses
Career Counseling/Professional Development
Health and Wellness Workshops/Programming
Adutt Education including GED/HiSet
Computer Literacy Courses

Financial Literacy and Economic Development
Family Leadership Program

Address the Stress Mental Health Wellness Program
Focusing on Fatherhood

LEAP - Leadership, Empowerment and Advocacy Program for Young Fathers
Justice 4 All Initiative

Restorative Justice for Healing Communities
Youth Support and Development
Tutoring/STEAM/Academic Enrichment

YES Center Daily Dinner Program for Youth
Therapeutic Mentoring

Violence Intervention and Prevention

NBCDI Family Empowerment Program
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We have consistently invested in external evaluation. Data from the 2022-2023 Tufts University Independent
Evaluation Report showed that we consistently generated positive outcomes. A few highlights are as follows:

1. Our Ages and Stages Questionnaire (ASQ) school readiness scores for Smart enrolled children entering
kindergarten are between the 85" and 100" percentile in every domain (Tufts independent Evaluation
Report “Smart from the Start 2022”);

2. Our parents and caregivers consistently report a decrease in depressive symptoms, despite the challenges
resulting from the pandemic as well as other stressors;

3. 92% of families reported that Smart programs and services were either “extremely helpful or very helpful”
over the past year;

4. 90% of caregivers have used new strategies for addressing challenging behavior as opposed to yelling or

spanking;

87% of caregivers have adopted new coping skills effective in stress reduction;

84% of caregivers report feeling “hopeful” about their future;

82% of caregivers have set new educational and career goals for themselves;

79% of caregivers have requested or followed up with referrals for ongoing individual, family, or group

therapy;

9. Recidivism rates in our ward 8 DC programming dropped from almost 90% to under 8% among young
fathers who successfully completed our Focusing on Fatherhood and Professional Development and
Enrichment Program; and

10. 80% of adolescents participating in our youth development programming feel that they “have a
supportive adult” at Smart and believe the program “has helped academically”.

® N W

For over 15 years, our family and community-driven organization has successfully served children, youth, and
families in the underserved communities of Boston and Washington, DC and has forged strong partnerships with
public and private agency partners, community leaders and stakeholders. We have consistently and successfully
grown our budget, our work and our impact over the years and have become leaders in the fields of child
development, family mental and physical health and weliness, family engagement, community empowerment,
youth development and family leadership. Smart has been the recipient of several awards, prizes, and
commendations and has been invited to present at conferences, seminars and summits, both nationally and
internationally. We are now launching programming in Philadelphia and Greater Atlanta.

The latest research and data focusing on education, maternal and child health, social services, child welfare and
health care both inform and drive our work. What we know, unequivocally, is that we cannot serve a child in
isolation from their family and we cannot serve families in isolation from their communities. if our children are
going to thrive, we must ensure that we are helping families create environments that are conducive to healthy
development, as well as safe, supportive communities. it is vital to stand up community-based family resource
centers that serve as “one stop shopping” centers - where families can simultaneously engage in early education,
adult and parenting education, and counseling and advocacy. And where caregivers can learn about budgeting
and banking, pursue career opportunities, and get help with a resume, a bag of diapers, groceries, and even
winter coats for their children.

When families have one place in their communities that serves as a beacon of support and provides non-
stigmatizing, strengths-based and empowering programs and services, they enthusiastically and actively
participate and are eager to make change. We must continue to invest in upstream, preventative, evidence-based
programming that ensures that children and families never end up in circumstances that result in involvement
with child weifare in the first place. When families do have case open and children removed, easy access to
support, advocacy and 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 are reunified.
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To do all of that, collaborative, public/private initiatives, like the Families First DC Program (FFDC), funded through
DC’s Child and Family Services Agency (CFSA) under IV-B, must be available to children and families in every
community. The unprecedented partnership that is the cornerstone of this 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 model of family support that | know of. At
the same time, FFDC give us the autonomy to create programs and services that meet the unique needs of each
community. Smart’s Family Success Centers in Washington, DC offer families everything they need, including
prenatal and parenting education, early education for little ones, tutoring, academic enrichment, social emotional
learning, peer mediation and youth development for school-aged children and adolescents, adult education, job
certification programs, economic advancement classes, crisis intervention, counseling, nutrition and exercise
classes, and food pantry services. This neighborhood-based model for prevention and support is what will keep
our families strong and unified and children at home and out of the system.

Traditional social service programming is paternalistic, employs a medical model - assessing and addressing
families from a deficit-based approach, diagnosing what’s “wrong” with people and “prescribing” how to fix them.
This approach has failed repeatedly, and is why we have had generations of youth and families caught up in the
same perpetual cycles. Additionally, many in our communities are re-traumatized and abused by disrupted,
fragmented, and siloed systems and services that are supposed to be there to support and assist them. FFDC’s
approach offers a stark contrast, lovingly educating our children, empowering our youth and families, and
uplifting our communities by fostering long term, consistent relationships built on mutual trust and respect.

There are several aspects of the FFDC model that have contributed to the early success of the initiative. Not only
is the relationship between DC Government’s Child Welfare Agency and our organization uniquely successful, it is
rare. Despite the fact that the system is failing so many children and families, and outcomes for children in care
and transitioning out are tragically abysmal, most child welfare organizations do not align themselves with
community-based organizations in such a deliberate and collaborative working relationship. | am not aware of any
that provide this level of funding, infrastructure, and support. The commitment that CFSA has, through its FFDC
program, to ensuring that our Family Success Center Network has the resources, training, and oversight to
generate the best outcomes is extraordinary. This initiative is a national model of best practice.

In addition to the unprecedented partnership and support, the way funding is allocated itself is uniquely
supportive of the work. Our $325,000 in annual funding for each Success Center is advanced at the beginning of
the fiscal year, which permits us to have timely access to our funding for staffing, programs, and services instead
of relying on the usual reimbursement model which would require that organizations utilize other funds to
support this work and then invoice and wait to be reimbursed. Many smaller community-based organizations do
not have the financial capacity to wait for reimbursements.

Our work at Smart has always been guided by our family leadership team. Similarly, FFDC requires each Success
Center to recruit a Community Advisory Council to inform and lead the work we do in each community. Our
parent and youth advisors provide us with an expertise that contributes to our efficacy and provides a high level
of credibility and accountability. This results in high retention rates and great outcomes for the vuinerable families
we serve.

Another facet of the model that has led to great outcomes is the powerful network of funded organizations
they've created, all of whom work together seamlessly to serve families, share resources, and jointly problem
solve and plan events. This prevents duplication of programming and wasted resources. The organizations
selected to lead the 11 Success Centers in DC have established relationships within their communities and come
to the network with expertise and experience that, collectively, is a powerhouse system of support for children
and famifies.
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The relationship we have nurtured with Families First DC has also led to other funding opportunities as a resuit of
the strong partnership we have with the administration of Mayor Bowser. We now have secured additional
funding to enhance our work at the Success Center and to fund our DC Youth Empowerment and Success Center.

In the three other cities where Smart serves children and families, we do not have funding like that from Families
First which ensures that children, youth, and families have consistent, seamless access to programming and
support. At those other sites, our funding is almost completely private, which means we are at the mercy of
foundations and individual donors, leaving the stability of our programming and, therefore, of the families we
serve, constantly in question.

| have been doing this work for over 30 years and have led Smart for 15. We have had our share of challenges in
terms of resource development and funding. Despite being able to make ends meet and to stay afloat, often our
ability to do so depends heavily on private foundations, donors, and who sits in City Hall. The FFDC model stands
in stark contrast and thus has truly ushered in new opportunities to change the fabric of communities with this
innovative and impactful model. While we have a strong, supportive relationship with Mayor Bowser, who has
been extremely supportive of our work, the Families First Initiative adds the stability and predictability we lack in
other cities and doesn’t rely solely on Mayor Bowser.

For example, in our city of origin, Boston, Smart from the Start relies almost entirely on private foundations and
donors to fund the same work we do with the support of Families First DC. In spite of the fact that Smart from the
Start launched programming in Boston first, in 2008, (DC programming launched in 2013} and that we serve more
than five times as many families as we serve in DC, we do not enjoy the same kind of support.

We once had a strong, collaborative partnership with city government but when a new administration took over
city hall it was decided that the evidenced-based, trauma informed and comprehensive work we do at Smart from
the Start was not a priority. Without the collaborative relationship we enjoy with the administrationin DCas a
result of the Families First DC programming, we were ousted from our citywide Child and Family Development
Center in 2022, the very limited funding we received from the city was repurposed, and our children, families and
the communities immediately surrounding that center were in a free fall. Had we been afforded an opportunity to
stand up a federally funded Family Success Center in Boston, and had a more supporting relationship with our
child welfare agency, we would not have been at risk of being uprooted and displaced and our children and
families would not have been at risk of losing the counseling, educational and economic programming and
support they were receiving at that center.

Gratefully, champions in the Massachusetts State Legislature and the private funding community stepped up and
thankfully, we have a new home and resources to continue our work, but at this time, 80% of our funding is from
foundations and donors and all public funding is provided through reimbursements, again, meaning we have to
have the money to spend before having it allocated as a reimbursement. We serve eight neighborhoods in Boston
and approximately 6,500 young children, youth, and aduit caregivers. Support from the federal level would ensure
adequate funding to prevent the uncertainty we have experienced in Boston, where the population we serve has
been stagnant instead of growing the way that it has in Washington, DC.

While programs come and go, few have embedded in, truly partnered with, and committed to staying the course
with families and communities regardiess of the challenges, like Smart from the Start has. Thanks to the Families
First DC Initiative and IV-B funding, we are able to confidently make promises to children youth and families that
we will keep, thanks to the long-term support.

For over 15 years, our family and community-driven organization has successfully served children, youth, and
families in the underserved communities of Boston and Washington, DC. It has forged strong partnerships with
public and private agency partners, community leaders and stakeholders. it has consistently and successfully
grown its budget, its work and its impact over the years and has become a leader in the fields of child



36

development, family mental and physical health and wellness, family engagement, caregiver and community
empowerment, youth development and family leadership. It has been the recipient of several awards, prizes, and
commendations.

The 1V-B reauthorization is crucial to the sustainability of our impactful work in DC. I humbly ask you not only to
ensure that FFDC continues to be funded but to imagine a country where every child, in every city has an
opportunity to benefit from a neighborhood Family Success Center. Imagine an America where every chiid can
enjoy fun, enriching educational experiences; where their families have the basic supports they need as well as
counseling and a path to self-sufficiency and the middle class. Imagine a country where we are able to keep all
families together and thriving, and where entire communities change and the need for the child welfare system as
it is today will be dramatically reduced.

Thank you for your time and support. On behalf of myself, Smart from the Start, the Families First DC Network and
the children and families, we serve | want to thank you from the bottoms of our hearts. We look forward to your
continued and much appreciated support for the essential and life changing work that you make possible in our
communities.
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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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Testimony of Katherine Marquart

U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means hearing titled "Falling through the
Cracks: Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect America's Most Vulnerable Children”

Thursday, September 28, 2023

Subcommittee Chairman LaHood and Ranking member Davis and members of the Committee, thank you
for allowing me the opportunity to testify in regards to America’s Most Vulnerable Children.

My name is Katherine Marquart, | was an employee of the State of Missouri, Department of Social
Services, Children's Division for five years. Three of those years were devoted solely to providing case
management for children in foster care. | held a few other positions at Children's Division, but after my
position as an Adoption Specialist at Children’s Division was eliminated in response to budget
restrictions, | made my way to FosterAdopt Connect to work in the Recruitment Programs, including
both 30 Days to Family and Extreme Family Finding.

When first arriving at Children's Division, fresh out of college, | sat through the same 6-week training
that everyone else did. | probably caught more than some, but no matter how much training you have,
you never go into the child welfare system knowing everything. Nor do you feel prepared to handle
what is going to be thrown at you and sometimes that includes literal items being thrown at you. |
would love to say that | went into my position as a frontline case worker with the knowledge and the
wherewithal to make positive changes in my family’s lives, but that is just not the case. There are many
things that you can't be prepared for, every case is unique, but there are definitely some things that
could have been improved including manageable caseloads as well as additional mental health services
for those experiencing secondary trauma.

As a caseworker, | held upwards of 30 cases and when ! left the State, workers were holding more than
50. This number is unreasonable and unrealistic for anyone to safely care for the lives of children. There
aren't even enough days in the month to see a child much less verify their safety and provide the
appropriate amount of guidance to their parents to see them return home in a timely manner. Not to
mention the completion of additional responsibilities such as attending and facilitating Family Support
Team Meetings, writing a very detailed court report and attending the hearing, and in some cases
supervising the visits for the family.

There were many situations in my time as a caseworker that | was not prepared to handle, including the
expectation of being on call 24 hours a day. This was not explained to me upfront and it puts everyone
in this field at high risk for burnout. Yes, there is an Employee Assistance Program (EAP), and although |
think this has put us miles ahead of where we used to be, 6 or 8 therapy sessions are not enough to
keep someone on the verge of burnout from quitting the field or lacking empathy with the children on
their caseload because they're pouring from an empty cup. Secondary trauma is a term that is used all
over the social work field and many know what it means, but unless you have done the work, specifically
frontline work, you will not understand the intensity and hold that secondary trauma can have on your
life. You're hearing the worst of the worst when it comes to child abuse and neglect and although many
agencies try to do a preemptive "self-care plan"” for days like this, there are these cases that will haunt
you for years, sometimes forever.
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| also wasn't prepared for having a child on my caseload who would require surgery and to have no one
appropriate familial support during such a scary time in their young life. Something that my family has
always done, is when someone is in pain or at the hospital, they are never alone, with this in mind, {
couldn’t in good conscience allow this child to go through this procedure without some support. So for
this specific child who had major spinal surgery, I slept at the hospital because he had no one else. Many
caseworkers would have chosen to check on the child here and there but my heart was breaking for this
child in pain and in need of someone who cared about him. | didn't plan on being that person, but when
it came down to it, this child needed someone more than ever and his caseworker was the best he could
get. | was thankful when | woke, exhausted from a night of half-sleep in a hospital chair, to the child's
friend and their family coming to visit him in the hospital. He was still tired and in pain, but was still his
witty self when they visited. During this visit, the parents asked me about why no one had come to visit
this child and how he had nowhere to go after discharge from the hospital. | explained that was the
current reality and that he needed someone, anyone who was willing to take a chance on him. it was
especially dire as our best option was a shelter that would not provide the care needed for this child to
appropriately recover from the extensive surgery. As | sat there, explaining this and casually hinting at
the thought of them looking into becoming a kinship placement for this child, they decided they needed
some time to discuss it. | didn't have the time or energy to seek out a kinship or relative placement on
that day and by some miracle, a kinship family walked into that hospital room and proved to me that
kinship will almost always be better than foster.

 wasn't prepared to work with foster families who cared so little about the children they were caring for
that when the child moved placements, the foster parent put all of their things in the yard and told the
worker to "come and get it". These physical possessions were all this child had in the world that were
truly theirs and they were thrown out like trash. I'm thankful that at the time | went to pick up these
items, the child wasn't present to see them like that.

I wasn't prepared to have to attend the trial of a rapist of a 12-year-old child on my caseload and have to
hear her describe the attack in detail to a room of strangers, nor was | prepared for her to ask that her
father stay out of the courtroom because she didn't want him to look at her differently.

| wasn't prepared to hear a young man explain to me that he owned 3 pairs of underwear and he would
just turn them inside out every day to make it last a week until he was allowed to do laundry. | went to
the store that very minute and allowed him to pick out three packs of underwear that I paid for with my
own money.

1 wasn't prepared to be subpoenaed to be a witness in a criminal trial for a child on my caseload. Nor,
was | prepared to be subpoenaed on the same case 5 years later, three years after | had no longer
worked on the case.

{ wasn't prepared to shoulder the immense responsibility of being the legal guardian of 30 children.

t wasn't prepared to have the sex talk with the teenagers on my caseload because no one else had or
would.

| wasn't prepared to have a mother on my caseload die of an overdose or to help deliver that news to
her children.
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I wasn't prepared to genuinely like a parent on my caseload and still have to ask for their rights to be
terminated because they weren't a fit parent.

I wasn't prepared to have that conversation with a parent and explain to them that | was walking into
court and was going to ask them to no longer have legal rights to their child.

{ wasn't prepared to appropriately provide comfort and support to a caregiver who was caring for a child
with high behavioral and medical needs.

1 wasn't prepared to have to go into the home of a suspected murderer, much less reunite him with his
children.

There were many, many things | wasn't prepared for as a caseworker.

When | was a caseworker, | remember having nightmares about various parents wanting to hurt me,
threaten me, and sue me. This is a major sign of secondary trauma and for some people who have done
this work, even the words "secondary trauma" are traumatic. Many of us use humor as a deflection and
have a skewed sense of humor. You have to, to be able to deal with the horrors that you see on a daily
basis. Personally, I think a skewed sense of humor and good coworkers were one of the few reasons why
I could manage to be a case manager as long as | did. There are many case managers who have been
doing it for 10+ years in frontline work and they seem to either really know how to keep a work-life
balance or work has completely taken over their lives leaving them jaded.

Just about everyone who is going into social services is an empathetic, passionate person with a good
heart, but because of these many examples and the lack of support, the turnover rate for Jackson
County, Missouri specifically, is much higher than average. According to an article from the Kansas City
Beacon entitled "Turnover among child protection workers in Kansas City region far outpacing Missouri's
average, deputy says", in 2022-Kansas City was at an all-time high with 88% turnover compared to a 37%
turnover rate statewide. With this high turnover rate, it is commonplace for the children in foster care
to linger in state custody due in part to the new caseworker simply not knowing the background of the
case and not having time to really learn it. Maintaining staff is crucial to getting children safely back in
the home with their parents and out of foster care.

From what | understand, the state has made positive strides towards improving turnover by giving
higher pay and outsourcing many of its cases to contract agencies around the Kansas City area. Even
with these strides, social work is now and always will be a stressful job that requires much more mental
health services for its workers than is currently provided.

Managing that many children leaves no time for anything other than putting out the biggest fires.
Although | was provided the statutes and the Child Welfare Manual, there was no time to give critical
thought, much less action toward kinship care. Most of the time my focus was surviving the week
without having a disruption and the threat of sleeping in the office with the child because | wasn't able
to locate a suitable placement option in time. On more than one occasion, | called FosterAdopt Connect,
my current employer who previously had a shelter, and begged, pleaded, and cried, for them to take
one of my children just for the night, just so | could go home, shower and get a few hours’ sleep before |
had to do it all over again the next day.
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Kinship care is when a child is placed in the home of a relative/kin or "family friend." This is an extremely
underutilized service, but it is a gap 30 Days to Family can help fill. As a case manager, | didn't know
these programs existed for many years, nor did | have the time or knowledge to look for family myself in
most cases.

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 a relative/kinship home within the first
30 days of entering foster care. 30 Days to Family is a highly beneficial program that really supports the
current legislation in Missouri {{Sections 210.305 & 210.565}) regarding diligent search for relatives.

This act requires Missouri Children’s Division to complete the following and provide to the court within
30 days of the child coming into care: a detailed narrative explaining the division's efforts to find and
consider each potential placement and the specific outcome, the names of relevant information of
grandparents and other relatives, steps taken by the division to focate and contact grandparents and
relatives, the responses received from the grandparents and relatives, dates of the attempts to contact
grandparents and relatives, reasons why a grandparent or relative was not considered and all efforts to
place with a grandparent or relative via the interstate compact on the placement of children. 30 Days to
Family does every one of these tasks within the allotted time frame as part of their program, this takes a
huge weight off the shoulders of the case manager.

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 children to be
in the least restrictive setting so long as it is safe and appropriate. 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 non-profit Family Resource Center counterparts such as FosterAdopt Connect which
had many prevention programs including 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 situation, 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 (another family location service offered by FosterAdopt Connect for children
that have lingered in care) later in the family’s case. At FosterAdopt Connect, the whole referral process
for 30 Days to Family has changed, we understand the chaos that occurs when children enter care and
therefore, we have no formal referral. We have done our best to eliminate any red tape that would keep
a child or family from being referred to our service. We simply request an invitation to the initial
meeting and the documents already provided to other members of the family's professional team.

I work alongside my staff on many cases and on muitiple occasions, | have chosen to work an additional
30 Days to Family case when my staff didn't have the capacity. Seeing these families at their most
vulnerable and in their darkest days always reminds me of why I chose Social Services in the first place.
Being able to harness those raw emotions into locating relatives and kinship resources that | know my
counterparts at the Children's Division don't have the time, energy, or resources to do. The whole idea
of our programs, specifically 30 Days to Family is to take something off the plate of the case manager.
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We know that they are overworked and often carrying more cases than they can safely handle. We like
to make sure that locating a family member is as easy as reading an email and agreeing on a placement
date.

On more than one occasion, a family member who was interested in placement attended the first
meeting when a child comes into care and Children's Division just doesn’t have the capacity to complete
the necessary background checks, home walkthrough, and home assessment. That's where 30 Days to
Family has often intervened and completed all of these items to get a child placed quickly. On the other
hand, there are many cases where no one has expressed interest in taking placement of a child prior to
them coming into foster care and that's really where we can dig in and find a family member or kinship
resource. in one case, we looked and fooked and although we had many relatives interested, there
were minimal appropriate options within the family. We then looked at the broader scope of kinship
and were able to locate a before and after-school provider with an existing relationship with the child
and a desire to care for them as long as needed. As a 30 Days to Family Specialist, one of the most
important traits is the ability to think outside the box and that's exactly what our specialist did to make
sure this child was in an appropriate, safe, and loving home until he could return to his parents.

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 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 the 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 the opportunity for me to provide testimony on this issue.
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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
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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 Smith, Ranking Member Neal, Chairman LaHood, and Ranking Member Davis,

My name is Prudence Beidler Carr, and I am the Director of the American Bar Association
Center on Children and the Law. Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this hearing on
“Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children.”

The ABA’s Center on Children and the Law has been in existence since 1978 and works
collaboratively in the child welfare arena with judges, attorneys, and the courts nationwide to
promote access to justice for children, parents, and families. In addition to serving as a nonprofit
director for the Center, 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:
e First, [ will explain how child welfare is both a social services field and a legal field.

* Second, I will provide data demonstrating that child welfare law has an extremely large
reach in this country.

e Third, I will give examples of why child welfare legal work is especially complex.

e Finally, I'will highlight how Congress’s Title IV-B investment in the Court Improvement
Program has provided invaluable support connecting the legal and social services sides of
child welfare for three decades.

As you have heard from the other witnesses, child welfare work is comprised of a system of
services. Child welfare work is also comprised of a system 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 the rights of both parents and children. They also address the government’s
responsibilities to ensure the safety of its community members.

The relationship between individual rights and government responsibilities begins most
concretely when an agency conducts a child protective services (CPS) investigation into
allegations of child maltreatment, a process that occurs with greater frequency than previously
understood.

More than 37% of all children in our country will experience a CPS investigation by age 18. 1
want you to focus on that number — 37% of all children in America. Most parents do not think
about this at the time of bringing a child into the world — that there is greater than a 1 in 3 chance
of experiencing a government investigation into your home and family before you raise that child
from infancy to adulthood. But I suspect even in this room most of us know someone in our own
family networks and communities who has experienced a CPS investigation. Traditionally,
parents have not had access to an attorney during these investigations and must navigate the legal
implications on their own. That is beginning to change.
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If an investigation leads to a child’s removal from the 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 annually. In other
words, the child welfare docket is roughly eight times larger than the property law docket.

In addition to its massive reach, child welfare law includes several structural 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,
however, judges must examine three different time periods. They look backward at government
allegations supporting removal; they evaluate current facts, such as a parent’s engagement with
case plan requirements; and they must make a future prediction about a child’s best interests.
None of this is easy.

As I 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
addressing complicated national security, immigration, and maritime law topics. There is no area
of law I have ever worked on that is more demanding and complex than child welfare.

In recognition of the high stakes for children and the families involved and the connection
between services and law, Congress established the Court Improvement Program (CIP) in 1993
through bipartisan legislation. CIP grants are designed to enhance collaboration between the
courts and child welfare agencies. The program is budgeted at $30 million a year distributed
across all fifty states, U.S. territories, and federally recognized tribes. The funds go to the
supreme court in each state, with a base amount and additional funding based on child
population. For example, the Alaska CIP receives $290,000, while Texas CIP receives $1.8
million.

CIP grants are the only federal funds state courts receive for child welfare work. In response to
COVID-19, Congress again acting through bipartisan legislation, authorized $10 million in
emergency CIP funding in 2020. This support was extremely effective in mitigating case delays
after courts initially shut down because the funding facilitated time-sensitive investments in such
things as zoom licenses and training on how to hold virtual hearings for judges, attorneys, and
party participants.

In recognition of the value of this program and the fact that annual funding has not changed since
2006, the President’s budget in both the current and prior administrations have proposed an
additional $30 million for CIP through Title IV-B. Recent legislative proposals have also
supported CIP expansion and examined opportunities for greater investments in court technology
and access to legal representation for both children and parents.

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 with the opportunity to testify on behalf of the
American Bar Association.



49

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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Focus IV-B on Families

Title IV-B of the Social Security Act is a critical

child welfare law that provides flexible funding

to support thriving families, including prevention

of maltreatment, supporting kinship and foster
caregivers, and helping reunify families separated
by the child welfare system. Without Congressional
action, Title IV-B expires on September 30th.

Title IV-B is distinctly different yet complementary to Title IV-E of the Social
Security Act, which provides resources for foster care placements and
prevention of unnecessary foster care. Title IV-B reauthorization offers
bipartisan policymakers the opportunity to continue aligning federal child
welfare resources with the best outcomes for families, based on research and
the insights of individuals who have experienced the child welfare system.

Reforms to the Title IV-B program can play an important role in shaping
child welfare policy and services nationwide. Across the following shared
priorities, we urge increased Title IV-B investments and a central focus
on integrating lived expertise so states can learn from and tailor their
programs to those they serve through three specific buckets:

1. Fund IV-B for Families — Title IV-B needs increased funding for

: families. In 2018, Congress enacted the bipartisan Family First
Prevention Services Act (“Family First”), which created the Title IV-E
Prevention Program. Increased Title IV-B resources complement
Family First in keeping children with their families as much

as possible.

2. Support Families’ Mental Health — Children thrive when their

! families thrive. When families encounter the child welfare system,
they have already experienced trauma. They often have significant
unmet mental health needs. Investments and improvements in Title
-IV-B will complement ongoing bipartisan mental health efforts and
support a trauma-responsive child welfare system.

3. Build the Workforce Families Need — Child welfare reform moves
at the speed of its workforce. The child welfare workforce faces
unprecedented strain and secondary trauma, and it needs urgent
attention and investment to bring innovative solutions to severe
workforce shortages. Failing to address workforce challenges
puts children and families at risk. We need a Title |V-B that
values, supports, and resources child welfare workers to support
thriving families.

American Academy
of Pediatrics

Bethany
M [Clren and Family Futures
:& Shleee fand
p|

Childrerds 1
OF AVERICA

CHILDREN'S

Allighée

°
T FIRST FOCUS
ON CHILDREN

Bocauco wors sronga terer

&
( e

EINACHSA

NACC

2NACo.
=

j Shio asuse
N/ coaliTion
oL iy

@) ricr
Q?ﬁ&ﬁ’,, .

’;‘w Child Abuse

America
o social current

think of @

Voice ,for Adoption

{g) ZEROTOTHREE



63

We recommend the following policy recommendations in each of these priority areas:

1. Fund IV-B for Families

Increase investment in family support services
to keep families from coming into the child
welfare system. To complement Family First, Title
IV-B needs more resources to expand existing
IV-B community-based prevention supports tha
help families upstream before they ever come
into contact with the child welfare system

Increase investment in reunification. Almost
half of children in foster care return home to
their families. Expand Title IV-B's focus on
reunifying families to help them succeed and
prevent re-entry into the child welfare system

Strengthen kinship supports. Expand

existing investments to develop and prove the
effectiveness of innovative kinship approaches,
eliminate barriers to kinship placements,

and clarify Title IV-B services can support
kinship families.

Support foster and adoptive families. Strengthen
kin and non-kin foster parent recruitment and
support of foster and adoptive families

Strengthen Tribal child welfare protections.
Strengthen the gold-standard Indian Child
Welfare Act to ensure its continued protections
for American Indian/Alaska Native children and
families. Increase resources to and autonomy
for Tribal child welfare services

Reauthorize and expand the Court
Improvement Program, which plays a vital role
in ensuring courts connect families to resources
that prevent unnecessary foster care.

Reauthorize and expand the Regional
Partnership Grant program to allow more
jurisdictions to support families who are affected
by substance use disorders to prevent placement
and reunify parents and their children.

2. Support Families’ Mental Health

Provide funding, training, technical support,
and accountability so states and Tribes
improve access to community-based mental
health services for youth and families, to
address trauma, improve outcomes, and reduce
unnecessary institutionalization.

Fund workforce development. Give child
welfare staff the education, training, and mental
health support they need for their complex work
supporting children and families

Increase investments in child and family well-
being. Many states and Tribes use flexible Title
IV-B funds for critical services that address families’
trauma and healing needs. This is especially
important for families of young children who have
experienced trauma during early development.

3. Build the Workforce Families Need

Expand and fund peer support/navigation
services, which engage peer experts who
have experienced the child welfare system
in supporting other families in the child
welfare system.

TAKE ACTIO

Enact and Fund a Family-Focused IV-B Reauthorization
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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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MEMORANDUM September 18, 2023

To: House Ways and Means Committee, Work and Welfare Subcommittee
Attention: Cheryl Vincent and Isabella Dean

From: Emilie Stoltzfus, Specialist in Social Policy, estoltzfus@crs.loc.gov, 7-2324

Subject: Side-by-Side Comparison of Title IV-B Formula Grant Programs for Child and
Family Services

This memorandum responds to your request for a side-by-side comparison of the two primary programs
authorized under Title IV-B of the Social Security Act (SSA). These are—the Stephanie Tubbs Jones
Child Welfare Services (CWS) program, authorized in Subpart 1 and the MaryLee Allen Promoting Safe
and Stable Families (PSSF) program, authorized in Subpart 2.

Specifically, you asked for a comparison of program purposes, allotment formulas, service categories,
required spending by service category, eligible populations, definition of administrative costs, limits on
administrative cost spending, any other explicit limits on use of program funds, state plan requirements,
requirements related to submission of the state plan, non-federal spending requirements, applicability of
sequestration, tribal funding, non-supplantation requirements, expenditure and other reporting
requirements, and any requirements concerning which state agency must administer the programs.
Additionally, you requested that information be reported separately with regard to PSSF funds
appropriated on a mandatory versus a discretionary basis, whenever requirements or provisions varied.

This information is provided in three tables. Table 1 lays out information on each of the categories for
which you requested specific information. Table 2 provides information, primarily, on state plan
requirements for each program. Finally, Table 3 offers a more in-depth description of selected service
categories funded under Title IV-B. Each table is preceded by a brief narrative overview review of what it
shows.

Please note that the information in these table focuses specifically on the main formula grants provided to
states and tribes for child and family services. Requirements related to programs that are funded out of the
PSSF program (and which may be awarded on a formula or competitive basis) are not described.
However, the reservation of funding provided under the PSSF funding authorizations is described (as part
of the discussion of funding allotment in Table 1).

The information provided in this memorandum is expected to be of interest to other Congressional offices
and some or all of it may be included in other CRS products. However, your interest in this specific
information will remain confidential.

1 trust this information will be useful. Please don’t hesitate to be in touch with any follow-up or additional
questions.

Congressional Research Service 7-5700 | www.crs.gov
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Comparison of Selected Issues

Table 1 compares selected aspects of the CWS and PSSF programs. Many aspects of the programs,
including purposes, eligibility, service categories, limits on administrative costs, and definition of
administrative costs are closely aligned, overlapping and/or consistent. Other requirements are identical or
close to identical, including those related to non-federal cost share (“match”), the state lead agency,
timing and format of plan submission, and, in most instances, accountability measures. Finally, however,
the amount and types of funding authorized differ between CWS and PSSF programs as does the
distribution of the funds, including the formula allocation of funds to states for provision of child and
family services.

Closely Aligned, Overlapping and/or Consistent

With regard to purposes, both programs seek to strengthen families, and to keep children safely at home
whenever possible. If children must enter foster care, both programs seek to ensure they are provided
services to allow them to safely return home or, when that’s not possible, to find permanency via a new
family. The purposes of the CWS program also explicitly mentions promoting the well-being of all
children and protecting them from abuse, neglect, or exploitation. Additionally, it uniquely promotes
efforts to ensure a well-qualified child welfare workforce.

Neither program includes any federal eligibility criteria. States are expected to identify, and serve children
and families consistent with the program purposes. However, under the PSSF program, states are directed
to describe how they identify and target services specifically on children who are at the greatest risk of
maltreatment.

Both the CWS and PSSF programs may be used to provide family support, family preservation, family
reunification and adoption promotion and support services. These broadly defined categories represent the
full range of services that may be supported with PSSF funds. Further, states are expected to spend
“significant” PSSF dollars on each of those service categories. By contrast, states may choose to spend
their CWS funds on all, some, or none, of the PSSF service categories. Further, with some limitations, (as
described in Table 1), they are generally free to spend CWS funds on any child welfare activity that
maybe be supported by any federal child welfare program. This includes for example protective services
(such as investigations, family assessments, and other work), independent living services for youth,
caseworker training and retention, and foster and adoptive parent training and retention, among other
things.

The amount of funds that may be spent on program administrative costs is capped at 10% for both the
CWS and PSSF programs. However, that cap applies to federal dollars only in the CWS program but to
both federal and non-federal (“matching”) dollars in the PSSF program. Also, while the definition of
program administration costs are quite similar, certain unique costs are identified in both programs as not
administrative and these exceptions (which might otherwise be considered administrative costs) are
consistent with program purposes and/or requirements of each program (see Table 1).

Identical or Close to Identical

The state agency that administers the program must be the same for both the CWS and PSSF program.
The agencies are required to submit their separate CWS and PSSF plan assurances, any updates to those
plan assurances, and information about their planned and actual program spending on the same timetable.
Also, states must provide not less than $1 in non-federal program resources for every $3 in federal funds
they receive (i.e., 25% non-federal “match”). With one notable exception, they are subject to the same
overarching accountability measures and potential penalties in the CWS and PSSF programs. The
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exception concerns state compliance with CWS requirements related to meeting certain caseworker visit
benchmarks. States must report data to enable HHS to determine compliance with the benchmarks, and
those states that fail to meet one or both of them are required to provide greater non-federal support to
access their full federal CWS allotment.

Differences

Funding for the CWS program is authorized on a discretionary basis and is not currently subject to regular
ongoing sequestration..! Funding for the PSSF program is authorized on both a discretionary and capped
mandatory basis. The PSSF mandatory funding is subject to regular ongoing sequestration applicable to
nonexempt mandatory spending programs. This sequester means a portion of the mandatory funding
appropriated for PSSF must be canceled in every year through FY2031 as part of enforcing certain
statutory budget requirements;? PSSF discretionary funding is not currently subject to regular ongoing
sequestration.

PSSF funding is reserved for a variety of activities and programs with the remainder (bulk of funds)
provided for formula grants for child and family services. CWS funding has been wholly provided for
formula grants for child and family services. However, the program was amended in January 2023 to
require reservation of funds for a single competitive grant program (in the event program funding exceeds
a specified level).

The allocation of CWS and PSSF funds to states and tribes is different. CWS funding is allotted first by
providing a base allotment of $70,000 to each state (an amount that was fixed in the 1960s) and then the
remaining funds are distributed based on each state’s share of the child (under age 21) population in the
nation and a state per capita income factor. The per capita income factor acts as a measure of state
capacity and ensures that states with lower per capita income, relative to the nation, receive more federal
support per child. By contrast the PSSF program, which does not include a base or minimum allotment,
distributes funds in accordance with a state’s share of children (three-year average) receiving
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits among all children in the nation receiving
those benefits. This formula factor then incorporates a measure of child population as well as low-
income/child need. However, both are expected to be impacted by state implementation of SNAP and
varying program take-up rates. (For more information see Table 1.)

Finally, tribal funding is distributed differently for CWS and PSSF and this may impact both tribes and
states. Under the CWS program, funding is first distributed to states according to the formula described
above. Afterwards, a portion of those allotment amounts is reserved for tribes operating CWS programs,
but only in states where the tribal service population resides (and commensurate with the size of that
population). Thus, states in which federally recognized tribes operate a CWS program see some reduction
in their initial CWS grant, while states without such tribes receive the full initial allotment. By contrast,
for the PSSF program, the statute requires that a portion of PSSF funds must be reserved for tribal PSSF

! The Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (BBEDCA, P.L. 99-177), as amended, uses sequestration as
an enforcement mechanism for statutory limits on defense and nondefense discretionary spending. Under the BBEDCA, a
discretionary sequester does not occur on a regular ongoing basis. Rather a sequester (or cancellation) of nonexempt discretionary
spending would occur if appropriations in either category were to exceed specified limits for a given year. The Budget Control
Actof2011 (BCA, P.L. 112-25) put statutory discretionary spending limits in place from FY2012-FY2021. Most recently, the
Fiscal Responsibility Act 0f2023 (P.L. 118-5) has specified discretionary limits for FY2024 and FY2025. The most recent
sequester of nondefense discretionary spending occurred in FY2013.

2 The BBEDCA, as amended, currently requires an annual sequester of nonexempt defense and nondefense mandatory spending
for purposes of deficit reduction. Under the law, the annual mandatory sequester has occurred in each year since FY2013 and, as
enacted by the BCA in 2011, was slated to end in FY2021. However, subsequent laws have extended the mandatory sequester
through FY20231 (and through FY2032 for Medicare benefits payments).
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grants before any funds are distributed to states. Therefore, the tribal award of PSSF funds affects the
allotment in all states, not just those in which tribal programs operate a PSSF program.

For tribes, both CWS and PSSF funding is distributed based on tribal child (under age 21) population.
However, in the CWS program, the share of funding a tribe receives is relative to children in the state (or
states) in which they operate a program. By contrast, in the PSSF program, a tribe’s share of funding is
relative to its child population among the child population in all tribes participating in the program.
Further, unlike the CWS program—where size of the tribe is not an issue—to participate in PSSF a tribe
must have a large enough child population (relative to other tribes seeking an approved PSSF plan) to
ensure it can receive at least a $10,000 allotment.

See Table 1 for a comparison of each of the factors outlined above.




70

§-S¥0

'4SSd 40
SAAD J9Ua1a Joj Me| 93 Ul UBAIB BLISIID AjiqiSie

(01) (v)zep uomss pup gy uondAs
“JUSWIEA.I|EW JO JSIJ 15938348 DY) I8 USIP|IYD UO SIDIAIDS
4SSd 398.e3 pue Anuapl 01 pe1dadxd a.e SIIBIS USAIMOH

*SIDIAIDS 4S54 PISU O3 EIS DY)
|eJ9pay 410 1O dwodul Jy1dads ou dJe duay]  AQ paulwIRIap Ajiwe) o Pliyd AUe Se poolstapun A||elsussy

1Tp uomag

SD1AIDS

SAAD Pa3u 01 2335 33 Aq pauIuLIIRp
Apwey 1o pjiyd Aue se poolsiapun ‘Ajjesaussy

Aunqidz
Juonendog
ad1AIg

*(sesodand

Buip.e8aJ mou s1y3 Ul s1 31 SB) |2 B[SUlS B Ul UMOYS
S1 UOISSNISIP 3y ‘Buipuny 4SSd AUBUONRBUISIP SNSIDA
AJOjEpUBLI USIMIDQ UOIDUNSIP B JOU SI BIaYD

Yyam ‘a1qe3 siy3 3noy3noay ‘A3uipiony

*Ad1jod [esapay
awes ay3 01 103lgns A|jesauat si sadIALSS Ajiwey pue
PIlY> 104 52113 pue s33e1s 03 papiac.d Suipuny 4554

“Ya4easaJ pue ‘s1o9foud ‘syues pajejad [euonippe
3Z|IOYINE OS[E YI0q ‘J9ASMOH 'SIDIAISS A|iuey pue
PIIY> pa3e[a.-a.dgjjam pliyd puny Ajiewiad suedgns

iog “AjpAnoadsau ‘g 1uedgns pue | 1iedgns
104 sasodund |etauad se usdlum aJe sasodind ay )

0¥ uondg

‘Ul4p|Iyd J1yl 03 JulWWWOod

SWiRY| B 9XEW UBD 493 OS AJBSSIDIU SE SIDIAIDS
34oddns 3uipiro.d 4q saijuwey sandope Sunaoddng
(68-501 7'd *v4SV)

1661 10 1Y saljiwey ajes pue uondopy ays yam
9DUBPIOIDE U JUUEW 3|GRIS PUE JJEs B Ul N0 Aew
UoREdLIUND JBY) OS DD 49150 Ul pade|d usaq aAey
1Yo asoym saljiwey jo swa|qo.d ayy Buissauppy
*AjaA1Daye passalppe

2q ued swa|qo.d s Ajiwey syl usym ‘paressijews

u33q 3ARY UIP[IYD YdIyMm Ul saijiwey 30Ul Buiauasaad
PUE WOy 3y uyIMm A3aes 5,usIp[iyd Sulinssy

's321A435 Ajiwey aA10ddns jo uoisiaoad aya ySnoayy
3[sid 2e saljiwey Suowe Jusunea.jew pliyd Sunusaly

—jo asod.nd a3 1oy sad1Au3s 110ddns

pue uonowo.d uondope pue sadiAIDs UonEdYIUNDL
Ajiwey ‘sediaias uoneAsasad Ajiuey ‘sadialas 1ioddns

Ajnwrey paseq-Aiunwiwod jo sweSoud paieulplood sresedo

pue ‘puedxa .o ysi|qeass ‘dojaAsp 03 $21eIS B|qeuUs O]

1T uomas
"9DJOP|IOM "3IJ9M PIYD payienb-|lam
® a4nsus o1 1oddns pue Juswidojaasp
Jeuoissojoud ‘Buiure.s Sulpiacly e

“saljiwey sAndope

PpUE a.ed J43350§ Ul UBIP|IYD JO Burag-{joM
pue ‘adusueuLiad ‘A19jes syl Sunowold e

“Jauuew Ajpwn

® Ul BWOY UJN3aJ O3 1O ‘BWoy Ie A|oses

UIBWD. O3 UBJP|ILD MOJ[E JBY3 SIDIAISS
y3nouys sajiwey ysi-1e 3untoddng e

“uaJpjiyd Jo uonenojdxs
Jo ‘asnqe 109|3au oyl BunusAsld e

2 ||e
J0 augyam 2y Bupowoud pue Sundalolg e

sazinn 3ey) weaSoud sadiAISS Ajiwey pue pjiyd
Pa3eUIpI00D € Jo uoisuedxa pue JuawdojaAsp
3] 1eas syowoud o

sasod.ng

S9I0N

(8uipuny Aueuonaassip)

(8urpuny Aioyepuewu)

4Ssd 4SSd

(Buipuny Aueuonauosip)
SMD

uoisiAoag

"PRIOU ISIMIDYIO SSIJUN \/SS Y3 OF BB 3|qEI Y3 Ul SIIUDIDD4 UOIIIDS |[B PUE (SS) IOy AILINDDG [BIDOG Y3 Ul pazioyine a.e swedoud yrog
sanss| pajda|as ‘7 34edqng ‘g-Al oL ‘weaSoad (3SSd) saijiwey o|qes pue ajes Suizowoad usj|y 29 jAJey 9y3 pue
1 34edqns ‘g-Al 1L ‘weaSod (SAD) SO2IAISS B4BYPIAA PIIYD sauof sqqnj a1ueydals ay3 jo uosiiedwod apig-Aq-opIs *| SjqeL



71

9-S4D

[Ip1apaj-uou pup psapa) yroq sp1nsal] (p)p el uondas
[Bupuads piapaj spinsad] (p)(p)zey uomdas
‘Buipuads weuBoud (, Suiyorew,,

[p43paj-uou pup [p13p3) y1oq o3 saijdde iy sy

*5350 aApeIsiuwpe weaSo.ad uo spuny wesSoud
4SSd S JO %0 | UeY3 10w puads 10u Aew eIS

(3)pz uomas puo (4 1)(q)zz uomas

'S1S0D SAREASIUILPE
we.Boud uo spuny GAAD [013pa)
3 JO %0 UeYl dow puads 1ou Aew 21els \y

Buipuadg
uonensIuIWpPY
wesSoug
uo nwry

“SAMAIDD PIID[3I-3DIAIIS JAYIO
4oy Buipuads se patiodad aq 01 e UoREASIUIWPE
1oU S3DIAIDS IO} JaYIIBU dE Jel $I503 weSoud
4SSd "A108a1eD 3d1A43s USAIS © uo Suipuads

40 aJeys iR Suluiwalsp usyMm s1s0> woiSold
apnpoul 30U AW $3IBIS JBY) SIIOU SHH ‘TIUEPING U]

(6% "dTO-ET-1d 995) (dS4D) Ueld s991A495

Ajiwey pue pjiyD 53 jo uop.od sAne.LIRY By

ur uonuodoudsip ay3 oy sjeuoned e, apiroad asnw
3 'A103938 UBAIS ® UO %07 BDJID> UBY) SSI| puads
©1 SpURIUI DIBIS B §| 'SPUNY JSS4 S,3I8IS E JO %0T

se aueoyiudis, perasdisul sey SHH ‘@dueping uj

(E))zeL5E18 YD 5P

*[uonuiod wodiiudis aya paemon Jou Inq] 3uswadinbau %06
33 pJEMO] Pa3unod aq Aew ‘uoisiatadns pue ‘uoinss|jod
®IEp ‘UoiIEN[BAD ‘dDURINSSE A3ienb ‘Buiure.s ‘uoneulpaood
‘uoneynsuod ‘uejd adjAues & Bunuswa|dw pue Suidojarsp
40y Buipnjoul ‘s3500 Wna304d 4§54 UIELIDD ‘uonen3ad Japun)

(¥)(e)zep uomas

*A1082180

4oe3 J0j uonJod updyiudis & Suipnpoul ‘sadlAles 4554

Jo sali08a3ed Jnoy ay3 apiao.d o1 Buipuny sadjALaS Ajiuey
PUE P|IY2 4SS S JO %06 ISe3] 3B puads Isnw 23eIs yoeg

‘uoisiaoad oN|

KioZares
ERINEY

Aq Buipuads
paJinbay

‘(uonedyIUNas 3Y) JaE syauow

G| ©3 dn J0j) saljiwe) 419y YUM PAUNIL UBDG dARY
OUM USPJIYD O3 SE ||9M SE 3.1e3 I31SOJ Ul S| OYM
142 AU JO Jjeyaq UO 0 O3 SIDIAIBS IsaY1 Nuilad
03 UOIIUYSP 33 PISIAD PUE SIDIAIDS LONDIYIUNDI
Ajwoj Ajduais se sadiaas uonooiunas Apwn) paywy
-dwi pawreuad (€71-§1 | “T'd 'VSddd) 19V sedias
UORUIARY 35 AJiWey 343 ‘6| OZA UM 2AIDRYT
‘Hoddns pup uonowo.d uondopo pue uonodunal
Ajiwoj payti-awwn :s31108018D 31AIS MAU OMI ppe
3 (68-501 “T'd) V4SY 4q £66 | Ul pepuaure sem 3
‘uonoasasa.d Ajiwn) pue poddns Ajiwp) ‘Ajuo sadiales
om) parioddns 4554 se umow| mou weaSoud

343 (99-€01 "T'd) €661 4O Y UohE|PUCIRY
333png SNQIUWQ Y3 BIA PIDBUD SEM 3 UBYAA

*SpUNy Jo asn 03 pJedad yuMm 3qIXal}

ISOW puE I53peO.IG 33 surewa. I ‘wesdoid aseyam
PIly> [e4apay Ajuo a3 sem sapesap Aueuw 4oy

PUE 9€6| A4 Ul papuny sy sem weaSoad SAAD 3y |

*€ @|qe | 295 ‘suonejndod 39841 pue ‘sadialas
40 sjdwexs ‘sjeod Buipnjoul ‘sa1108a3ed 3dIALRS JaYI0
|e42A3S pUE 9533 JO UOndLIDSIP pUE UOHIULEP BIOW 4O

(8) puo (2) “(2) “(1)(0)1 €% puo (b)(0)zEH UOMDDS

24oddns pue uopowo.d uondopy e

“(syauow G| 58| B3 UILPIM BB 19150)

WO} SWOY PauJN3aJ Sey OYM JO D 133S0} Ul PIIyd
Aue Jo jieyaq uo 1o o3 3|qe|ieAr) uonedyUNaL AlWeY o
“(Anunwwod ay3 up padayo A|[eaidAy) 1uoddns Awey o

“(dwoy ays ur pauayo A|esidkr pue uonuaAsIUl
sISID paj[ed 3q Aew os[e) uoneasasald Ajiwey e

45Sd Ul Pauyap S31103338D ADIAIDS INOY BB DIBY |

SIDJ[OAA PID U0 $5913U07) 0F 10day uo paseg]

‘SanIARE
POIE[D.-9DIAIDS JDYIO PUE “UBWIINIDDI

PUE UONUA JIOMISED ‘Buluren

Jaulred pue yels ‘sediaas BuiAl Juspuadapul
‘s921A49s 110ddns pue uopowoud

uondope ‘syuawied souruIUIEW BED
13150} 3PN|Ul SAAD JO s3sn pauueld JayIoQ
[(@ssd u

4103372 3DIAIDS PBULSP E S| YDIYM JO UdED)
uonodyunas Apwn) pue ‘uonpasasasd Ajuin)
‘uoddns Ajwp) uo pue sadiaias aA3104d UO
Buipuads SAAD jo 3unowe 1s93.e| ay) 1iodad
AlreaidAa sereag] -aaoqe pais| se weaSoud ayy
4o sasodund peo.q a3 3193w 03 parenafed
Ananoe Aue oy ‘pliyd Aue Jo jleyaq uo Jo

J0j spunj SAAD puads Ajjesauas Aew sarelg
“3IME3s ul payloads 0N

salio3ae)
EEINCIS

S9J0N

(8uipuny A1euonaadsip)
4SSd

(8uipuny A103epuews)
4SSd

(Buipuny A1euonaadsip)
SMD

uoisiaoag




72

£L-SdD

("€ @1qe L 995) ,'se1Iasnu sisd uipnpoul

‘sa31A19s dnnadeJays pue a.ed pliyd Alesodwan,,
SIPN|oUI ‘SpPUNy 4SS 10 SAAD Yam partoddns aq
Aew ya1ym ‘sadIAlas uonpoHiunal Ajiwpf jo uoniuysp
455d a2 ‘a|dwiexs Jo4 g'sasod.nd a.aeyam pjiyd 10}
Apaewiad papiaoad sad1AIas 94D PlIYd 03 PUAIXD
20U sa0p Suipuads a4Bd P|IYy> UO UONHDLIISAL BY |

“(uojjiw §'95$ 38 Ajjeuoneu papuny sem weaSoad

() puo ()pzi uond3s

[Buiy

SI PJIY2 Y3 WOYM LIIM DAE[S JBLIO

40 juaued € jo Suluien Jo Juswiojdus
ay3 01 paiejaa Ajajos papiaoad] aued pliy> e
sjuswiAed asuelsisse uondope e
sluawAed 2OUBUSIUIEW BJBD JSISO)

B3 UBYM) /6 | A4 4O} IUSUNIO||E SAAD [E303 spung
5,2181S 91 PaPaadX3 JEY) JUNOWE UE Ul SWS) 33443 150074 weuSoug
25913 10§ SPUNy SAAD Sulpuads wo.y a3e3s yoes ul asodund usaiS ay3 40 SAAD [e49pay [e4opay
panqiyo.d Mme| 38y "086 | JO 1DV BIBJPAA PIIYD pasn Aays ‘(3unowe “a'1) JudXd Ayl 0 pup Jo sasn
pue 2due3sissy uondopy ays Aq pajw| Jaijes 4t Auo swan Buimo||oj uo spuny SAAD [DI3P3) Jayo uo
SEM PBUIQLIOD SWa 33JY3 353 40y Suipuny SAAD ‘pajou suop  puads 03 paniw.ad aue s91eIS ‘ZQ0TAL 4O Sy Shwi adldxg
+(€) Pup (2)(WzeLSEIS 4D b Plzzy uowas
‘swe.3oud papuny
-SAAD JO WYBISIFA0 BY3 IO SIDIOMISED
0.d 03 pareja
53500 :s95UadXa [9AR.A 01 pJedal UM e
“(uorsiasadns
‘SUOIIEN[EAS ‘UOIIDB||OD BIEP ‘S3INSEAW dduBINSSE Ajenb saauas Buipiroud uf ssjiomased
‘Buluie.) ‘UonEUIPIOOD ‘uolEINSUOD ‘Buluued 'sadIAISS Buisiasadns Apoa.ip usds swin o3
Jo Asonap “8'3) (ds42) Ueld SPIIAIDS Allwreg pue pjyD atp  ITERNGHIIE SALEES suosiatadns jo uopiod uoppAsipD
Sunuswsjdwi pue SuidojaAsp yam UOIIIBULOD Ul pa.LINdUl atp ssuopouny puuossad o3 pedad tum e ut papnpu
51500 Wip1301d —3PN|DUI I0U OP SISOD SARBNSIUIWPE 4SSd  —3PN|OUI JOU Op SISOD SAIRASIUIWIPE SAAD 10U SIS0)
“(mojaq passy
suondaoxa aip 01 199(qns) sasuadxa [aAes)
pue suonduny [puuos.ad se ||am se ‘Sunipne
‘uopejngas Sunuswaldw esspay *suonouny [puuos.ad ‘8unalpnq ‘Bununodoe !sadiales ssandwod
Wouy 51 334 UMOYs uopIuYap By “weiSoud pue :3unipne Buna8pngq ‘Buunodde !sadiAlas JaIndwod pue Buissado.d eyep !A1uadoud pue adeds
45Sd SY3 Ut SIS0 JATDASIUILPD JO UOMIULP pue Buissedo.d eyep !A14edoud pue adeds jo uopessdo o uonesado pue sdueUBIURW YUBWISTRURW
K103me3s ou usaemoy ‘sl 2oy ‘(g6 40 DY pue adueUUIEW ‘JusWaFeuRW ‘|loiAed HuawanNd0.lg “uaweSeuew [joiked YuswRINd0LY
uonelIDuodaY 198png sNquUWQ) 4SSd PaYs!|qeIsa — o1 parejed $1505 03 paNW|
B3 ME| B3 UL papNJoUl sEM UoRke3sIuiLIpE 10u Inq Suipnpu; ‘A>uale Jaypoue Jo Aduade aauess
<104 SPUN} 4SSd [e12p2) JO SN AR UO WY 5y uj pazyfeiuad pue ‘wesSo.d ayy 03 921AI8s & Buipiao.d —ugyd $1500
“(39y JuswsAoadw| sadIAIRg A|iwey Ayanoe ue Jo Jo weaSoad ay) Jo UOHEB.ISIUILIPE 393.1P By SAAD 9Y3 BuLIRISIUIWPE JO 1ied SB paJJndul  SARBASIUIPE
PUE PIYD) 900T U Me| 33 03 pappe sem wetSoud Joj Asessadau ‘weuSoad 4554 aYa 03 3|qedo|je , suonduny 248 A9y 1ULIXa 33 O3 51502 BUIMO|(O) wesSoud
SAAD 3 L0} 51502 JANDASIUILIPD JO UOIIUNAP By ] Adeijixne,, JO 150D SE PaUYSP I SIS0 SAIDASIUIWPY  DY2 JO AUE SB PAULYDP DT S1S0D ARDASIUILLPY Jo uoniuyaQg
S9JON (8uipuny Areuonaadsip) (8uipuny A103epuewa) (8uipuny Lueuoneudsip) uoisiAoag

4SSd 4Ssd

SMD




73

8-54D

*S9|NJ SWIBS Y3 JBPUN I SN PUB (SpUN) PaUIGUIOd)
JuB4S BUO dAIPDAL SBIEIG 'siseq AIeuonR.DSIp

snsJaA Asorepuew e uo pajerrdoadde si aeyy Suipuny
U39MI3q UORDUNSIP OU S| 313U ‘SIDIAISS AjIWey pue
PIIY> 404 SPUN} JSSd 4O SN 9IBIS O3 paedad YUAA
“SHWI| W UM PIIDBUD 3I9M SUOIIRZIIOYINE

4309 >'700TAd UM A48 uoneziioyine Supuny
Ateuona.dsip e pappe (€1-£01 Td) 100240 PY
UOREZLIOLpNESY JGAIS PUe 3jes BuRowo.d 341 66| Ad
ui Sulpuny Jo Jeak 3541 S AdUIS SIseq Alorepuel
paddes e uo paziioyine usaq sey Suipuny 4554
‘siseq (3w Jeak-ou) Juaueursad

® UO SEAM UONBZIIOYINE SAAD 343 ‘/007Ad 240529
‘961 Ad Ui Buipuny jo 1eak sy s) 3dUIs siseq Ajuo
-AIeUORaIdSIP B UO PaZIIOLINE USq Sty SuIpuny SAAD
‘[9A3)| parelidoadde s uel asow

u23q APUBISISUOD SeY (4SS 40 SAAD -0 JBLIBYM)
Suipuny g-A| 3L Jo uoneziIoINE AIRUONAIDSIP BY )

(o) % uomas (0)9€w uomas

(e20TAd (€20TAd
y3noaya) Jeakuoliw 00z$  YBnody) Jeakjuoliw SHES

Sp uopas
(€20TAd YBno.y) Jeakjuoliw Sze$

pazioyiny
Buipuny

vuonengas ur usaid uoniuyep

Bunuswsajdwi sy sepastadns mou uoniuysp Aloimes
sitp *AjBuipao2dy *((6)(8) | € uonaas) spuny (20 pup
s se ‘ax.s € Jo uondo a3 e “Io ‘spuny 3s se (Mme|
93 01 JUSLUPUBLUE /66| B BIA) SIMEIS BY) Ul PaULRP
a.e spun/ [piapaj-uou ‘4ssd Jo sasod.und sy doq
=Bulueaw sey 4a8uo| ou uopenSas

33 SNYI pue 9T JO Y JUdBWIA0IdW]| SDIAIRS
Ajiwey pue pjiyD 3y Aq Me| a3 WOy onJls sem

3 aremon “[(8)0g£5€1§ 3D §p] uonendad

ul paduaIRR (|13 S| JuBWa.INba. TRy *(s3503
urelad 3ulpnoxa) SAAD Japun Bupuads Jo [9A3)
661 A4 1133 UteIURW 03 s3EIS paJinbau 0ge |

4O 12V BIRYAA PIIYD PUE 2dUEISISSY uondopy ay |

[@ze25€1§ w4D sp ospe 993s] (1)(p)zep uomas
auswRJINbal syl 39awW AL aunsud

03 SHH Aq paisanbau se ‘s1iodau apiaoad asnw Aay3 pue
S[e08 4SSd YIIM JUSISISUOD 53DIAIIS apiaoad 03 pasn spun)
[p1apaj-uou Jo [edap3y [766 | Ad J0 Se] Bunsixa juejddns

01 SPUNy 4SSd OSN I0U [[IM A3U3 JBYI DJNSSE ISNW SIIBIS

‘uoisiroud oN

Juawa.inbay
uoneyueddng
-uoN

=AW INOYPIM | Y2IBW,, SAAD

SE 3UN0d 03 susWAed SdUBUSIUIEW 31D 4DISO)
uo Bujpuads panwad yarym ‘(g) (2)oe LS 1§
“d'd'D S e 93en3ue| Asorendas sapasiadns
9007 J0 1Y IusweAodw| sad1AIBS Ajiwey

PUE p|IyD ay3 Aq pappe ‘uoisiro.d Aioimes siy |

“pa3ou auoN

(P)yzp uomag

'G00TA4 Ut @sodund siy 1oj spuny yans pasn
Aoy ‘(aunowre aup “2'1) Juee 3y 01 pup i Auo
s1usWAed SoUBUSIUIEWL 31D ISISO) JO) SPUNY
SAAD (. Bulyorew, ) [esspaj-uou painbad Jia
puads 01 paniw.ad a.e seIEs ‘£ 00TAL JO SV

(spuny
Suiyorew)
|etapay

-UoN Jo

asn uo sywi|
W dx3 PO

s90N

(8uipuny Laeuonaadsip) (Buipuny L1orepuew)
4SSd 4SSd

(8uipuny Aueuonaudsip)
SMD

uoIsIAOdg




74

6-S40

-1eaf Aq paliea sey sasod.nd uaAif asoy jo
4oed .10} A11[IQe|IBAR 1O/PUE SIUNOWE BY3 ‘ISASMOH
|JOM UOIIBN[BAS pUE UDJB359. pajeja. Suipnjdul
‘asnoyBuLIea]D) SIDIAIBS UORUDARL] J-A| PIL
2y Jo djom aya 1oddns (7) o1 do/pue (sHJY)
suedd diysuauried [euoiBa. Loy Buipuny scueyua (])
—o01 padaJIp usaq aAey (uoljiw /°65$ AlySnos
2A0qe papiro.d) spuny A1euonaIdsIp ay3 Jo YO
-weuBoud 3-A] paroadde
UE 2IM $9QLI1 PUE S93E3S 03 SHuR.d JojeBireu
diysunj 1o} 3|qejieAe apew aq 01 St UOHIW 4|$ e
pue ‘(sasodund asay3 10§ sapise-19s AIeuomna.osip
pue A103epUBLI 4SS JBYIO AU O3 UOHIPPE UI)
2.1e953.1 PUB UOIIEN|BAD 10} POAIDS 3G ISNW %G ©

:SMOJ|O} SB SIDB £Z0ZA4-810TAd U3 Ul UBAIS sem
unowp 10Y1 2A0gD papiro.d spuny Areuonaosip
4SSd 943 Jo UoRNQLISI UWIN|OD JuadElpe
Ajpaeipawiwi ay3 ui paquidsap se ‘me| weuSoud

03 Buipaodde painqLisip 9q 03 i (Uoljiw /£°65$
Ajy8no.) Buipuny Aipuonasip 454 paselidoadde
ayp jo uonuod e Ajuo Jeyy parejndins aAey sme|
suoneido.dde [enuue ‘€707 A4-810TAd JO YIS 404
(‘mo. 1a1e| & Ul uone.nsanbas jo uonedydde uo auo)
‘spuny A10JBpUBW 4SS SIS 3BY) AUANDE Led

01 a3 [enba ue 3e paidde aq 1snw uononpad ay |
‘uonNqLISIP 40} 3|qejieA. SuIpuny aY3 SEONPaA YIIYM
‘uonensenbas 01 108lgns st Suipuny 4554 A1oiepuE)y
2"yanoA smpis-jpnp

031 pazeja. sauesd jo Buipuny pauinbaa sy o881 01
parelidoadde spuny SAAD Jg[nSa. s539X3 OU BUOM
2J3Y3 PaUIWLIAIBP SHH ‘A|Bulp10ddY “BUOLY puE UE|
S3URDLLINK JO S92URNbasU0d 3yl 01 paleja. $150d
4oy Aed 01 A|uo 3|qe|IEAR BpRLW B49M SJE||Op BSOYD
JO uol|iw 0] $ “IAMOH “UOI[IW 6/T$ SEM SAAD
4oy uonerdoudde €70z A4 YL "Pasn usaq 10u

sey 3 “(8rE-L1 | "Td 'TTOT 40 PV uonezuoyneay
UOIUDAS. PUE UOIIDI0LY SWIIDIA Buppyyel |

3y ®IA) £70¢7 Adenuef ur Me| aY3 03 pappe sem
Buipuny SAAD UreIad SuiAlasad o) uoisiaoad ay |

(9)L€p uomag

['uwnjo> sai0pN

235 *Addp suoisirosd woiSosd

2saY3 MOY paljipoLu 3ADY
s#mpj suonpudoiddo ppnuup
‘810ZA4 yum Buuuidag]
S9DIAIDS Ajiwiey
PUE PjIYd [eql3 JOJ %€ o
dID 2y 10 %EE e
JduEIsISSE
[ed1uyoa3 pue Bujuress
‘uorren|eAd ‘yoJeasad
P3[3.-455d 10§ %EE  ©
—aAJasal
Jeak yoes ul asnw
SHH ‘papiaoad Buipuny
Areuonaudsip Aue jo o

(9)9€# uomas

asnqe

2oueIsqns |eauased

Aq paidaye saljiwey pue
U3JPJIYd J0§ SOWONINO
aroaduw 03 (sOdy)

sdiystauned jeuoiSas 03

sjuess Joj uojiw oz$ e
(s3uea8 ADW)
SIUEJ3 ASIA JD|IOMISED
Alyauows oy uoljw 0zZ$ o

—ETOTAL
“L10TAd J0 Yoea Jo4

p("SUSIA JdIoMasED
Alyauoly pue suety
Iysaulied [euoiSay
4oy spuny A1ojepuew
Jo apise-13s 4ayp Ajuo
Inq) sadiALeS Ajiwey
PUE P|IYd BqLD JOJ %€ @
(d1D) wed3o.g
JuswaAo.Ldwi| 1noD
3y Joj uoyiw og$ @
9DUBISISSE [EdIUYDRY
pue Sujuien ‘uonen|erd
‘Yoseasau pajejad
-4SSd 40} uoljjiw 9§
—aeaf yoed uj

Isnw SHH ‘P3|
45Sd Aorepuews jo IO

(2)(o)ezy uomas

"SJueJS 959U 10} PISN 3q 01 BJE JBY) Ul
0L7$ @Aoqe papiaoad spuny Aue jo Junowe
33 SUILLI9IDP 03 UONRIDSIP Yl SBY SHH
*sapuale yioq Aq

PaAIDS YINoA 21 ‘yInoA snieas [enp Suiaias
uaym sapuale 2onsn| ajiusAn| a1els pue
BUBJOM P|IYyd 3IBIS UIIMIDQ UOIIBIOGE||OD
@dUByUD 0 sJueJS 9ARRRdWOD Jo) JUnowe
JBYJ SAOQE SpPUNJ JO IWOS dAJIDSAJ IShW

SHH ‘uoljiw 0£z$ spadxa weadoud SAAD
a3 4oy papiao.d Buipuny Jeyy seak Aue uj

Ppaniasay
Buipuny
:Buipuny
pazelidoaddy
40 3uBUnIO|Y

S9j0N

(Buipuny A1euoneudsIp)
4ssd

(8uipuny A1oyepuews)
4SSd

(8uipuny Auruonaadsip)
SMD

uoisiAoag




75

01-S40

‘a1e3s Aue 03 spuny weuSo.d jo Juswioje

aJ0jaq paasasad si sweddoud jequa oy Buipuny
'455d u| "weadoud SAAD & 21es9do s9qLI YoIym Ul
S9IBIS ASOY) 404 A|UO PIDNPDJ S| JUNOLUE [BAIUI JBY3
UdY) puE S3IEIS 03 PANIO|[E Ajeniul si Buipuny ‘SAAD
13pUN "APUSIIYIP SIJIAIBS AJIWE) PUE P|IYD [BqLI3
10y Buipuny yoeoudde sweaSoud 4554 PUB SAAD YL

[(4)(Y) 224 uondag] (uonw 041 30

Buipuny Aio1epuEwW (301 JO INO) 00Q'005$ JO IS
4oe3 01 JUSWIO||B WNWIUIW E ‘AjARDaYe ‘sapiro.d
‘wedBoud [e1ausB 9vjeyD) By ‘plIOM DIBjOM PlIYD
ay1 u ‘s|dwexa Jo4 ‘we.oud e a1esado 01 Junowe
payioads a3 uelp ss3| ou dAry sa3e3s uopeindod
1$9|[BWS B3 BY) BUNSUD O3 paJayo AjjeadLy

SI ‘SpuUN} JO JUSWIO|[B WNWILI B A]DAIIRUIBIE JO
“Jue.d aseq y Juswiojje Suipuny (Wnwiuiw Jo) aseq
Aue apiro.d J0u S30p BINWIOY 4S5S4 3Y3 {SQ96 | 34D
O J|BY 3541} Y UL PaYSI|qRISD JUNOWE Ue—000'0L$
JO JUBWIIO||B BSBQ B SBPN|IUI BINW.IO) SAAD Y|
“(IsDv] Aeaung

Ayunwiwion uedLIBWY Y3 BIA) SOOOT Y3 U! 3|qE|IeAe
2Wedaq JBY3 SO UBL I|qelja. $59] aJam Aiaaod ul
USP|IYD JO SIIBWIS SNSUDD) [2A]-21E1S ‘padojarsp
SEM B|NULIOJ SILI W13 B3 IE ‘J9ASMOH “EIRp NEaJng
SNSUSY) JUA.LIND 03 pa.sedWod Se SIS SSOJDE aNSS|
SIY3 JO aUnseaw 9|qeedwod ssa| & 3 djew Aew saied
dn >3 d¥NS paiejes pue Aoijod 21e1s Ul uonelIRA
*(uonpjndod Apaau jo aunseaw e os) a1e3s Aq UBIP|IYD
awooul 1amoj Jo 2.pys 10y Axo.d e se poolssapun

2q Aew ua.p|iyd £q 3di92a. gyNS Jo asn 3y | “(dweu
weuBo.d pasiaaa ay) 9dua.IfeL 01 apew sadueyd
[ed1uyda) yum) weaSoud aya paysiqeiss Jeyy me|
€661 U3 Ul PAYSI|GEIS SBM 1 SE S| BNWLIOJ 4SSd dY |
(‘[e8rauad.ayg 9duRISISSY [B21paL [B49Pa4] dVIN4
a3 91| st yoeoudde siy ) 3uoddns [esapay jo [9A3]
Buiuiwiz19p Jo 1ied se sadjaues 11oddns 03 Appdod
97075 JO 3INSEAW B 0} $00] I “I0IIE) BNLIIOY

® se awodul eyded uad Buisn u| 'sp9g | dyd Ul
S2aM1 1SIPOW LPIM *(048-58 T'd) UoEIsIBS| 856 |
Paysi|qeisa sem 3 se Aja8.e| i gnw.Io) SAAD YL

()L gy uomag pup (O)(b)eey uomas

(-a|qe|ieAR 2.8 BIEP UPIYM

10} 54294 3UD3. ISOW D341 Jo 3FLIDAR B3 UO paseq

9q IsNW JyNS SUIAI9Da. 91E3S B Ul UBIP|IYD Jo uonuod sy
“suondIpsLIN| | G L Jo Yoea Ui siyeuaq (weadouy
@duelsissy [euonianN [eausws|ddng) dyNS Suiaiadas
U3.p|Iy> o Jaquinu ayy 03 uonJodoud u HQ pue sIIeIS
05 243 01 PaMIO|[e UBY3 B Spuny Sululewa. 3Y | :pU0dIS
“(mou sy

40 uwinjod Buipadaud ayy ul paqudsep se) weadoud SAAD
33 JBPUN $3110)1LIY O PAINGLIISIP B SPUN) SB JSUUERW
SWES Ul PAUILLISIP S| IBYI JUNOWE UE S3AIDI3 (JWND
PUB 'SV 'ND ‘JASN “Yd) SS10ILIIS1 9A 3Y3 JO ydeT ISil
ISMOJ|0} SE PRINQLISIP 3.8 SPuUny 4S54 ‘(me| suoneludoadde
BIA SPUNJ 4SSd AJBUOIIDUOSIP JO INO PRAIISL s3UNOWe Aue
yam Suofe ((sHdy) siuels) diysiauried [euoiSay ‘suesd
(ADIW) HSIA J2>10MasBD) AJYIUOL (DOUEBISISSE [BD1ULDDY
puE Bujule.] YDIB3SI ‘UOIIBN[BAD PIE[I-4SSd {SODIAIIS
ey pue pliyd [eqLi (d|D) weaBo.d ausuwaosdu
14n0D) 3y 4oy sapise-1as weidoud “31) BA0qE MO

93 Ul PaqLIdSaP SBPISE-33S B JO LDBS U}E Ul TRy}
Spuny AJBUOIR.IDSIP PUE AJOIBPUBL JO JUNOLIE 3Y3 WO

87 uond3g pup g7 UoNd3§

(‘Mo. Buimoy|o} Aj93BIpaLULLL 33 Ul PaqLIDSIp
S1 S3q143 10} JUNOWE JO UONEBUILLIISC)
9IS BYI O3 POAPIBME BJE SPUN) SAAD
2J0§2q Jues3 [eniul 523835 3Y3 Jo uontod

® $9A19294 $3qLI3 10 3qLn Ay ‘weddoud
SAAD E @3etado Jeys saquiy 4o aqL
S9PN|DUl IEIS D] J| "IUNOWE JUSUIO|[B SAAD
[eUly 31 S| 9AOGE PaGLIISIP SE JUBIS [ENIUI
a3 ‘a3.3s s) ul (s)weaSoud SAAD & Bupesado
(s)2q143 & 3ARY 30U S0P 23BIS Y3 §| pAIl]

ueld 23E3S [EN)

ay
yawoour endes sad aAnejad

19431y yam saress o3 pasedwod se ‘pjiyd Jad
140ddns [esapay 191833 1BYMBWIOS BAIDID
(31oym & se uoEU B3 01 DARE[D.) BWOdUL
eaided Jad JaMO| YIIM SIEIS JBL) OS pIBME
a1 3yS1om 03 Pasn S| PUE sueak oM AlaAs
pa3g|no[eda. aq 3snw aunseaw eaided uad ay )

unowe siy |

*(uoneu ayy 01 2AREJR) UONIIPSLN| Yl Jo
awooduy eydes 4ad ay3 (g) pue tsuondipstin|
95 9@soy) sso.oe (|7 a3e Japun s[enpiAlpur)
UBJPJIYD [[B 4O DJRYS dANEJRL SuORIIPSLIN|
a3 (|)—uo paseq paulWwIIapP SI YaIym
‘Buipuny SAAD Bulurewad ay3 jo uonuod e
$3A1933. SUONIPSLINI 95 By JO YIBT pUOIS
"000°0£$ Jo 3ue.3 aseq

© S9A19334 SUONDIPSIN 9§ 3533 JO YdBT IS4
“(suonaipstinl 95 “21) [WND] spueys|
BUBLIE],| UJBYIION] Y3 JO YI[BIMUOWIWIOD)
ay1 pue [Sy] eowes uestawy

‘lIAsn] spueis| wiBaA s’ 2y ‘[ND]

weno) ‘[yd] 021y 011any) sa110311191 DAY pue
(DQ) ®IqwnjoD jo 1dLIsIF B3 ‘sAIRIS O Y
4O Yoea 01 paIedo|[e BB SpUN) SAAD ‘(3A0qe
MO B3 Ul PaQLIISIP SEB) SIUBIS UOPIEIOGE||0D
2o1sn( 3jlusAn| pue aJejam pliyd

10} spun; Jo apise-19s Aue Jaye Sulurewau
pue pajeridoadde Junowe ayy wo.y

[4ssd

PUE SAAD
usamIaq
Apueoyiusis
AJeA sejnuLIO)
Buipuny

ay3 uwn|od
sa10u 3y Ul
PaquLdsap sy]

5901A195 Ajlny
pub pjiy>

10 sa1€3g

03 DI
Buipuny
porerdoaddy
Jo uaWIo|Y

S930N

(8uipuny Lreuona.osip)
4SSd

(8uipuny Luoyepuew)
4SSd

(8uipuny Aueuonaudsip)
SMD

uoisiAoag




76

L L-SHO

(P)yer uomas

‘saqLi

pue s33IS 01 PANO|[B A||eRiul S4B SPUN) 4SSd YdIyMm ut
J3UuUBW dwWes 3yl ul paInqLIIsIp aq ISNW spuny pano|eay
RUCTILICT 8]

10} 3|qejieAe aq 3snw ‘ue[d 4SSd SI INO A1Ied 03 papasu
9 30U [|IM AIBI2103G SHH O3 SaYRIAD 2qLi3 1O 9)eIS

3Y3 YDIYM PUE 3qLI3 IO 318IS B O PANOJ|E SPUN) 4SSd AUy

()ezy uomas

‘(swoou; eades

Jad aAnepa. *| 7 98e Japun uonejndod “a1)
SpUNy SAAD 3INGLISIP AJ[eiliul 01 Pasn S1010e)
awes ay (Juawnojje-a4 1oy 3|qidIj2 sAITIS AYI
Suouwse) 3unoddE OJUI el ISNW AIeIBI095
SHH 2Y3 ‘sa1eas yans 03 spuny umojead uj
Spuny pa1o||ea. 3say}

an1933.4 Aew ueld SAAD S3 N0 AUJD O3 Spuny
[eUORIPPE ‘9SN 03 9|qE 3 [|IM PUE ‘10j pIU &
SBY SAUIWISIAP SHH IBY3 SIEIS .10 9IEIS AUy
JUBUWIO||BR. IOJ B|qE|IBAE Bq IsnW ‘uejd

SAAD ) INO ALIeD 01 Papasu 3q 10U [|IM
AJ4B12.1295 SHH O SIII9D DIBIS Y LYPIYM
PUE 21E1S B 03 PaNIO|[E SPUNy SAAD Auy

usunojesy

‘||e42A0 saqLi 1oy Suipuny

4SS 9SBRUDUI 10U PINOM ING ‘SIEJJOP 4SSd 10}

9|qi8i|2 $3G1I3 JO JAGUINU B3 Ul BSBIDUI ISIPOW

© MOJ[E AJ2)]i] PINOM SIY | "Spunj AJeuona.sip

pue AJo1BpUBL 3Og 3pNjDUl O3 (JUBUNO|[R

000'01$ 3se9] 3& Uo paseq) ue|d 4S5S4 parcsdde

UE 9ABY ABW 3QLI B IYIDYM JO UORBUILLISIDP

ays mojle 03 ((g)(2)(9)zep uondag) Me| auaLind

Buipuawe pasodo.d sey uonessIUIWPY UdpIg Y|

TNe)Ler

pue (8)g €4 UONDS] 2usuno|je 4S5S4 Aue aulwIIap
01 pasn aq me| Aq 3snw uonendod (|7 a8e sapun (1)0)Lep vomas puo (o)gey uomdas ‘(g)(z)(q)zey uondas

S|ENPIAIPUL) P|IY> PAUIGUIOD B3 BIOSUOD [qLIY “000'01$ UBY3 S59| [2303 pInom spuny A101pupus 4SS
® JO 3583 33 U] 'suoneziued.Io [eqLI/s3qL 340w Jo 4o usunojfe 53t i (Pupj Aue Jo Bupuny 4554 40y 3|qidIe
oM Judsa.da.l 03 pa1dadxa a.e BRIOSUOD 3593 ING 29 1) ueld 4SS paAcdde ue sAey AeW BqLIY OU 49AIMOL

USAIS UONIUYSP [BULIOY B 30U S| U3y | “3|qIBe Os|e -ueid 4554

Aew pposu0d equ saypads weaoud 4ssd oy L paro.dde ue yam seaue ad1AI9s [eqld Ul BulAl USIp|IYD

3'(uoneziuedio |le Suowe (|7 938 Japun S[ENPIAIPUI) UBJP|IYD JO BJBYS

[eqi3 “91) g1 © jo Apoq Buiuianos paziuSodas  5,9GL3 B3 UO PISE] SI TBYY SIDIAISS A|ILU) PUE PlIYd [BqLIY

Aue pue saqui3 paziugodau Ajjelapay apnjoul 03 Joj paatasas 3uipuny 4554 3y jo uonod e aARda. ued

‘Alleaaua8 ‘pauyap a.e saqLi ‘g-A| Jo sasodind Joy 45Sd paAoudde ue yam (entosuod [equ Suipnpa

(9)PlovLSEIS 4D S 935

"B 9DIAIDS [BQLII DY3 Ul PJIYD

Jad 3u0ddns [esapa) winwixew syl a.nsus
031 pa1ySIoM S| JUNOWE SIY | “BIIE IDIAIIS
|eqLi3 3y Ul BulAl| 348 OYM 31€IS B U

(17 @8e Japun s[enpiAIpul) uaJpjiyd JO J4eys
33 uo paseq si aqLI1 Ay O3 PaIdAUIP S I
913S B 01 JUSWIO||E [BIU] SU3 JO JUNOWE dY |
‘pa1edoy st uonendod sadiALas s,2q113 aY3
YoIyMm i (S9383S JI0) 93EIS DY) O IUSWIO|R
[enIul 3Y3 Wo.y udes si eyl Juawied
[e49paj 303.41p & 9A19D3. uejd GAAD panosdde
ue yaIm saqua ‘SHH Aq patuswa)du sy
87¥ uomag

'$3q1J3 03 SPUNY JO UOIINGLIISIP

aJ0jeq weaSo.ud SAAD 3Y3 Jopun pauILIRIDP
JUsWIO[[e 5,33835 33 JO 1ued © SE PaJIPISUOD
99 3snw gL 03 pred syunowy “ueld

SAAD paro.dde ue sey Jeys a3e3s B UIYIM
3qu3 Aue 031 syuswiked axew 01  (Asersudag
ay1 Aq paulw1ap se) sased aeridoadde

ul,, paziioyne st AIe3audag SHH YL

SIDIAIDS
Apwpg puo
PiyD 40f s9q|
07 SWDID
:spung
paielidoaddy
0 3uBUNO||Y

S9JON (8uipuny Lueuonaudsip) (8uipuny Auojepuews)
4SSd 4SSd

(8uipuny Areuonaadsip)
SMD

uoisIAoag




77

2L-sd0

‘aded
191S0J Ul UBJP|IYD YA SISIA JDHIOMISED 0 PAIER[DL
S)JeWyYdUIq d1J1dads 199W O S|1g) I Ji SIIINOSAL
|E42paj-UoU [BUORIPPE 430 01 paJinbal aq

Aew ane3s e ‘weaBoud SAAD BY3 JSpuN “I9ASMOH
*S9AI9DD I SPUNy

weuSoud [etapaj ul g4 A1aAs 1oj wedoud ay doy
110ddns [esapaj-uou ul |$ ubyr ssa) ou apiao.d Isnw
2183 © ‘4S5S4 PUB SAAD 410G Ui ‘Usyl ‘Aj9Anndayg

(1)(0)p gt uomdas

“Bulpuny 4S5d [e12pay

4O JUBUNO||E [|N} S BAIDD. O3 J9p.o Ul Suipuads wesSoud
4SSd B30 JO %GZ UBL $S3] OU 9plao.d Isnw a3eas

(3) puo (o)pzp uomdas

(‘Z31qeL u ,'SUSIA JDHIOMISED)

uo Sunuoday,, os[e 935) IUBUIO|IB SAAD
1In} s21 @A19934 03 (Buipuads SAAD |B303 jo

%0¢€ apirod asnw eas 1) asea.oul Julod
a8ejusduad (| ueyl atow ou e o) (Suipuads

weaBoad GAAD (2101 B3 JO %9T ueyd

s$59] 30U 3pIA0.d ISNW 23BIS DY “9°1) dSEAIOU

auiod a8ruasiad auo e wouy a8ues Aew 3|

"SHJEWYOUSQ PaIE[RJ-ISIA JIIOMISED 3} JO
430 4O BUO 129W O 2.N|Ig) JO |[9AJ] §,2IEIS B
01 paddad si paJinba. Junowe [euonIppe ay |

JUSWIO|[B SAAD [B43P34 ||N} S3 AI23 O3

J9P.O Ul SpUNy [BI9Paj-uou [eucnippe apiao.ad

ISNW 3.4BD 12ISOJ Ul UBIP|IYD YIM SIUSIA
Jjdomased Ajyruow Bunsjdwod o3 pareja.
sdewyduaq paainbal om1 8y Jo Yioq

“(duEsissy [ed1uYda | pue Buiured | ‘Youeasay
‘uonen|eAg pue ‘(sHdy) siuels diysisulieyd
[euoiday ‘siuesB (ADIW) SIA J2XJomase])

Ayauoly “(d1D) weddo.d wswaaoadw) 34noD

3y ‘sadiauas Ajiuwey pue pliyd 4SSd “21) Suipuny
4SSd A10IDpUDW DAIDI3 JBYY SANIANDE O sweaSoad
||e ssooe Ajpreuontodoud paueys si Buipuny

45Sd Ul UoRINPa. .Y | UOH||iW £'GZES 03 Suipuny
A101BPUEBL 3|qE|IBAR SIONPa.I PUE UORDNPA UOH||IL
£61$ AlyBnoa e ul sjnsau Buipuny 4554 A1orepuews
ul uoljiw 0'pE$ Jo uoneridoadde ue ‘AjBuipaoddy
(voaaga so ()(@)(9)V 15T uondds) 1£07Ad
y3noays Jeak yaes ui (] Z0ZA4 40} uonensanbas jo
12A3] 31qedidde) 9/ 18 Bupuny 4554 A101BpURW JO
19159nb3s [BNUUE U3 $195 A|DAIIIRYD ME| JUBLIND

yeak uanid e

ur sy uipuads payioads
pasdxa suopelidoadde

1 Buipuny Ateuonaussip

o1 a|qeaijdde Auo

r3upuny

AJorepuew asuajepuou
“1dwaxa-uou uo (] £0TAd
ySnouys) uone.nsanbas
|enuue o3 19Igng

10 3UO 193W O3 S|IEJ 1YY DIBIS B UdASMOH [ yorew,
“Buipuny padinbay]
SAAD [e43P3) JO JUBUNO|[E [|N) SI DAL Buipunyg
01 JapJo ut Suipuads weadoud SAAD [B301  jO BuryS
4O %G ueY3 s59] OU 9pAcad ISNW AJBIS Y [R49PAJ-UON
‘papuaLLD
so (yDq3gg)
5861 Jo vy
jonu0) wHaqg
fouadiawz
pup 193png
pasubjog

ayp wod aio
2.3y passnosip
SUOISIAO]

yJeak uaaid e ul sy
Buipuads payiads paadxa suoneldoidde

11 Bupuny Aseuona.osip 03 ajqedidde Auo  uonesisanbag

s9joN

(Buipuny Areuoneudsip) (8uipuny A1o3epuews)
4SSd 4SSd

(Buipuny LaruonadsIp)
SMO

uoisiAoag




78

£1-840

$9Q113 40} TOEC-Id PU® S3183S 10} TO-EC

=Id Ut papN|aul st pUE ‘€707 AIBNJGaS Ul panss| sem
UOISSIWQNS YSdY 3USDJ ISOW Y3 I0§ dUBPIND)
“($0°6T71d) 6107 U24elN Ul $3q143 10§

Pue (Z0°61-1d) 6107 A4BNJIQa4 Ul S9IBIS 4O} Panss|
SBM dS4D JBIA-9Al JUS.IND BY3 4O) DDUBPIND

*dS4D JB9A-2A MU € JWIQNS O3 ‘23Bp SWes

1Y) JO SB ‘PUV "HZ0T ‘0€ aun[ jo se uejd seak-aAly
3US.1IND 33 10§ YSJY |BUl B3 AWqns 03 padinba.
2q 01 pa129dxa 3B $3GLII PUE SAIRIS "£70T ‘0E
aunf uo aNp SeM YSJV U3 IS0W 3Y| “6|0T ‘0E
aunf 44 4DV ‘SHH ©3 anp Sem pUE 4T0TA-0Z0TA4
10§ SEM dS4D) JBIA-DAY JUSIBI ISOW DY | "SIIEIS
10} pue s3qLI3 40 duepIng aleledas sases|ad SHH
‘uonnquasip Suipuny

a3 jo peaye 3sanbau Suipuny/ueld jo [ercadde
4DV 1INy S3|qeUD Siy3 puE (s)anss| paynuap!

Aue aAj0sa4 03 spuny jo uanrenb 351y BY3 Jo

95BIJ. Y3 pUE 23TP UOISSIWLGNS paJinbas O aun(
dy3 U2aMIDq 3wl S| duaY ‘AjjeaidA | ek [edsyy
3 jo arrenb asayy sy ui Ajjensn Sunuels ‘siseq
Aj4314enb € UO S91EIS 01 Panss] Ae SpUNy 4554

PUB SAAD "PapIAC.d S| UOREBULIOJUI PUE SDUBINSSE
padinbau |je suiwueap 03 [9A3) |euoidau 4Dy

93 38 PAMBIARI 3541 BB (YSdY) s1ioday sadialag
pue ssau30.d [ENUUY pUE (s4S4D) SUB|d SIDIALRS
Allwey pue pjiyD Jeak-aAl Jo UOISSILIQNS 2IBIS
'Spuny 4SS $s2208 01 Ajiqe s 21e3s 3y3 3dedwi 30U
pInom ‘ajdwexa 4oy quawauinba. ueid 21835 GAND
uaAI3 & yam 2ouedwiod moys 01 aun|ie) & pue
a3eJedas urewad syuswa.inbaa wieaSoud [enpiapul
‘UOISSILIQNS U HeW ISNW s31e3s YSnoya)y
“(sdayonoA Buured | pue uonesnpy

pue [eJauaB) spuny sajeyD) pue ‘sauedd aiers
(VLdVD) 39V USWIEa. | PUB UORUDASLY 3SNQY

PIYD 05 sauawa.inbau ypim Buofe) 4S5S4 PUB SAAD
-0} pajepljosuod aJe mu:urcw.._:wum‘_ uoissiwgns ueld

STZSETS PUe STZSETS W4D St

“Jeak U2ea Jo (g dunf anp si JIOM siy| ‘SHH

Aq pauinbau uonew.ojul J3I0 AUB LM SUo|E ‘MeE| B3 O3
siuawpuawe Aq Atessadau apew se saiepdn ued apiaoad
pue Buipuny 454 1sanbau Ajjenuue asnw Aoy ‘Ajleuonippy
‘seak-aAy A12A9 ueld 4S54 1By NWQNsa 03 pauinbau aue
sa1e3s ‘@doueping papiao.d Ajjenuue pue uonendas uo paseg

(v)(g) puo (5) (2)(e)zep uonsas

‘paAJas aq 01

suone|ndod ayy pue J4eak [edsy Sulwoddn ay3 ur we.Soud
45Sd @3 4apun apiao.d o1 sueid 31 s331AIS Jo uondiidsap
® apiaoad Isnw 23.3s ay3 “aeak Yoes Jo g aun( Aq ‘Jayrung
‘papaau

se sa1epdn AUB pue MaIA3J [enuue o) sapIAoLd pue “Gaw
Buiaq a.e 208 3y JI SUIWIDIBP O SAINSEIW SAYSI|qeISD
‘s92IAIDS Ajilugy pue pjiyd 104 sjeos si1 saulIno Jeys ued
dea4-2Ay © 9piaod Isnw 23e3s By ‘A|jeayidads “aainbaua
Aew A1e32.995 SHH 2Y3 SB UolBWLIOJUI JBI0 pue siiodad
apiroud 03 aa48e 3snw 23e3s a3 ‘ueld 4S54 Y Japun

(Z 21921 99) Tey

U023 Jo suawainbal Yy [je s19aw ey uejd paroadde
UE DABY ISNW 9IEIS B SPUNy 4SS 10} QIS 3G O]

STZSETS PUe STZSETS W'D S

“1e94 Yoed Jo ¢ aun[ anp aJe a1epdn
[enuue pue uoissiwqns-a4 uejd Jeak-aAl 3y |
‘SHH 4q

padinbau uonew.oyul Jay3o Aue yam Suofe
‘ME| 33 03 SIUBIPUSWE Aq AIBSSIDBU BpRW
se sayepdn uejd apiroad pue Buipuny SAAD
3sanbau Ajjenuue 3snw Asya ‘Ajleuonippy
'saeaA-aAY L1949 ueld SAAD J1BY2

3wqnsaJ 03 paJinbau aue sajels ‘edueping
papiro.d Ajjenuue pue uonenda. uo paseg

(1)®)yzy pup (9) pup (1)(p)zzs uomas
‘a4inbau Aew A1e39.109g SHH a3 se
uonew.ojul 1ayio Aue pue siiodau apirosd
o1 9248e 3snw saieas a3 ued ayy Jopun

*(Z °@1qe. L 395) 7Zf UONIDG Jo syuawalinba
ay1 ||e s39aw ey ueld paroudde ue aaey
ISNW 31EIS © SPUNJ SAAD 40} 3|qIBIe 8q 0

ueg

J0 uoissiwqgng
Joy
siuswauinbay

sajo0N

(8uipuny Lieuona.adsip)
4SSd

(8uipuny Auoyepuews)
4SSd

(8uipuny Auruoneudsip)
SMD

uoisiaoad




2]
o~

¥1-SH0

SYS3D 343 Jo ¢ punoy

995 ‘UOIIBWLIOJUI DIOW 104 "YS4D 343 JO punod
424N0J 343 JO ISPIW BY3 Ul APULIND SI 4DV ‘SHH
‘uoie|nSa. Ul paquIdsap se ‘Maias [pind o1 133lgns
9q Aew juawauinba. uejd 9381 4SS5 40 SAAD B
yam aoueldwod $,23835 © “YS4D @43 O3 UORIpPE U]

‘SAAD J0j SE auieg

(uonpjndas Juawadpubw sup.8 SHH Suipnpur

‘Ajp1aua8 J-A] ojiLL pup g-Al L Japun swipiSosd sjupss

01 9jqooyddp suonpjndas 03 siod yoiym) PESSETS YT SF
JoW aue

SW3! 9SO [13UN PJaYYIM Spuny dAeY Aew s3uswadinba.
uoissiugns ued 4554 193 10U Op Jey) SIS

S9WOIN0 / SUIABILDE SI 9IEIS JUJ3 JI SSISSE
03 23E35 Y2B3 Ul PAIdNpUod Ajjedipottad
SLYSHD YL "(¥S4D) Ml $adIAIRS Ajiwrey
pue pjIyD 3y ySnouya passasse Ajewad

sI 3-Al 9311 PUB g-A] 231 Ul s;uswadinbau
uejd 21835 |BI9pay LM ANWIOJUOD BIBIS

(swuawiainbas 393w 03 Bunin) saaup.8

10} suoisiroad awadoupw upis SHH DS
|psaua3 sayddo yoiym) TPIOEZSETS YD S
“J9W 2B SWIJ 9SOY) |13UN PlRYYIM

spuny aAey Aew suawaJinbau uoissiwgns
uejd SAAD 399W J0U Op 'Y SAIRIS

Ajigeaunosdy

‘swe.do.d asayy

10} SWLIO} G7H-4S Sededas apiao.d Isnw sareas
pue swe.doud aie.edss se pareay aue sweaSoud
J03e1ARU dIYSUD| 1Of PUE SUSIA JIOMISED
Alyauows 1oy se3E3s 01 B|NWLIOY AQ PINGLIISIP
Buipuny 4554 ‘“4oAamoH ‘Sulpuny sadIAIRS

Ajiwrey pue pliyd 4554 10} A1essadau s GZp-4S dUO
Ajuo os pue weuSoud 3jSuis e se paiea.y a.e spuny
Ateuonaudsip pue AIo1epuURW 5S4 1BYI 2J0U 3SDI|J

“Iea4 B35l PUOIS B JO

pua ay3 BuImo||o) Of 49qWIaID(T JO SB GTH-4S [euly
aAIsuaya.dwod e pue Juads aq Aew spuny weiSoud
YoIyMm 10} ek [edsyy 3sayy o ul weaSoud yoes
Japun Buipuads 23e3s pue [B19Pa) UO UOHEBWIOUI
Buipiroad ‘GZH-4S WiISIUl U SIPNPDUL SIY |

‘(4eaf yoes Jo og Jaquiadaq

Jeak [edsyy yoes Jo pud au Jaye sAep 06
'45Sd 410§ Ajoretedas ‘pue SAAD J0j 1ioday [eduruly
[e49pa4 GT7H-4S U Nwqns Ajjenuue o3 padinbaus

os|e a.e sa3e3s ‘sasod.nd JuswaSeuew sjuesd Joq

(TgdT0EC

“Td 3|dwexa Joj 995) "2duepIng [enuue ul pajeadad
pue) suonena. uj usAIS S| INq INIEIS Ul PapN|DUI
30U s s3amIpuadxa SAAD UO IWi| 3w By |

(@)(8)(p)zep uomas

[z a1qeL u aloday [enuuy,, uo mod 3yl osje 335]

‘(111 pue 1 ‘1 $3ed 101-S4D

Apua.and) SHH Aq paieaJs w.oj oydads & uo papiaoad aq
Isnw pue Jeak yses jo gg aun[ Aq anp s uopewLIoul SIY |
['170ZA4 404 seamipuadxa

[eul pUB 70T A 104 saumipuadxa pauueld pariodaa
$3835 ‘€707 ‘0€ dun[ uo anp s1iodau ay3 Joj ‘Djdwexa Jo4]
‘3|qe|ieAe

a.e saunjipuadxa [eul [BMIDR YDIYM 1o} Jeak ISy By ul
papiro.d aq asnw Buipuads [euly pue Jeak [edsy Sulwoddn
Ajpreipawiwi ay3 Joy papiaoad aq asnw Suipuads pauuely
“Buipuads uopesnsiuiwpe weaSoud pue  's3500 weadoud
13430, SE ||9M SE '$31103338D DDIAISS INOY DY) JO DB

4q ‘Butpuads 4ssd euy pue pauued 11odau Isnw saieig

(2)(@)yep vomwas
“aeaf 235y BuIMO||of A[91BIpaLULI BYI Ul PUE PIPIEME
sem Buipuny ay3 ypIYm 10} Jeak [edsy aya Sulnp spuny
S9DIAIDS AJiUe) pUe Pliyd 4SSd puads Ajuo Aew aie3s

(@)(8)(e)zep uomsas

(I pue | siied

101-S4D Apusaand) SHH Aq pajea.s wuoy
oyoads e uo papiaoad aq 1snw pue Jeak
Yoe® Jo Og aunf Aq anp si uonew.Iopul SIy |
‘uone.nsiujwpe uo Suipuads

[enyoe ‘Ajoresedas ‘pue (Jaquinu UO) sadIAILS
Ajiwrey pue pjiy oy uipuny [en1de sapnjaul
1odau siy ) (e39]dwod aue saunipuadxa
|EN3IE YOIYM 04 JBIA JUI. ISOW 3Y3

J10j) uonew.iopul Suipuads SAAD [euly apiroad
Alrenuue 03 pauinbau aue Asy ‘uonippe uj
*UONBISIUILUPE SAAD 0} pUE S31103318D
921435 Jo a8ues apIm e Joj Suipuads pauueld
549402 Bunaodau sy SO 4apun Supnpur
‘Buipuads sadiAJas Ajiwey pue pjiyd pauueld
INOQE UoREWLIOJUI UlELIad apiacdd Ajlenuue
ISNW SILIS ‘DIMEIS 4SS JOPUN ‘USAIMOH

Auawauinbaa Aioiness oypads
® 9pnjoul 30u ssop weddoud SAAD Y|

logLse1§ ¥4 sp

“1eaf [edsyy Suimol|o) A|2aeIpaLuwl 3y

Ul PUE papJeme sem Sulpuny ay3 YdIym Joj
424 [e3syy a3 Bulnp spuny sadiAJs Ajiwuey
PUE PIy> SAAD puads Ajuo Aew a1e3s v

saumipuadxy
uo

Sun.oday 1oy
sjuawa.inbay

spunyg
o AujiqejeAy

saj0N

(8uipuny Aseuonaadsip)
4Ssd

(8uipuny L103epueLy)
4SSd

(8uipuny Auruone.dsip)
SMD

uolsiAoag




80

§1-Sd0

€7 'd ‘€20 ‘6 Adenaga4 panssi

TOEC-Id ‘Neang s,Us.p|IYD “(JADV) SIUILUEY PUB ‘YINOL ‘UBLP|IYD) UO UOHEASINILIPY ‘(DY) SIU[IWES PUE USJPIIYD 104 UORBISIUIWPY ‘(SHH) S32IAISS UewWNk

pue yieaH Jo swntedaq ‘S’ 3y ‘djdwexs 1oy 935 “(YSdY) 1oday sIdIAIBS pue s53.50.4 [eNuUUY U JO/pUE (dSJD) UEd SIIIAUSS Altwe] U pjiyD) Jeak-aAl B

40 3uswdojeasp ay3 Buip.eda. seaeas 01 suonon.asul wetdo.d [enuue s Ul syl sa30u A|edidA1 SHH "Wl 38y dUIS PAIdBUS sIuBWaINbaL A10INJEIS YIM JURISISUODU]
a.e ‘suoisinoad asoy Jo Jaquinu & ‘A|Bulpaoddy “(4a1|1ea 10) 966 | Ul pazieul d49M (£SE|§ W'dD S) G-Al 9L Suipsedau suonendau oy ‘suondedxa padwill YIAA B
‘||2> 9|qea dwes a3 ur papiro.d si Buipuny 4554 Jo sadA1 Yaoq Loy uoneULIOMUI ‘seDUBISUI 9soy) U] “Buipuny jo 3dA3 aya Jo ssajp.eBau saljdde ajra swes ayy ‘Usramoy
‘sasE2 150W U] “BuIpuny AIBUONBUISIP 4SS SNSIBA AIOTBPUBLU 4SS JO UOISSNOSIP Eaedas SIPN[aUl 3|qE3 Y3 ‘SPUN) 953} 10§ AJBA SIUBWR.INDA. DY) USYAA S2ION

“Aluo

3]G® 33 JO UWIN|OD SIION [eUY B3 Ul PassnasIp A|[ea1dA1 st 224n0s Jo 2dA1 sy YSNOLIE ‘PaIOU S| IUEBPING [BULIO) $S3] ‘UOISEIIO UQ "PAdUBIRJRU OS[e S ‘("y'4"D) suonenday
|e49pa4 Jo. 8poD) 33 Ul papnoul st ‘uone|n3a. [esopay-a|qedljdde ‘sadurisul SWOS uj "3|qel Y3 Ul USAIS e SaPDI|Od JUBASJDJ BU BGLIDSIP 01 AIBSSIIBU SME| [eJapa) JaYI0
Aue 03 sa0uB.IRJRY 1Y AIIND3S [BIDOS BY3 JO g-A] AL Ul papnul suoisiaoad uo Ajjedidurid paseq ‘(SYD) d21A48S Ydaeasay [euolssauduoD) ays Aq pauedaud 3jqe ] :@d4nos

(zoiqeL

ul mou  Aouady Sulaisiuiwpy,, osje 235) (])(e)zey uondsg
-a1e3s 3y ul weaSoud SAND 3y3 4oy siyy saop 1eys Adusde
21E1s awes ay3 aq 3snw ued 4S54 Y3 JO UonEB.ISIUIWPE
3y sasiatadns Jo strsiuiwpe Jeys Aouade sy

(z @1qe L Ut Mo Aouady

Bupiasiuiwpy,, osfe 335) (1)(q)zzy uondds
‘a1e3s 9y ur weaSoud Hgss ay3 suasiuiwpe
1eY2 Aouade ajels awes ay aq asnw ued
SAAD 2 JO UOIE.ISIUIWPE 33 sasiAtadns
Jo ‘suaasiuiwpe 1eyy Aousde sy ‘|essual u|

Aoualy
Bulsiuiwpy

9£'55€]

ydnos £°5SE18§ WD Sp VETI | uomas
-potsad

1UBA3J3. 33 Joj Bulpuads aAneLAsIUILIpE
3-Al 331 L S,27BIS € JO dJRYS [B42P3) B} pue
SPJIBME JSSd PUB SAAD [e12P?) [BI0) 5,9381S
a3 Jo 98eauad.sad UILIIRD € SE uddjE) dJe

sonjeuad asay | “sanjeuad jeosy Aed asnw siyy

op Ajjnyssaddns jou op 1ey3 sa1eag “Aajeuad
|edsy & aA190a. J0u op ‘(ugjd Jeak-omy

® Aj[ensn) did parosdde-4Dy ue jo syoadse
|Ie 3uawajdui A|jnjssadans 1eys sa1e1s “(did)
ue|d Juswarosdun wesdoud e dojaasp 1snw
syuswa.inbau [esapay yum  Aiwaojuod,,

Ul 30U 2q O3 punoy saIEIS "IaYIR30]
syuawaINbas 3-A| pue ‘4SS ‘SAAD sassasse
MBIADI B | "ME| DIBJDM P|IYD [BJOPaY

ut pauinbau  swaisAs,, 7 adeyd u sey

JI PUE S9AJSS 1 Saljiwey pue uaJp(iyd jo Suteq
-|lom pue ‘Adusuew.ad ‘A3apes 03 pajejad

s9j0N (Buipuny Laeuonaadsip) (8uipuny AL103epuews)
4SSd 4SSd

(Buipuny Aueuonaudsip)
SMD

uoisiAoad




81

L-SHD

‘wopreisanbss 63 Jsjgns sireal Usaemoy weiBoad duexe Aur Jspun Buipuny vEEumE_Evm fesapad “(spuny Alorzpuess sapeyry Bupnow) wesBoad

A1 OPLL Bup puB U3 3I0)q (INY.L) SeIes Apsapy 40) Buumsissy Amiodum ] ai Protpaly 3 Jop Buiprou , ‘SWesBnad SUGsUlMO],, PURY TBYT SIGRODDE
3a8png jo Jaquny e Jog 1aasenbes siy Wwoy uondiuexs ue Jo sopisosd (U557 uoneg) voIagY 2uL (5107A U1 %E £ Sem voronped simusied fenuue 1538y
o1} “uonerom (Giio) 1REpng pue juswaleley o 200 pranbes v uo paseq wc:mnuu:w wogonpa aBeweied B M £10744 U weBeq Bupury Aojepue
4954 swos jo smsenbas ay 1, iesk yoea vl %16 18 Buipuads Klojepurw ssuBep Jo wononpas du3 ses Apuasma woaEga 2w Jo (Ha)e)visT
uonnag “Aeaynads ) £0TA4 MENoJYY feak yes toy suonedoadde Aoyepuew Jggd o sjgeolidde uonessenbas s pepusxe (gg-2 | “Td) 19y 5qof pue Jusunsnipy
BANIIOSELU] DU KEusad 3505 wesk Lesa u Suipuny Aozepuews Buiasoes sweaBoad adwere-uou ua vonrsisenbas PRNULUGT 3ARY WHCHEY 243 O3 siUslpusue
0enbasqns (O 5ILIBS & IOABMOH "] ZOZAI-E 1 07AS wioy eogd up Aepius sem Buipuads Liopepireus jo tone bes Jel § UoRInpeY DS U0 BIIUINOT

wepeg 3uof Bys 1o peysljaess sjeod Linadpng sus a3Jojus o3 Supury Aiojepuel jo uoneRsenbas WELEY JOf apiACId 03 YOCIIgY U PRPUSWE Yo By L

"SPUN} 4554 ABUCHERIISID UI UOIIW 7'5S PUE SPUnj SAAD 1 UoHjiu

51§ ABnos peresoy @u.&ﬁm:vwm “o1) £107A] U Pramsenbas Bupuny Lreucneasip -l SpLL MonRAseNnbas o3 1fghs suem suonedosdde LEuonBIssp 4554,
pire SAAT yroq ok 3R uf ABuipsonny {£107A4) JeeA suo 4uo vy pepssoxs siem sy Suipusds Lieuonaadsip 9soy ] [ TOZAIE10ZAd o), Bupun; Azuonadosp
Uo LY PIYSYGEISS pUE 6861 40 (¥D0E4a) uu< {oauory 3oyecy Lueiiswg pur 3s8png psolyeg s pepuswe 1107 10 (yDg) Py (oo e8png ay ]

(085§ "5 57 3% payipes mou

S YWACISH 93 JO & UGHDBS ‘AEaiinady UoIneIIoD [EIUYYS) B saanbal (2)aTl vonEs Ul vav: 2} 52 YOS 343 4O § USTIDES OF HORRID SPOD B BPOT ST AU
o uonezIeRI02s 01 anc] “(YyICISH 10y SIUESISSY UODEINPS PUR UCRBUILLIATACT JOS UBIPU( 9143 JO § UORISS i USATB 58 SUwe) 9SO JO uopIuyep aus o3 (Asvaaipu)
40 Aps.up) sauvsegRs Aq paLEp B uomeziueRio feqin,, pUe 41, suset s weiBaad [(g) pue (5)(2)) g uondas] dssd pue [(S)gry uonsegt SO s eq log
(S ETH UORISS BYG PO

wden Sad 1MO] BUL BABY O] pospIsuOD pauIad faoarRIs S 4R pue SOLIGILIE SAY m% Jo Aue oy uuc&&m,_ WOUIM PSUILLISIAP 5] 0158 sluodu; eude Jed syl
X/ A m:ﬂfoﬂwﬂﬂ rizRIg SURIPIID JADY Y ‘SHH 995 (001 0MBNg PUE RUIOIE) LRICS “BPHOLL) BUCH PHT UZ] SBUEILLING]

Aq porvaye Aaossp suonoipsiinl asayr o Sjge(ae pew sem Butpuny fmusweddns ayz Jo Iy "EZ0T ‘€T AENGRS DY SHI WO S A paaeuad coﬂSManEoU
“SPUN 4SS AJOYRPURIL FENUME [2303 JO %/°7 UBL SS9] 3iq ® 51 Sa0iAlas

Apusey pue iy yequy Jof BUIDUNY 4554 10 BpISe-I0s SARDEYS U3 I8 sutel sl L "vsS Byl jo (£)(g)ogy uonmeg oag "(uoypus m«m@ 54204 4218] BUE *9007AL 0} LB
Rt (WO SOEE) SOOTA 404 PopIAcad sem 1eyp Buipuny AJOIRPURL S5 4O (9AS] BY3 O ING USHEL 3 O SEM %€ SUL IR PRIIsUlp AfpAosye 3 Ueremaly Bupury
Asonepuens 4554 [iB 0 %€ 01 % LG SAL JOj SPUNY 488 vo UOHRAIBSSY Bl PESERISU] (88Z-601 "T'd) 900 JO 39 IUSWRAGIAWY SIDIAIBS AlIIR] PUE Py SU L
TGO w70 SY UF WBIOL SOuny SEE pub 9js BUGOWT)

BIEAR, PR "6R0S Ty Modsy oy 98s ‘vonye wmco_mmmx_w:ou pereea pue [esodoad suoprnsmpy sy Supnpou ‘Aiosy eAnesiBa) syl

mo OSSP w..oE 04 x_co Fupury Areuopansp BUCDIppE pazioune Jey) uonrsis] sosdde o3 peado 3 essmoy Lereuny)ry -(wonzasiupy ysng a4 oiosn
* atp Aq pasodoad s¥) Jeaduoqu 047$ Ay vonezoyng wesBoad Jo5g Acepuen i Buisea iyl poUBRISUSD SSEIBUGT) “AE] JBY) SO JUBLIIIEUR But 63 dn pER) U U)

“SPURY SAAD YU popIAcad BJed Aep o1 Dadsas umm Ajdde freys ¢ opn ..mvc: ey Aep ple wadsad Yy pasedu

SusLuanba. pur spaepues Sy [sejns gy Loy 3deoxs],, veus puIms YDIUM IRWaINbaS UEld SRS SAAD) B AE) SUI WO DONIIS FGO0T JO 10V Juptuaaaldi)
saoiasag Awey pue piyD s e vy eluol sgy weafosd GAAD F11 t1 DaulewsR. SPIBRURS Baes ABp pIUD pasinbad 03 paefes sUCISIA. UPABMON “SIBBA JO JBqUIFT
1EWS 7 AJUO J0§ MWE| Ul PRUIEIIS. SJED ABP DIIUR 10 SPUN SAAD) 160 UopRAesa 2otde By (swoy Ajiure; 3eaud © Ut 10 Anive) pasuadl 236 & U popiavad aies uop oq
asnw “8%) s.1e3 AP I3 SAAT BulsTt UBUM paumibu. 2.5M Jeul SPJRpLIES puE send AiigiSe urmss pappe pue (pup] Aut) a4ed Azp i 10 uoIsiAO.d 10) pasesal g
spunj wiedBoud SAND 4o uonuod v Jmp paunbar me| YRUL 7961 JO SIURLUPUSUNY SRS AA Jiand sy Aq wresBod syz o3 pappe sucisivo.d pamopjos weaosd SAAD B3
ul 3320 Aep piyp o3 uopusae 34| (7/7-96 “Td) 0861 10 DV BUBSAA PIUD PUR DURISISSY Uondopy sui A DIPRE JBlLee SpURY SAAD 10 asn sty Buipaeds. uoisincd
JusBuLas 5391 2 U0 YinY (887601 ~Td) 9007 IO 1Y Mawesdul] 581neg AUz PUB PIIND) S AQ AE) Y 03 pappe Sulpusds aues 4ep Py Uo LORHASSL YL




82

Congressional Research Service 17

Program Creation and State Plan Requirements

The CWS and PSSF programs were enacted roughly six decades apart and in different contexts.

CWS was created in 1935, as part of the original Social Security Act (P.L. 74-271). At its enactment, the
CWS program was the first and only federal program dedicated wholly to child welfare services. This
may help to explain its broad aims even today. The Children’s Bureau, which was instrumental in writing
the program into law, understood CWS grants as a way to “help get new services started; to reach more
children with established services; [and] to improve the quality of services provided.”? While the original
program law directed states to focus their efforts on rural areas this limitation was removed in the Social
Security Amendments of 1958 (P.L.85-840) and states were later directed to work to ensure services were
available statewide. The program was enacted as part of Title V of the Social Security Act, but was moved
to Title IV (in a new part B) by the Social Security Amendments of 1967 (P.L.90-248). It was renamed as
the Stephanie Tubbs Jones Child Welfare Services (CWS) program by the Fostering Connections to
Success and Increasing Adoptions Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-351).

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 (P.L. 103-66) established a program to fund family
support and family preservation services in a new subpart 2 of Title IV-B. At the time, the number of
children in foster care was climbing (along with federal spending on IV-E foster care) and new service
models aimed particularly at preventing the need for foster care placement appeared promising. The 1993
law called for collaborative planning and development of community-based family support programs,
along with family preservation services. It also authorized funding to evaluate these services, and
provided (beginning with FY'1995), a set-aside of program funding for the Court Improvement Program.
As part of the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 (P.L. 105-89), Congress expanded the program
(and its mandatory funding) to include support for services to help reunite children in foster care with
their families and to promote and support adoptions out of foster care. ASFA renamed the program,
Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF). In 2019, the Family First Transition Act (Division N of P.L.
116-94) renamed the program as the MaryLee Allen Promoting Safe and Stable Families program.

Compared to PSSF, CWS state plan requirements more often focus on required protections and
procedures for children in foster care and on development and implementation of other plans for broader
child welfare agency functions (e.g., disaster planning). CWS state plan requirements have been amended
and added to many times. By contrast, amendments to the PSSF program have arguably more often
focused on additional activities or grants supported out of the program’s funds, rather than to state plan
requirements. For example, after ASFA added new service categories in 1997, the Deficit Reduction Act
0f 2005 (P.L. 109-171) expanded the Court Improvement Program (CIP) work, and the Child and Family
Services Improvement Act of 2006 (P.L. 109-288), established grants for “targeted purposes,” i.e.,
Regional Partnership Grants (RPGs) to improve outcomes for children affected by parental substance use
and Monthly Caseworker Visit (MCV) grants.

The origin and develop of some state plan requirements are discussed immediately below, followed by a
discussion of access to CWS and PSSF by territories and tribes. Following this Table 2 provides a side-
by-side comparison of the state plan requirements given in the law for the CWS and PSSF programs.
There is limited overlap in these requirements, although, as described in Table 1, HHS has ensured that
plan submission and reporting provisions are done in a coordinated and consolidated manner. Further,

3 Mildred Arnold, “The-Growth of Public Child Welfare Services,” Children, July-August 1960) This piece was part of a larger
set of articles that commemorated the 25™ anniversary of the SSA and were included in the magazine of the Children’s Bureau
under the heading: “The Children’s Titles in the Social Security Act.” The titles discussed included, Title IV, which at the time
included only the Aid to Dependent Children program (Title IV), and Title V, which in addition to the CWS program, included
grants related to Maternal and Child Health, and separately, grants for Crippled Children.” The CWS program was moved to Title
IV (in a newly created part B) by the Social Security Amendments of 1967 (P.L. 90-248).
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both CWS and PSSF state plan requirements include some attention to coordination of efforts, although
these provisions are more expansive in the PSSF plan.

CWS Requirements

Joint development (with the Children’s Bureau) of a plan for child welfare services was required from the
beginning of the CWS program (Social Security Act of 1935, P.L. 74-271). However, the first explicit
“state plan requirements” were added to the program by the Public Welfare Amendments of 1962 (P.L.
87-543). The plan requirements have been amended many times since. Notably, the Adoption Assistance
and Child Welfare Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-272) sought to revise and modernize the provisions. As did the
Child and Family Services Improvement Act of 2006 (P.L. 109-288).

Coordination with Other Social Services

The current law provision that requires the state agency administering the SSBG program to also
administer the CWS program had its genesis in an initial 1962 state plan requirement, which called on
states to coordinate provision of CWS services with services provided under the Aid to Dependent
Children (ADC) program. (At time the ADC program, later renamed Aid to Families with Dependent
Children, AFDC, included social services funding.*) The Social Security Act Amendments of 1967 (P.L.
90-248) moved the CWS program from its original location in Title V of the SSA to a new Title IV-B and
revised the coordination requirement to stipulate that the same agency that administered AFDC must
administer the CWS program. When the AFDC social services funding was moved to a new Title XX
(effective in 1975), the CWS state plan requirement was again changed to reference the new Title XX
Social Services funding; in 1981, it was revised again to reflect creation of the Title XX Social Services
Block Grant (SSBG).

Foster Care

Although provision of foster care does not appear to have been intended as the primary focus of the CWS
program, by the 1970s, it seemed to be widely acknowledged as the most expected use of the funds.> The
Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-272) moved federal foster care support out
of the AFDC program (where it had been established in 1961) into a new Title IV-E.® The law included a
focus on improved case planning and achievement of permanency for children in foster care and, as a part
of this project, rewrote and revamped the CWS program. Notably it established an incentive structure
whereby states that met certain requirements, including being able to show that they offered the same case

“# The Social Security Amendments of 1956 (P.L. 84-880) added funding for social services to the ADC program. This funding
remained a component of the ADC/AFDC program until the creation of Title XX Social Services via the Social Services
Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-647, enacted January 1975).

3 See for example, U.S. Congress, Committee Print 96-29, Senate Finance Committee, Staff Data and Materials Relating to
Social and Child Welfare Services, September 1979, p. 8: “Most of the expenditures reported by States under the title IV-B
program are used to provide foster care, including income maintenance for children who are ineligible for foster care under the
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program.” According to this document, federal FY1979 funding for Title IV-B
(CWS) was $56.5 million but states estimated their spending on CWS would total about $793 million in that fiscal year and most
of this ($581 million) for foster care (see Table 11).

6P.L.87-61 (1961) established foster care as an optional component of the ADC program (later AFDC) on a temporary and
short-term basis. The authority to provide foster care under the program was subsequently extended, and later made permanent.
The Social Security Amendments of 1967 (P.L. 90-248, enacted in January 1968) required states with an AFDC plan to offer
foster care.
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planning and review protections for children in foster care (without regard to Title IV-E eligibility status)
were able to receive an allotment of CWS funds out of a potentially larger pot of CWS funds.”

The Social Security Amendments of 1994 (P.L. 103-432) repealed that incentive structure and turned the
incentive measures into state plan requirements. This made carrying out case plan and review procedures
for all children in foster care (IV-E eligible or not) a requirement for receipt of any CWS funds. (The
effective date of these changes was delayed until April 1, 1996).

Among the additional CWS state plan requirements that focus exclusively on children in foster care are
those that address—the diligent recruitment of foster and adoptive parents (added by the Multi-Ethnic
Placement Act, MEPA of 1994, P.L. 103-382), the creation of standards for frequency and quality of
caseworker visits with children in foster care (added by the Child and Family Services Improvement Act
0f 2006, P.L.109-288), and the development of a health oversight plan for children in foster care (added
by the Fostering Connections to Success and Increasing Adoptions Act of 2008, P.L. 110-351).

Other

Other CWS requirements are diverse addressing a range of topics and dealing with general child welfare
agency functioning, including working with volunteer (private) agencies, developing a pre-placement
services program, consulting with tribes on meeting the Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA) requirements,
describing services for children adopted from other countries, and planning for continued operations and
provision of services in the face of a disaster.

PSSF Requirements

By comparison to those in CWS, the PSSF plan requirements are less numerous. They are also largely
center around collaborative planning for and review of agency goals and coordinated service strategies, as
well as a requirement that service spending be done along a continuum, ranging from services to families
in the community (family support), to those in crisis or where children have been removed from the home
(family preservation and family reunification) and as well for identifying and supporting children in new
permanent adoptive homes (adoption promotion and support services).

Since the 1993 enactment of the program, PSSF plan amendments have been revised to—stipulate that
safety is to be of “paramount concern” in administering program services (Adoption and Safe Families
Act 0f 1997, P.L. 105-89), make the reporting requirements under PSSF more specific (Child and Family
Services Improvement Act of 2006, P.L. 109-288), and require states to focus services on children at
greatest risk of maltreatment (Child and Family Services Improvement and Innovation Act of 2011, P.L.
112-34).

Access to CWS and PSSF for Territories and Tribes

For the most part, only a state or tribe with an ACF-approved CWS or PSSF plan is eligible to receive
program funds

Under Title IV-B, the term state applies to each of the 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
American Samoa, Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.® The District of

Columbia and Puerto Rico must meet all of the same requirements that apply to any of the 50 states in
order to receive CWS or PSSF funds. However, under federal regulations applicable to certain insular

7 Reflecting a concern about lack of reliable data, access to the broader pot of CWS funds was also conditioned on the state
conducting an inventory of all children in foster care and development of a statewide information system regarding children in
foster care.

8 See “state” as defined in Section 1101(a)(1) of the SSA and for purposes of Title IV-B specifically in 45 C.F.R. §1355.20(a).
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areas (45 C.F.R. §97), American Samoa, Guam, the Northern Marianas, and the U.S. Virgin Islands are
permitted to receive CWS and PSSF funds as part of a consolidated social services grant. Accordingly,
these jurisdictions do not need to meet non-federal matching requirements to receive these funds. Neither
are they required to meet the specific requirements of each program consolidated into the grant. However,
they must choose one of the programs that are part of the consolidated grant and meet its requirements.
Currently, American Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mariana Islands receive their CWS and PSSF funds
as part of a consolidated social services grant and under the SSBG requirements.

Although the U.S. Virgin Islands is eligible for the same consolidated social services funding, it has
relatively recently (effective with FY2017) received approval of a Title IV-E plan and has accordingly
begun to submit CWS and PSSF plans and to receive that program funding under their specific rules.
Presumably this is because HHS understands the Title IV-E state plan at Section 471(a)(2) of the SSA to
require any state or tribe seeking approval of Title IV-E plan to also have an approved CWS plan. (It does
not, however, require an approved PSSF plan).’

Definition of Tribe and Tribal Receipt of Funds

The terms Indian tribe or tribal organization, as used in Title IV-B generally refers, respectively, to a
federally recognized tribe and a governing body of such a tribe or tribes.'” All tribes that receive CWS or
PSSF funds must have approved plans under the program. Generally, thc same requirements apply to
tribes as to states. However, for tribes that do not operate a foster care program, certain CWS
requirements are not considered applicable. In addition, HHS has used the authority granted to it in the
PSSF statute to waive the requirements in that program related to spending significant sums on each of
the four service categories and the limit on spending for administrative proposes. Finally, a tribe is not
permitted to have an approved PSSF plan (i.e., receive PSSF funds) unless—subject to the amount of
funding appropriated and the number of tribes applying in a given fiscal year—it has a child (under age
21) population large enough to ensure it would receive an allotment of at least $10,000.

9 The Title IV-E plan (Section 471(a)(2)) requires that the state agency administering or supervising the administration of the
Title IV-E foster care, prevention, and permanency program must be the same state agency that administers the CWS program.
As interpreted by HHS, this means that no state or tribe may be approved to administer a Title IV-E program without separately
having approval to carry out a CWS program. See HHS, ACF, ACYF, Children’s Bureau, Child Welfare Policy Manual
(CWPM), Section 9.1, question 2; and CRS communication with HHS, ACF (August 2023), confirming that the policy stated in
the CWPM applies not only to tribes operating a Title [V-E program but also to any state (including territories) doing this.

10 See the definition of this terms in Section 4 of the Indian Self Determination and Assistance Act (25 C.F.R. §5304), which is
cross-referenced in Title IV-B.
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Service Definitions and Descriptions

States can spend CWS funds on any of these five categories, along with nearly any service or activity
authorized in any federal child welfare program. This includes for example, independent living services
for youth in or formerly in foster care, staff training, caseworker retention and training, foster/adoptive
parent recruitment and training, and other service-related work. Further, as stipulated by the Child and
Family Services Improvement Act of 2006, states that in FY2005 used CWS funds for foster care
maintenance payments, adoption assistance payments and certain child care, may continue to use CWS
for those purposes (but not beyond the amount they spent on the given service in FY2005).."!

By contrast, states must spend their PSSF funds on four defined categories of services, family support,
family preservation, family reunification, and adoption promotion and support services. The definitions of
these categories frequently list goals (as opposed to types of activities to be provided). Further the goals
and activities may be similar across different categories but focused on a different population.

Table 3 uses definitions in law, as well as description in policy guidance to describe the five most
commonly supported IV-B service categories. The table lists the goal or objective for each category, gives
service examples, and shows target populations.

Table 3. Selected Title IV-B Service Categories: Goals, Services. and Populations to be Served

Service Goal biecti Service Example Populations
Category oals (objectives) (as defined in law or given in guidance) Served
Protective Prevent or remedy the abuse, neglect, or Investigation and emergency medical Children at risk
Services exploitation of children services of, or
Emergency Shelter experiencing,
iewal act abuse, neglect, or
egal action exploitation
Developing case plans,
Counseling
Assessment/evaluation of family
circumstances
Arranging alternative living
arrangements (including preparing for
foster placement, as needed)
Case management and referral to
service providers
Family Promote the well-being of children; afford them | Center-based activities (e.g., drop-in Families with
Support safe, stable, and supportive family interactions, parent support groups) children,
(provided environments; and enhance their development | jnformation and referral services, iqcluding
in the Promote the well-being of families; increase | including for community & legal services ?ol;gmal, ;05‘“
: & ) ) 5 " inship, an
community) the str'ength 3"q stability of all fa_’“"'es . Services to increase parenting skills d :P‘ familiesb
(including adoptive, foster, and kin families) p adoptive families
§ Counseling Children h
Increase parents’ confidence and H isiti L ildren/youtl
competence in their parenting abilities ome;visitingjactiyities
Strengthen parental relationships and Respite care for parents/other caregivers
promote healthy marriages Early developmental screening of
Support and retain foster families to provide cl;nldlre'n to assgss needs; ass}:st:ance ':
quality family-based foster care obtaining services to meet their needs
Mentoring,” tutoring and health
education for youth

! For FY2022, 15 states planned to spend CWS funds for foster care maintenance payments, 13 planned to use them for adoption
(or guardianship) assistance, while no state indicated planned use for child care related to parental employment/education. See

Annual Report to Congress on State Child Welfare Expenditures Reported on CFS-101 (2022), January 2023, Attachment C.
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provided in the
family home)

reunited with family
Find permanency for children via adoption
or legal guardianship (if reuniting is not
appropriate)
Place children in other planned permanent
living arrangements (if reuniting, adoption,
or legal guardianship are not appropriate).

Service o Service Example Populations
Category Goals (objectives) (as defined in law or given in guidance) Served
Family Prevent the need for children to be placed | Preplacement and preventive services, | Families and
Preservation | in foster care (eg. intensive family preservation programs) | children at-risk
(may be Allow children placed in care to be safely Follow-up care for families with whoma | ©F In crisis,

child has been reunited

Respite care to allow temporary relief to
parents/caregivers (including foster parents)

Services to improve parenting
confidence, knowledge and skills (e.g,
regarding child development, coping with
stress, family budgeting, health, and nutrition)

Case management services designed to
stabilize families in crisis (e.g, assistance
with housing and utility payments; access to
adequate health care; transportation)

Infant safe haven programs (that allow a
parent to safely relinquish a newborn at a
location designated in state law)

including when
children are at
risk of entering
foster care and
when children
have been placed
in foster care.b

Children in need
of new
permanent
families

Family
Reunification

Facilitate safe, appropriate, and timely
reunification of children placed in foster
care.

Ensure the strength and stability of the
reunited family.

Counseling (individual, group, or family)

Substance use disorder treatment
(inpatient, residential, or outpatient)

Mental health services

Temporary child care & therapeutic
services for families (e.g. crisis nurseries)

Assistance to address domestic violence
Peer-to-peer mentoring and support
groups for parents/primary caregivers
Facilitating access to and visits of children
by parents and siblings
Transportation to or from any of the
above listed family reunification services

Parents/primary
caregivers of
children in foster
care and those
children;

Parents/primary
caregiver of
children reunited
with them from
foster care
(within the last
15 months) and
those children

Adoption
Promotion
and Support
See §431(a)(8)
of the SSA

Encourage adoption out of foster care when
this promotes the best interests of children

Expedite the adoption process
Support adoptive families

Pre-adoption services
Post-adoption services

Children in need
of adoption

Prospective
adoptive parents

Adoptive families

Source: Table prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS).
Notes: Based on definitions given in the PSSF program at Section 431(a)(1), (2), (7), and (8) of the Social Security Act and
services category descriptions provided in CFS-101 reporting instructions, including in the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), Administration for Children and Families (ACF), Administration on Children, Youth and Families

(ACYF), Children’s Bureau,

PI-23-01, Attachment B, pp. 6-8.

a.  Mentoring as used in the PSSF family support definition is given with a cross-reference to the definition of that term as
included in the Mentoring Children of Prisoners (MCP) program. Under that program, mentoring is defined as “a
structured, managed program, in which children are appropriately matched with screened and trained adult
volunteers for one-on-one relationships involving meetings and activities on a regular basis, intended to meet, in part,
the child’s need for involvement with a caring and supportive adult who provides a positive role model” (see Section
439(b)(2). The MCP program last received appropriations in FY2010.

b.  The statutory definitions of family support and family preservation services both refer to “extended” families.
Presumably this is a refence to kinship, although that term is not used in the definitions. See Section 432(a)(1) and (2)
of the SSA.
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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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Inside America's critical shortage of foster care homes | On Point 9/27/23, 12:10 PA
The U.S. foster care system is broken.

"We are in a massive crisis,” Serita Cox, CEO and co-founder of the nonprofit
iFoster, says. "And that crisis means that we have kids living in a casino or living in
an office building or living in juvenile hall when they’ve done nothing.”

give today

There's a critical shortage of foster homes. More than half of all states saw a
significant decline in licensed foster homes last year. Some states saw cuts as high
as 61%. There are many reasons behind the decline. One of the main factors: new
foster parents don't stay in the system.

"You could be getting all of these wonderful foster parents in, but if you're losing
50% of them in their first year ... it's basically a sieve,” Cox says.

Today, On Point: The crisis in American foster care.

Guests

Serita Cox, CEO and co-founder of the nonprofit iFoster, the largest nationwide
virtual network for children, families and organizations within the foster care
system.

John DeGarmo, foster care advocate who's been a foster and adoptive parent of
more than 60 children since 2001.
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Brittany Yates, Jewell Harris, Enrique, and Glenda Wright, former foster youth.

Mikaila Reinhardt, a former foster child and now farily recruitment specialist for
the Children’s Home Society of North Carolina.

John Connery, the director of recruitment at the South Carolina Youth Advocate
Program. ’
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MEGHNA CHAKRABARTE: This is On Point. 'm Meghna Chakrabarti. The U.S.

ffoste}r care system is broken. The nuimber of licensed foster homes dropped last

yéar in more than half of states, and in some states the drop was pmfoﬁnd. For '
_example, South Carolina lost more than 61% of its available foster homes last year.
"Meanwhile, more children continue to enter the child welfare system.

The short_ageskhave forced several states to seek temporary shelter for children
wherever it's available, including casino hotels, emergency rooms, ietirement
homes, and even former juvenile detention facilities. The Covid pandemic pushed
the erisis out into the open, but it has been brewing foryears.

Jewell Harris is 24 and lives in Ohio. She’s been in and out of the foster care system
since she was three yeafs old. She aged out. Enrique lives in California. He went
into foster care when he was 11, He’s 25 now and has also aged out of the system;
Glenda Wright is in Kentucky. She’s 27, and first entered the foster care system
when she was two. She often received kinship care from her grandmother, but her
grandmother died when Glenda was 13. She's also aged out of the system.

This is what they experienced.



Inside America's ciitical shortage of foster care homes | On Paint 912723, T2:10 PM

JEWELL HARRIS: I'was probably like 13 years old, and we'd spend hours upon hours”
inside of the actual children’s services agency. So in that lobby you'd see a bunch of
différent kids with a bunch of trash bags just sitting there and waiting and waiting. Then

- you get out of school and it's like, "Oh no; you can’t go back there, you have some — the
caseworker's there to pick you up and you have to go to the agency.”

They have completely packed up all your things in trash bags. You don't know wkat they
left, what they missed, or what théy decided to disregard or discard, and that in iiself
was very demeaning. You lose your sense of autonomy. You feel like you don't have any
control over your life.

ENRIQUE: There was times where I've had to stay at the command post, which is in
downtown LA. and'it's like a big' DCFS office, kind of, where when you're unhoused, they
place you there. There's been times where I got removed from one group home and I had
to stay at the commarid post basically foralmost a week until they found me something
new. : ‘

I got hospitalized one time and they made me stay in the hospital for almost a week
longer than I should have been just because they were trying to find me a new placement
as well, A lot of times they move people around and they don't have d set plan, so they'll
move you out of your house, but they dor't even Have a hotne for you to go to. It's
inhumane to be honest. Especially for a kid, you know, it's very traumatic. -

GLENDA WRIGHT: My grandmother had, jizst passed away. That's a significant loss. It's
basically like my mother just passed away. And instead of thinking therapeutically, like,
"Okay, these kids are abways together. They need to stay together. And they need to be in
a home-like environment as they kind of try to work through their grandmother dying."

They decided that it would be better to put us in institutional care.

So what that looked like was me and my brothers getting split up by gender. So again, T
Just had my grandmother’s death. It's the same night. I remember being in the room and
laying on the bunk bed and just crying my eyes out. And I didn't have my built-in
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support of my siblings, and so we were in that place for too long, first off, but really long,
1 don’t really remember exactly how long. But to me, in that moment, it felt like months.
It felt like years. : ’ .

I know what's best for me, even if my age says that I don't. And so really just
implementing youth feedback, both post-system and pre-systewm is really important.

CHAKRABARTY: That was Jewell Harris of Ohio, Enrique in California and Glenda
Wright in Kentucky. : i .

Serita Cox is the CEO and co-founder of the nonprofit iFoster, the largest national
virtual network for children, families, and organizations within the foster care
system. And she joins us today from Lake Tahoe, California.

Serita, welcome to On Point.
SERITA COX: Hello Meghna, and thank you so much for having me. -

CHAKRABARTT: So we've only recently, I think more broadly have heard of this sort
of precipitous crisis in the foster care system. But ag we just heard from Enrique,
Glenda, and Jewell, this has been going on for years. T mean, would you describe
the current shortage of foster homes ag different or more acute than it was before?

COX: I think it's happening nationwide at a level that we haven't seen necessarily
before all at once, due to Covid. So Covid kind of put a spotlight on it. But this
situation has been going on for a long, long time. You know, Jewell, Glenda and
Enrique, you mentioned their ages now and they're talking about a decade ago and
what they were going through. So yes, this has been a problem for a long time that
just seems to have come to this massive head that the publicbis becoming aware of
because of Covid. ' A k

CHAKRABARTI: Okay. I'd like to spend a few minutes talking about the lengths



111

Inside America's oritical shorlage of foster care homes | On Polnt /271283, 1210 Ph

that several different states and social service agencies in those states have had to
go to in-order to find places for children to stay who are in the foster system. I
mean, for example, in California where you are, there are stories of children who
have had to sleep in-cots in former juvenile detention centers. Do you know more
about that?

COX: That's correct. That's in Sacramento, Tt was investigated and the bottom line
is, there were ~— and there are — no foster homes or kinship homes available for
these children. And so it is the only facility they could find. Itwould be that or
maybe office space at Department of Children and Family Services headquarters.
Or it would be homelessness. That is the crisis. There are no beds:

CHAKRABARTT: Mm. Homelessness, even though these children are supposed to -
be in the care of the state? '

COX: Correct: And homelessness does occur. T believe Enrique talked about that,
that even while you're in care, it does not mean that you're guaranteed to be with a
family, to be in a safe placement. )

CHAKRABARTI: Okay. Thete are a couple of other other examples I want to g0
through just to really drive this point home about how dire the situation is. In
Nevada, children have been housed in casino hotel rooms where state workers
watched over them while they were waiting for foster beds to open. You're — I'm .
sure you're aware of that as well, right?

COX: BExactly. You know, at least it was a hotel. (LAUGHS) And you have to see the
grim humor in it. But yes, that's happening there, too. Especially in the more rural
areas, there aren’t foster families, there aren't kinship families in which to place
them. ‘ ‘

CHAKRABARTI: Yeah. And I'm seeing here that in the, in the Nevada case, KFF
News, or formerly Kaiser Health News, has reported that in one Nevada County
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there were — in Elko County, Nevada, it's a rural but geographically large county,
there were 12 foster beds in the entire county. Just 12, And they were all full.

_And then in North Carolina, there were 11,000 youth in the North Carolina foster
care gystem. Just prior to the pandemic, there were 7,100 licensed foster families in
the state, but by 2022, the number had dropped below 5,500. And thatled to a
number of children having to stay, for example, another thing we've been reading
about — and Enrique mentioned this — for extended stays in the hospital. Not
because they needed medical care anymore, but simply because there was no place
for them to go, Serita.

COX: Yes, that does happen. And let's be clear, it's not necessarily a hospital for
physical care. In many times, it's a mental health facility. And you can imagine the
frauma as a young person or a child being held in a’medical health institution —
or a mental health institution when you really don't need to be there.

CHAKRABARTI: I see.

COX: So this is a massive issue, and you can just imagine the trauma that is
impacting on these children. They're already traumatized. They've been removed
from their family due to abuse or violence or neglect. They were removed for a
reason and they're being further re-traumatized by not being placed in a safe
family environment for whatever temporary time they're gonna be in foster care.
Instead, they're in offices, they're in casinos, they're in defunct juvenile holds that
aren't even being used as juvenile holds anymore. You know, it is a crisis.

CHAKRABARTL: Mm-hmm. Well, the North Carolina Department of Health and
Human Services responded to an inquiry from Queen City News who did some
local reporting on this. And the NC DHHS said that they were aware of at least 50
children statewide who were waiting in emergency departments — like, living in
the emergency room. Because of the fact that those particular children were
waiting to be admitted into either a setting that could address their complex
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needs, their mental health needs — that would be inpatient or residential —ora
foster home that was supperted by behavioral health and other services in the
community. And those foster homes simply did not exist in adequate numbers.

So when we come back, Serita, I wanna talk a little bit more about the impact that
Covid has had on this already ongoing problem and really what the dynamics are
that are causing this crisis. So today we're talking about a crisis in the U.S. foster
care system and the dramatic drop in foster homes for children to go to. And we'll
have more when we come back.

Part 11

CHAKRABARTT: Today, we're taking a look at a problem that the Covid pandemic
helped to burst out into the open, and that is the dramatic drop in foster homes, in
licensed foster homes in more than half of U.S. states, A drop that maeans that
children in many of these states are bounced from home to home, or sometimes
housed in inappropriate situations.

And we're trying to understand what's driving not only the recent drop in foster
homes, but the longer term challenges that state child services departments are
facing. And Serita Cox joins us today. She’s CEO of the nonpréfit iFoster, which is
the largest virtual network for children, families and organizations in the foster
care system. ‘

Now, Serita, the fact that Covid made a bad situation worse is unfortunately a
familiar refrain in so many aspects of American life. So I wanna just go back to
what the bad situation even was before Covid. Because I'm reading that there's sort
of a multifaceted set of problems here, and the first of all is that for quite some
time, states have had a very difficult time in retaining new foster families. Can you
tell me why that is and how bad the retention rate is?

COX: Yes. So the retention rate, you know, about 50% of new foster parents last
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only a year or less. So you've got this huge outflow. And by the way, it takes — it can
take almost a year to get licensed to be a foster parent. So ihey ve gone through all
this investment and then they leave :

And some of yhe endemic issues as to why this is — why we're seeing this. Well, we
went out and asked the community. We run something called the Voice of the
Community Survey. We just finished our second annual one. And about 3,000
caregivers from across the country - about 7,000 transition-age yOuth careglvers
and frontline workers — have responded.

And what the caregivers hadto say is they really, they don't feel valued, Now,
remember, caregivers don't get paid, They volunteer. And they don't feel valued.
They don't feel that they're seen as anything but a bed and a driver, driving kids to
their visitations or their doctor's appointments or to school or whatever,

They don't feel respected. They don't get the training and support they need,
They're not sure how to access the resources that their children need or where to
get them. And quite frankly, the stipend that they do get, which is supposed to
invest in the child, is insufficient to meet the needs of that child.

CHAKRABARTT: M.

COX: And so when you add all of that up — and this feeling of they're already

- volunteering and they feel like they're not even a valued member of the team, their
voice isn't heard in decision making around the future of that child even though
they are principally responsible for the life of that child, for the mdjority of the
time that that child's in care — you ¢an see how things can fester and it becomesa
very — nobody wants to be part of something like this.

CHAKRABARTT: Right. Okay. So not enough support for families who wish to be
fostet families. We will come back to that in a couple of minutes. But caseworkers
themselves, I'm seeing, are feeling very overworked and burning out. Do you have
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some, some data or stories around that?

COX: Yes. There, too. You can see the same. 1 believe the turnover rate, depends on
the staté, is between 30 to 50%, on frontline workers. These are the ones that are,
are out there in the field. So there, too, huge caseloads - far exceeding what the
state or federal guidelines suggest should be their caseloads. Not only that, but
their caseloads are moving and switching all the time."

To give you a case example, in L.A. County, cases are done by — social workers are
‘given a region that they operate in. So as kids move placements — as you heard
Enrigue and Jewell and Glenda talk about moving placements — and they move in
and out-of a social worker’s area, that social worker may have a steady state of
cases, but the actual case keeps changing because the children keep changing. So
you can just imagine the — how can they possibly keep up? And they're under
incredible pressure, too, because there's not enough homes. How do you think a
social worker feels keepmg a kid in their office? ‘

CHAKRABARTI: Mm-hmm. Mm. -
COX: Tt's heartbreaking.

CHAKRABARTY: Yeah, Well, you know, we reached out to several states thatare
experiencing these critical shortages of foster homes. And several of them, a
couple of them, did give back to us with statements.

One of them is Maryland. And according to at least one data set in 2000 — between
2021 to 2022, Maryland lost 38% of its available, or number of licensed foster
homes in the state. And the state of Maryland responded to our inquiry with quite
along statement, but a portion of it says that currently there are 3,911 children
and teens in foster care. And as of just this week, there are 2,640 licensed active
resource homes in Maryland. And they gave us a couple of reasons about why that
number has fluctuated in the past few years.
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And they point to what seems like an administrative reason — that overthe course
of 2019 to 2021, the statement says, Maryland developed and launched the new
child, juvenile and adult management system to better support DHS Child Welfére
and Adult Services employees. And during the transition period to this new '
management system, they discovered, ahd have since corrected, programming
issues with migrating the data from the state’s old system to the new one, which
resulted in some closed resource homes being reopened in the system
inadvertently. ‘ ’ ‘ ' :

Now, what do you take from that, Serita?

COX: A lot of bureaucratic information. (LAUGHS)

CHAKRABARTT: {LAUGHS) Yes. Yes.

COX: Um..L.yeah, it's a mess. S ’ . :
CHAKRABARTL Mm-hmm,

COX: I mean, how do you not know which of your families — and this just goes to
what caregivers are saying — they're so low on the totem pole for being supported
that an administrative error could turn off families.

CHAKRABARTL Mm-hmm.

COX: It just underscores the value that is being placed on these caregivers who
arguably are the higgest — from a child-centric point of view — they are the most
important piece of the child welfare system.

CHAKRABARTT: Yeah. There's another piece of this that I wanted to get your

impressions on. Because, again, thinking about the reporting that's come out of
Nevada and some of — the tremendously acute need, especially in some of
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Nevada's rural counties.

Officials there, again, told Kaiser Health News that what made the available
number of foster families shrink dramatically there was actually larger problems in
the community: higher poverty rates, greatér geographical distances to services or
even between communities, very limited infrastructure, fewer social workers in all.
So the community itself was struggling, which meant that the number of foster
families, even if they had the desire to do so, simply couldn't. They couldn't -
support bringing another child into their home, even temporarily. Soit's likea
reflection of bigger challenges in American life, don't you think?

COX: Absolutely. Absolutely. Especially if you have built a system upon the backs of
volunteers. What other system of care that do we have in the United States that is
so dependent on volunteers? In healthcare, we have home health workers, we have
senior care, we have pre-K and childcare. All of those do not rely upon volunteers
yet, the child welfare system does. ’

And where are the majority of children coming into the foster care system from?
Well, again, if we goback to the surveys we've been doing, 78% of frontline workers
said that the number one reason that drove children into the foster care system in
the first place was poverty. i

CHAKRABARTI: Mm-hmim.

COX: So that means that children are coming from communities like you just
described about Elko. You know, poor communities, communities that are already
struggling. And now we are saying as a child welfare system, we are flipping over to
that exact same community and saying, "Yeah, you're struggling, but we're looking
for volunteers. Will you sign up and take another child into your home?"

CHAKRABARTI: Mm.
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COX: "Oh, and P.S., by the way, we're not gonna give you a stipend that's gonna
cover everything that that child completely needs. Nor are we going to be able to
give you all the'supports and resources and everything else that you need because
we ourselves are; you know, we don't have enough social Wofkers, we're under
stress, we don't have the capability to do that. And perhaps we don't value you that
way either.” ‘

CHAKRABARTT: Right. We're gonna hear from a foster parent in just one minute
here, but Serita I had one more question for you. Because you said "volunteer”
multiple times. But then you also mentioned, correctly, that stipends are paid to
foster families who do care for children in the system.

Now those stipends, monthly stipends can vary wildly, right? I mean, I'm seeing as
low as $200 a month in Utah to $1000 a month in California. Butyou're still
making the argumént that that is an inadequate amount to care for the children

- that the foster parents aré, foster families are taking in?

COX: Yes. And to be clear, foster parents aren’t paid like a professional, right? And
that's one thing caregivers have suggested is what if this was to be more of a
profession? And we can talk about that. )

But this stipend is somewhat of a compensation for the bed, for the roof over their
head. And for the consumption of items that that child needs, whether it's ‘
clothing, food, being driven to and from school or visitations or programming, you
know, things Iiige that. So when you think about it's not a lot. It does go up based
on the complexity of the trauma and the case that they are licensed to he able to
have.

So a family who is trained and can handle very severe trauniatic cases — children
who have been sexually abused, children who have disabilities, children with
severe mental health issues — obviously you need someone much more trained.
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CHAKRABARTIL: Mm-hmm.

COX: And they need much more supports than a child who doesn't need that. So

.that's why you see these varying in differences. But is it paid like one would see a
home health worker being paid or a senior care worker being paid, or a childcare
worker being paid? No.

CHAKRABARTL: Mm-hmm,
COX: It is not. And maybe that's why it's not valued.

CHAKRABARTT: Okay. Okay, well, Serita Cox, hang on here for just a minute
because I wanna bring in the voice of someone who is a foster parent.

John DeGarmo joins us from Monticello, Georgia. He's been a foster parent and
adoptive parent of 60 plus children since 2001. He's also a foster care expert and.
advocate, and the director of the Foster Care Institute. John DeGarmo, welcome to
you.

JOHN DEGARMO: Thank you so very much:

CI IAKRABARTI: Can you take a minute first to talk about how many kids you
fostered, their age ranges when you started?

DEGARMO: Oh, absolutely. Thank you for aslcing-. Started roﬁghly 20 yéafs ago,
we've had over 60 plus children. We've had children as young as 27 hours of age
and as old as 18 years of age. We averaged roughly nine children at a time. Several
times, we had as many as 11 children at the same time, including seven in diapers.
And there’s a reason behind that.

You know, we've been talking about the shortage of foster parents and at the Foster
Care Institute, we did a deep study on why that was. But you know, in our area,
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there are simply not enough foster homes, and we have been asked several times to
take well over the limit. ’

CHAKRABARTI: Well over the limit. T read that at one point in time, during one
Christmas, were there 23 kids that came into your care? '

DEGARMO: (LAUGHS) Well, we bad 23 children. It was actually 2020, the year of
Covid. We opened up our house te alot of our former kids that came through our. .
home, and we had 23 kids join us during that holiday season that were in foster
care in our home at one time. You know, in our home, there's no Iébel, there's no
bioclogical or adoptive or foster. They're all of our children. We love them equally.

CHAKRABARTT: Okay, so these, these were children that you had ¢ared for befoté
who came in for Christmas, the Christmas of Covid. Okay. Point taken. I appreciate
that clarification. What, Lim, what drew you to become a foster parent in the first
place? B ' '

DEGARMO: Well, theére's a few reasons, and thanks for asking. Initially, my wife's
from Australia and our:child died in Australia from a condition called anencephaly.
And my wife was in labor for 92 hours and I had a lot of anger at that time.

And then years later, we moved back to the United States and I was teachingin a
rural system in Georgia. And two things hit me: The fact that many kids are
coming through my high school classroom in this rural area that had issues of
attendance issues of behavior, issues of academics. And I noticed a lot of it was
stemming from their household environment. S ‘

And second of all, in this small raral county was a very, very large human
trafficking ring led by a gentleman by the name of Dr. Malachi York. He was nota
_doctor, but that was his alias. He's now in jail for bringing over a thousand
children over the state lines of Georgia for child sex trafficking. And so I asked my
wife, you know, we lost our first child. We have three healthy children at that point.
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How can we help other kids? And that led to the Jjourney and adventure of foster
parenting. ’

CHAKRABARTT: Wow, Well, I'm very sorry to hearabout your first child but T'm
grateful that you're joining us today, John. If you hang on for just a minute, I
wanna talk a lot more about the realities of being a foster parent and what can be
done to change the system so that the number of foster homes can grow in this
country to meet the needs of children in the system. So we'll have a lot more when
we come back. ‘

Part I

CHAKRABARTT: Today, we'te talking ahout the crisis in the foster care system -
that's really burst out into.the open because over the last couple of years, at least
half — I should actually say more than half — of U.S. states ‘have experienced a
dramatic drop in the number of licensed foster homes in each of these various

states.

And today we'te exploring why and what can be done about it: Serita Cox joins us.
She's CEO and founder of the nonprofit iFoster. And John DeGarmo is with us as
well. He's been a foster parent since 2001 and is the director of the Foster Care
Institute. I just wanna hear for a moment from another person who was formetly
in the foster care system.

Because wetalked a few minutes ago about the fact that half of foster parents don't
last a single year — or they exit the system as available foster families after just one
year. And one of the things that means immediately is that children get bounced
around from home to home. And that was the casc for 25-year-old Mikaila
Reinhardt of North Carolina. She entered the foster care system when she was nine
due to drug abuse and trafficking in her biological home, And since then, she's
been in more than 15 foster homes.
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MIRAILA REINHARDT: I've had to sit down and actually write out like, the people Fve
lived with, like all of their names. And it's crazy because I had this list in front of me for
like a week and Twould just be like, "Oh, I forgot this person. Oh, F forgot this person.”
And so whien I ended up coming to peace with like, everyone I had wrote down, I had
wrote down 23 different families who had cared for me during the time I was in foster
care. ' '

And so I ended up in overseven different schools before I graduated. And I lived about
two hours away at one point from, you know, like my community orthe people that I'd
known since Iike, elementary school. And a lot of my friends would say, you know, "One
day you would just go missing and nobody knew where youwere.” -

That was exactly how it was. Like, my friends, one day I'd be at school and the next day
-my friends would never see me again and Iwould never see them again until years later.
It's quite an experience to wrap your mind around, being a child in foster care. It's a
‘tornade constantly. Your life is a tornado, ' : :

CHARRABARTI: Now, Mikaila says she's glad that she was initially removed from
her mother’s home. She does know it wasn't safe for her there. But the instability
that she experienced afterwards really took a toll on her and she doesn't want
other children to have to go through that, which is why today she's a family
recruitment specialist for the Children’s Home Society of North Carolina.

John; I'm wondering if I can ask you about what the — you think the primary
challenges are for families in-their first year of wanting to foster children? What
those challenges are and whether or not in the training period that they go
through with various states, if they're really adequately prepared for them by the
child services that, that train the families? .

DEGARMO: No, that's a fantastic question. You know, T recognized within 20
minutes of my first placement that I was not ready for the two children placed in
my home. My wife and 1 thought we wefe ready, but we recognized within the first
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20 minutes that wasn't the case. And that's the case for so many foster parents.

You know, we did a study, at the Foster Care Institute, and we asked over 5,000
foster parents, what's the number one reason why you are quitting after roughly 18
months? And by far, the response was foster parents felt that they did not get the
help they needed during times of burnout, stress. During times of secondary
traumatic stress, known as compassion fatigue, during times of feelings of grief
and loss when a child leaves. They felt they weren't getting the support from their

" caseworkers. In truth, caseworkers are ovérworked, overwhelmed, under- -
resourced, under-supported, understaffed, and underpaid. And as we dmcusscd
here earlier, they quit as well. :

Soit'sa very challenging time. And then during Covid, what I was hearing from
foster parents was, when the child was removed — when we closed the schools
down and the child was placed back into the foster care home, they were no longer
gemng their support services they needed in school because they were, on average,
18 months behind academically with issues of behavior and academics.

They were no longer getting their professional therapy or counseling services that
they desperately needed. They were no longer getting in-person visitation services,
and their anxiety levels were through the roof,

Well, foster paterits were telling me, "Dr. John, I'm not a teacher. I can't help these

" “kids with their academics. I'm not a therapist or counselor. I can't do visitations .
online five days a week.” And their anxiety levels are through the roof. And that's
one of the reasons why we lost so many good foster parents during 2020 and 2021.
They just weren't getting the help they needed, and the children were in their
homes 24 hours a day without any sort of help.

CHAKRABARTI: Ah. Okay. Serita Cox, you know, one inight think, well, perhaps the
communiity around where these foster families live could step up more, right? 1
mean, offers to babysit, carpooling, you know, assistance with laundry, whatever it
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takes. You know, the things that friends and neighbors do for éach other on an
everyday basis.

But I am reading — and please correct me if I'm wrong — that in some states, like
for example, if a foster parent just needed a little bit of a break from things and
wanted to have a babysitter come in and look after the kids, that that babysitter
would also have to be certified as a person who's able to give foster care by that
state and so that maybe reduced the options that the foster parent has? Do I have
that right or am I inistaken there?

COX: No, you are correct. It depends state by state, county by county. But yes, you
can't just have, let's say, a teenage babysitter come over. It's what you'll hear
termed as "respite care,” caregivers being asked for respite care. (DOG BARKING)
My apologies. My dog's barking.

CHAKRABARTI: That's okay. T let you take care — (DOG BARKING) T'1l let you take
care of that for a seeond. (LAUGHS) I'll give you a respite from the radio program
for just a second and I'll turn back to John.

John, did you wanna fill in more on that, are there limitations on the kinds of
assistance that a foster family can seek while they're caring for the children in their
homes?

DEGARMO: That is correct. And my wife and I actually went six years without a
date because we could not find somebody who was licensed through the child
welfare agency for a respite care. There was no respite families available for us. We
could not get a babysitter at that time. And that's true. That's one of the challenges
that foster parents face.

And, you know, you mentioned about the community, there's — you know, not
everybody can be a foster parent. To me, it's the hardest thing I've done. It's been
the most rewarding thing I've done. But it's a challenging lifestyle. But everybody
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can help a child in crisis and a foster family in some way. You know, when you have
roughly 465,000 children in foster care, that means there's a child in crisis in every
single community in our nation.

CHAKRABARTT: Mm. Well, let me just play another bit of tape here because I
wanna move now towards talking a little bit about, not just sort of local solutions
that we need to turn to in order to improve this situation, but mayhe even
statewide and at the federal level.

So we spoke with John Connery. He's the director of recruitment at the South
Carolina Youth Advocate Program. It's a nonprofit that helps place foster children
with families. And recall, South Carolina has had that 60% drop in available foster
homes from 2021 to 2022.

Now, John's group has been around for more than 30 years. They've had some
families who've been fostering kids with them for that entire time. And they also
have more than 100 families who've been fostering with them for at least 10 years.
And the reason why John says they have a more remarkable retention rate is that
these families feel supported.

JOHN CONNERY: We do everything possible to support the families and the children
they're fostering as much as possible, so these folks feel like theyve got --they're part of
the professional team and they have the support recessary to do what they're doing to
take care of these foster kids. We have two mental health clinics that we operate, We
have offices around the state and one in Columbia and one in Charleston.

We have psychiatrists, licensed therapists, We do telehealthwith the families and kids so
they don't have to travel if they live, you know, toe far away, somewhere else in the state.
We have no answering machines. So if a family needs us at two o’clock in the morning
and they call, they get a live person and get connected to the staff person that's assigned
to that family. So that's a big part of, of our operation is the support that we provide.
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CHAKRABARTI: So that's John Connery in South Carolina. Serita Cox, how might
we get more of the kind of services that John and his group provide to families into
more states? :

COX: I think what John just described is fantastic and is exactly what's needed. But
let's be frank that that costs money. And I think a replication of that in other states
would be wonderful and needed. But what is that investment going to take to.
enable that when what we're dealing with, where we are right now is we're
bleeding, not just on the caregiver side, but on the social worker side as well?

And so if we are having the churn on the social worker side, they're overburdened,
how do we get to a state that he described where you could have live help 24 hours
a day? You could be so de-stressed that you could actually take on Whatever is
coming at you in terms of bétter supporting what caregivers need? Thinking far
enough ahead to say, yes, let's put in place telehealth so people don't need to
travel? What are the policies and procedures we need to put in in our county and .
our state to enable that? : )

CHAKRABARTY: Mim-hmm.

COX: So I think it's a fantastic idea, but it needs plans and implementations and
“funding. * ) ’

CHAKRABARTT: Right. S0, again, we reached out to several states for comment. I
read a statement from Maryland before, and California also sent us a really long
statement describing all the investments -

COX: (LAUGHS)

CHAKRABARTE: You're laughing, but they described all the investments they say
they've made to improve the foster care system there.
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And it seems there's quite a bit of money that goes along with it. $43 million to
counties through what they call the Complex Care Gapacity Building system. $18
million in ongoing funding to support urgent needs for youth with complex needs.
$61 million to counties and programs for a program called the Children's Crisis
Continuum Pilot. $224 million to support implementation of prevention plans.

* And $2.2 billion in facility infrastructure through the Behavioral Health
Continuum Infrastructure Program. That's just some of what California says it's
invested.

Now, very briefly, Serita, that's a lot of money -
COX: Yes.

CHAKRABARTT: But are you, are you saying that perhaps it's not all going to the
right places?

COX: Yes. Soyes, you'ré right; That is a lot — that's a staggering sum. Now let's also
be clear: California has more kids in foster care than the next five states combined.
We have somewhere around closing in, close — somewhere between 50 and 60,000
children in foster care on any given day.

1think the bigger issue or the macro issue -— and you heard the young people at
the beginning of the segment talk about this — is the child welfare system is not
child-centric. It's not built around the child. And I think this is why you're hearing
from caregivers that they're not getting the Support. You're hearing from the youth
themselves that if the system itself was structured to be more child-centric, maybe
where money flows would look different.

CHAKRABARTI: Okay. So that's an excellent —

COX: Was that helpfal?
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CHAKRABART: Yeal;, that's an excellent point because it takes my mind back to
something you said earlier; right? That many of these children obvibusly need to

be removed from their homes because they are in dangerous situations, but a lot of
them end up getting removed from their homes, not because anything is going
wrong with the families themselves but because of poverty.

So on that point, I wanna hear from one more young person who's been in the-
foster care system. This is Brittany Yates. She's 24 now. She's from Kentucky. She

" spent nine years in and out of the foster care system, starting when she was 12.
And she says her mother worked two jobs but still struggled to provide forher -
three children. There was no abuse, neglect, or drug abuse in the home. The family
was simply poor. k

BRITTANY YATES: I ended up couch surfing for about eight months before they found me
and moved me an hour awdy and threw me into foster care. That placement was shut
down very quickly for drug abuse, and I'was moved into another house that had seven k
other children in a two bedroom, one bathroom home. It ended up getting shut down for
physical and sexual abuse. i ’ R o

I bounced around to about 17 different homes through my time in foster care. And I feel -
like the services offered to my foster parents a monthly stipend to get her clothes, to get
her toiletries. Here's reimbursemient for gus mileage, you know, tuking her to and from
doctor’s appointments — that should have been offered to my mother so Fwouldn't have
to get removed, and then that would've saved me a literal ffetime of trauma.

CHAKRABARTT: John, we've only got a minute left here, but this issuch a
compelling and important point to discuss. Do you think that there's a case to be
made that for many families, instead of removing the child from the home, that
the stipend that would've gone to a foster home could potentially go to the parents
who are strugeling just to make ends meet?

DEGARMO: Abseiutely. Two of the three I've adopted are third generation foster
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care, which means their parents and grandparents were also in the system and ’
they never got the help they needed when they were children. We're facing the real
pandemig, I believe now, is mental health for our children. 70% increase in
teenage suicide attempts in girls. Teendge depression. Teenage anxiety.

These children need support. These families need support before they're removed
from their families. It's a very traumatic experience, being removed from home
and being placed into a foster care home. Foster parents can provide tremendous
stability, structure, consistency, unconditional love, but it's a time of trauma and
anxiety being piéced into my home because I'm a stranger.

CHAKRABARTI: Mm. Wcll, SO We ’\}ekheard_mis hour, making the system more
child-centric, providing significantly more supports to foster families, and of
course, doing something about the underlying poverty that makes life so
challenging for so many parents and children in this country.

Well, John DeGarmo, director of the Foster Care Institute, who's been fostering
children since 2001. Thank you so much for joining us, John.

DEGARMO: Thank you.

CHAKRABARTT: And Serita Cox, CEO and co-founder of the nonprofit iFoster.
Serita, I'm very grateful you could join us. Thank you.

COX: Thank you so much,

This program aired oﬁ ]idy 20, 2023.

Related: e

« How placing kids with family can radically change the way foster care works in the US
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Kids housed in casino hotels? It's a workaround as U.S. sees decline in foster homes

In some states, an unpaid foster care bill could mean parents lose their kids forever

Paige Sutherland is a producer for On Point.

Meghna Chakrabarti is the host of On Point.

Tim Skoog is a sound designer and producer for On Point.
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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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More than half of U.S. states saw a decline in licensed foster homes from 2021 to 2022. In Nevada, the decline was nearly
18%. In South Carolina, it was a 61% decline, the largest of any state.
Getty Images

ELKO, Nev. — Brandy Holbrook spent April driving hundreds of miles across four
counties in northeastern Nevada to deliver a plea to local leaders about a smoldering

crisis in the regional foster care system.

A shortage of homes for children and teens in need of care in this sprawling rural
corner of the state pushed officials to temporarily house kids in casino hotel rooms,
where state workers watched over them while seeking foster homes. Holbrook, a state
social services manager based in Elko, said it's normal to see fluctuations in need but
that early 2023 was the worst she has witnessed during her 20 years working for

Nevada's Division of Child and Family Services.
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"For this whole county, it's a total of 12 beds, and there's zero open," Holbrook told

KFF Health News in April. "Literally no kids in this county could stay in their
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community."

Brandy Holbrook, a state social services manager, is sounding the alarm about the lack of foster homes available for
children in need in this rural northeastern corner of Nevada.
Jazmin Orozco Rodriguez/KFF Health News

The agency housed seven children from rural Nevada counties in casino hotel rooms,
each for a short stint, over an 89-day stretch that ended in May. During those
emergency placements, the state paid staffers overtime to tend to the children in a 1-
to-1ratio.

Jails and emergency rooms for foster kids, too
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The emergency in Elko County is not unique. More than half of U.S. states saw a
decline in licensed foster homes from 2021 to 2022, according to a report on national
trends by The Imprint, a nonprofit publication that reports on child welfare and family
issues. The number of licensed foster homes declined by nearly 18% in Nevada, while

South Carolina had a 61% decline, the largest of any state.

Leecia Welch, deputy litigation director for the advocacy group Children's Rights, says
there's no question many states have been relying on inappropriate placements for

children because of a lack of foster homes.

In North Carolina, where the number of licensed foster homes dropped 23% from
2021 to 2022, children are sleeping in jails and emergency rooms. State lawmakers
there are working on a bill to give more funding to the child welfare system. In
Montana, which also experienced a 23% decline in licensed foster homes, Republican
Gov. Greg Gianforte signed legislation in May that provides $7,500 in state income tax
credit to parents who adopt foster children. In Sacramento County, California,

children have been placed in a former juvenile detention center being used as a

temporary shelter.
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Resorting to these kinds of placements is not only destructive for children, Welch says,
but it also drains resources from state welfare departments. "It’s not to say that I think
any of these systems are choosing to rely on these practices, but the deeper they get -
into relying on them, they're just digging their hole deeper and deeper.”

Good solutions are hard to come by, though. Nevada officials are looking at loosening
licensing requirements for foster homes — a step some advocates say is needed. But
proposals to relax oversight follow state audits that uncovered extensive problems
even with venues already housing children.

Holbrook says by May there were five general licensed foster homes in 17,000-square-
mile Elko County, where 54,000 people live. Four other homes in the county are
licensed as kinship placements, in which relatives foster children who are in the

system.

Because the counties neighboring Elko don't have foster home spots available either;
Winnemueca, more than 100 miles away in Humboldt County, is the closest city where
children from Elko County can be sent, Holbrook says. Mahy times, children aré
moved as far away as Reno, nearly 300 miles from Elko, or Las Vegas, 430 miles away,
Moving children outside their community further des{abilizes their lives, she says. Not
only do they lose the hormaicy of théir routine with family, but they also lose contact
with other critical people, like teachefs, claésmateé, and c,oaéhes.

By April, Holbrook says, eight or nine children had been rotated in and out of casino
hotel rooms, though they were relocated by May. As another temporary solution, the
state purchased a house in Reno to avoid placing children in hotel rooms. Testill
requires caseworkers to stay with kids until the state finds a home for them.

The child welfare agency said there are 400 to 450 children in foster care at any given
time in the rural parts of the state. Before the pandemic, there weré 220 licensed foster
homes in rural Nevada, but that's down to about 100 now — reflecting the acute

L “
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challenges rural communities face, including higher poverty rates, greater
geographical distances to services and between communities, limited infrastructure,
and fewer social workers. Multiple state and federal reports have painted a picture of a

beleaguered Nevada system beset by health and safety concerns.

Sponsor Message

Audit finds violations in foster hories \ ‘

Last year, a report from Nevada's leg,islative auditor declared that, of 30 homes
inspected, 33% had health or safety deficiencies and 79% of foster placements had at -
least one regulatory violation. Four of the homes didn't comply with medication .

management requirements. -

Another audi;t, published in January, noted incomplete medication records, missing
documentation, and safety issues at govérmnental and private facilities for children,
including two of the state's nine advanced foster care homes. These places, known as
AFC homes, provide specialized care for foster children experiencing severe emotional
or behavioral issues, "Care and living conditions at the AFC ‘homes did not meet

certain minimum foster cate standards established” in state law, the report states.
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Despite the laundry list of issues detailed in investigators' reports, state officials, amid
their scramble to find homes for children taken into state custody, have suggested
relaxing regulations governing foster homes.

The Division of Child and Family Services held a public hearing in late Apri! during
which officials considered changing licensing and régulatory rules in responsé toan
executive order from Republican Gov. Joe Lombardo requiring all state agencies to
suggest regulations to cut. ’

In the hearing notice, the state agency said lowering minimum requirements for initial
ticensing could remove barriers to placement. The rules currently require foster
parents to pass a background (:Heck, submit fingerprints, and be cleared through a
state registry system that ﬂags instances of child abuse or neglect. Another proposal
would change a section of the law that reqtﬁres tuberetilosis testing for initial
licensing, then once every two years after that. ‘ '

6 months for a license to be a foster parent

Licensing can be onerous for families, says Nathan Hornback, the lead teaching pastor
at Living Stones Church in Elko 4nd an advocate for foster children and parents. It can
take six to nine months or longer to become licensed, especially in rural areas where
state agencies are understaffed. Tn addition to the lengthy paperwork process and -
background éhécks, g7 hours of training is required in Nevada to prepare foster
parents to take in children or teens who raay be experiencing serfous emotional or

behavioral issues.
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Welch thinks it's a good idea to review existing regulations to see if there are ways to
remove barriers for those who want to foster and find homes for children without

compromising safety.
In the meantime, social workers like Holbrook continue the search for safe homes.

In Aprﬂ, she made rounds to rally help at éify couneil and ‘(:Qtinty commission
meetings. Now, she's moving on to school boards and other local groups. Religious

- leaders are also stepping up.

Hornback says that, before the pandemic, he traveled aci'oss the region with social .
workers to raise awareness about children in foster care. Now, he's focusing his efforts,
and his church's, on supporting would-be foster families during and after the Heensing

process.

A baby left on their front steps

Hornback knows the challenges of fostering and adopting, A few years after his wife
‘hada miscérriage, the couple adopted their first daughter through a private process in

2015. Then, a year later, they became emergency foster parents when a 7-week-old

AR P s bibe g el o dactine-in-f PagaBof2
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baby was left on their front steps. It was a Sunday afternoon, Hornback says. He was
preaching at church all day and needed to go back for another service.

The baby spent six weeks in the hospital being treated for neonatal abstinence
syndrome. Eighteen months after the Hornbacks took the baby into their home, a
judge ruled they could formally adopt her. She's 6 now.

https://www.npr.org/sections/health-shots/2023/06/14/11819! Kids-i ino-hotels-decline-in-f h

Page 9 of 23
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After adopting daughters Finleigh May (left) and Lennon Ivy, pastor Nathan Hornback and his wife, Audrey, advocate for

other families to become foster parents.

(Daniel Garcia)

Hornback says he knows fostering can be too much for families to take on without
help. For him, that's where Foster the City, a California-based church coalition, comes
in. The community support and encouragement it offers can be the difference between

families renewing their licenses and not, Hornback says.

"We can mobilize," he says. "We can attack the loneliness and the discouragement of

the process by surrounding people with love and care and support.”

That looks like rallying church members to help foster families with child care,
transportation needs, meals, or chores like yardwork. If the two families in Hornback's
church who have stepped up to become licensed this year are successful, it will nearly

double the number of homes available for foster kids in Elko.

Sponsor Message

.NOF. -shi 14/11819 kids-i ino-hotels-decline-in-ft h Page 10 of 2¢



144

With.foster. homes in short supply, kids housed in casino hotels, jails and ERs : Shots - Health News : NPR 9/27/23, 12:11 PM

Smithsonian
A7H7H American Art
& Museum

CAN'T MISS THIS FALL!
Composing Color:

Baintince har Alma Thanae

Hornback says the coalition hopes to have a waitlist of homes in the community, not a
waitlist of kids.

KFF Health News, formerly known as Kaiser Health News (KHN), is a national
newsroom that produces in-depth journalism about health issues and is one of the
core operating programs atKFF — the independent source for health policy research,

polling, and journalism.
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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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TO: Bella Dean, Professional Staff Member
Subcommittee on Work and Welfare, Committee on Ways and Means
U.S. House of Representatives
1139 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

FROM: Christine Calpin
Managing Director, Public Policy
Casey Family Programs

DATE: 10/27/2023

RE: Responses to Questions for the Record from David Sanders, Executive Vice President,
Systems Improvement, Casey Family Programs

Please find a copy of David Sanders’ responses to the questions for the record for the
September 28, 2023, House Committee on Ways and Means Work and Welfare Subcommittee
hearing entitled Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children.
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For the Record — Responses to questions of Ranking Member Danny Davis
directed to Dr. Sanders, Ph.D., Executive Vice President of Systems Improvement,
Casey Family Programs

1. Could you please elaborate about how Title IV-B and IV-E are distinct programs that
complement each other and provide a continuum of important services that help
families?

Under Title IV-E of the Social Security Act, states, territories, and tribes are entitled to receive
partial federal reimbursement for the cost of providing foster care, adoption assistance and
guardianship assistance for children who meet federal Title IV-E eligibility requirements.

In 2018, Congress expanded the services reimbursed through Title IV-E funds (entitlement
funding) through passage of the Family First Prevention Services Act (Family First). Family First
provides new, increased resources to allow children to remain safely with their family, and it also
included policy changes to ensure that children are placed with family or in the most family-like
setting. Family First expanded pathways to and provided more support for evidence-based
prevention services — such as mental health and substance abuse treatment, in-home parenting
training and family treatment — for parents whose children are at risk of being separated from
their families, and also to support relative caregivers. These services were selected because the
data showed that these challenges are the primary reasons children enter foster care.

We know from research that the most effective way to keep children safe is to strengthen
families and mitigate any risk to the safety of the child. 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. Title IV-B remains an important source of flexible funding that allows for a
broader array of services, with much of the focus on permanency. The Stephanie Tubbs
Jones Child Welfare Services program is funding which can be used to protect and promote the
wellbeing of all children — in or outside the child welfare system. These programs also ensure
safety and achieve permanency for children in foster care or in adoptive families. The provision
of family support services — which are community-based services that assist and support
parents in their roles as caregivers — is an essential use of Title IV-B funding.

The MaryLee Allen Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program focuses on family preservation
and support services — again with more flexibility. Among other uses, the funding can be used to
provide family preservation services and family support services to address children’s safety in
the home so families may be safely reunified. The primary goal here is permanency with family,
including supporting adoptive families with the pre and post adoption services needed to make a
lifelong commitment to the children. This can include supports in parenting as well as creating a
supportive family environment. And it also includes supportive services such as counseling
services, peer mentoring, and support groups for parents and children.
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2. Given the work of Casey Family Programs across states, can you speak about how
having dedicated funding streams contributes to state adoption of specific activities,
and how a lack of a specific funding stream affects the widespread adoption of
particular services across states?

My written testimony touched on a few instances where Title IV-B funding parameters have
helped direct practice — in adoption promotion and increasing kinship navigator programs or
partnerships to improve outcomes for children whose parents are impacted by substance use.
Congress also provided prevention funding in the Family First Prevention Services Act — which
has increased state work in child welfare prevention. However, Congress must balance the
need for flexible funding to states to meet the individual needs of children and families — which
can vary state by state — and the dedicated purpose of funding.

More importantly is an examination of what outcomes do we still need to reach? Certainly, we
need to continue to reduce unnecessary placements and reduce re-entries into foster care.
Children should never be removed from their families in response to non-safety concerns, or
when safety concerns can be addressed through community-centered supports or services, or
other less intrusive interventions.

Timely permanency is critical for the well-being of every child. The latest AFCARS report shows
that the average time a child is in foster care is 21.9 months, and time in care is even longer for
children from Black/African American families. To promote timely permanency, more needs to
be done to ensure that families involved in child welfare are receiving the services and supports
needed to address the safety issues that led to child placement in foster care.

3. Based on your work and expertise in supporting children and families in foster care,
please answer following questions:

. What are the ramifications that long-term institutionalization has on the health and
well-being of children and youth in foster care? How does it affect their long-term
outcomes on the dimensions of health, education, permanency, employment, criminal
justice system involvement, and economic stability?

Over the past decade, the child welfare field has seen a major reduction in the number of youth
living in group and institutional placements nation. While this is encouraging, research tells us
that most youth treatment needs can be met in a less restrictive setting, and that group care
should be used only when absolutely necessary and for the shortest amount of time needed to
treat that acute condition.

Data show that group and institutional placements of children can result in poorer outcomes for
children, when compared to youth placed in family-based settings. Overall, research indicates
that youth who experience group placements:
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« Have higher re-entry rates after exiting to reunification than youth in other types of out-
of-home care settings.’

« Are almost 2.5 times more likely than their peers in foster care to become delinquent.?

o Have poorer educational outcomes than youth in family foster care, including lower test
scores in basic English and math.®

o Are less likely to graduate high school, when compared to youth in family foster care.*

e Are at risk of physical abuse when they are placed in group settings.®

« Are less likely to achieve permanency than those raised in non-relative foster families.®

« Lack opportunities to develop critical life skills and positive relationships.’

« Experience group or institutional placements as prison-like, punitive and traumatic.®

We would not choose to have our own children in institutional settings, so why is it acceptable
for other children? We need to do better for every child. It is important to understand who is
being placed in group homes or congregate settings. More than two-thirds (68%) of the young
people in group placements are between the ages of 14 and 17. Black, multiracial, and
American Indian/Alaska Native youth continue to be overrepresented in group and institutional
settings.® For example, in 2019, Black children and youth represented 26 percent of youth in
congregate care, but only 14 percent of the total population.™ Therefore, ending the need for
group and institutional placements is a key strategy for reducing disproportionate harm to young
people of color in the child welfare system. In addition, LGBTQ+ youth are among those who
are disproportionately placed in congregate settings. "

. What is the most effective way to meet the mental health needs of children and
youth in care in the least restrictive environment?

" Barth, R. P. (2002). Institutions vs. foster homes: The empirical base for the second century of debate. Retrieved
from http://bettercarenetwork.org/sites/default/files/Institutions %20vs %20Foster%20Homes pdf.

2Ryan, J. P., Marshall, J. M., Herz, D., & Hernandez, P. M. (2008). Juvenile delinquency in child welfare: Investigating group home
effects. Children and Youth Services Review, 30, 1088-1099. Retrieved from: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2008.02.004

3 Annie E. Casey Foundation. (2015). Every kid needs a family: Giving children in the child welfare system the best chance for
success. Retrieved from_http://www.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-EveryKidNeedsAFamily-2015.pdf.

* Ibid

S Ibid

¢ Children’s Rights. (2021). Families over facilities: Ending the use of harmful and unnecessary institutions and other group facilities
in child welfare systems._https:/www.childrensrights.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/CR-Families-Over-Facilities-Report.pdf.

7 Think of Us. (2021). Away From Home Youth Experiences of Institutional Placements in Foster Care. Retrieved
from https://www.thinkof-us.org/case-studies/away-from-home.

8 Ibid

¢ Children’s Rights (2021) Families Over Facilities: Ending the Use of Harmful and Unnecessary Institutions and Other Group
Faciltities in Child Welfare Systems. https://www.childrensrights.org/wp-content/uploads/imported-files/CR-Families-Over-
Facilities-Report.pdf

10 Capacity Building Center for States. (2020). Congregate care in the age of Family First: Overview. Children’s Bureau,
Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

" Casey family Programs (2019) How can child welfare agencies effectively support LGBTQ+ youth | care?
https://www.casey.org/lgbtg-programming/
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Young people can receive effective behavioral treatment in family-like settings when
appropriate. This includes high quality outpatient counseling, therapeutic foster care, mobile
crisis services, and wrap around services.

Mental health services can be provided through therapeutic foster care (TFC), an intensive
treatment-focused form of foster care providing in a family setting by trained caregivers.
Therapeutic foster care has been looked at by many states as a cost-efficient alternative to
congregate care, although it is more expensive than traditional foster care. Specifically, TFC
serves children whose needs cannot be met in traditional foster care — offering enhanced case
management services, caregivers who are active members of the treatment team, and clinical
services by the provider agency and community professionals. TFC services can be funded
through Title IV-E and Medicaid. And some states are increasing the number of relative
caregivers trained and licensed to be treatment foster parents.

In addition, many states have identified mobile crisis services to deliver services to children
experiencing escalating emotional symptoms, behaviors or traumatic circumstances that have
compromised or impacted their ability to function within their family, living situation, school or
community. For example, New Jersey has developed the Mobile Response and Stabilization
Services (MRSS), an innovative approach to support and stabilize children so they can stay with
their families. Under the program, a behavioral health worker is available to any family within the
State of New Jersey at any time — 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year. MRSS
operates through a trauma informed approach and works with the child and family to develop a
plan to address the child and family’s needs, including in home counseling, behavioral
assistance, intensive in community services, medication management, and coordination of
specialized services. Similar community-based mobile crisis intervention services have been
authorized by the American Rescue Plan, and many states and jurisdictions are looking to that
funding source (Medicaid 1115 waiver) to expand mobile crisis services to children and adults.

A robust Medicaid plan that covers a broad range of home and community-based behavioral
health service is essential to enable children to remain in home and community settings. These
services include individual, group, and family therapy, medication review and administration.
States may provide these services through Medicaid benefit plans, home and community-based
waivers and through state funds. Additionally, for families where a child is at risk of entering
child welfare, in-home wrap around services can be funded through the Family First Prevention
Services Act. In home behavioral support, education for caregivers on how to manage
challenging behaviors, new skills in parenting, family peer support, and youth peer supports are
just some of the services that are particularly important for children and families involved with —
or at risk of involvement with — the child protection system.

« What additional investments in community-based mental health services are necessary
to reduce unnecessary institutionalization and promote family placement?
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Access to mental health services is essential for many families who are involved in child
welfare, or at risk of child welfare. The Family First Prevention Services Act offers states with
the opportunity and funding pathways to keep families together — providing the ability to pay for
mental health services, when they are available. Yet there is a lack of adequate evidence-based
programs and services listed in the Title IV-E Clearinghouse — with only 11 well-supported
programs available. With low pay and high turnover rates in the behavioral health workforce,
immediate access to mental health services can be difficult to find — especially for some of the
complex or severe conditions that need to be treated in families involved with child welfare.

Community-based organizations are particularly well-positioned to advance child and family
well-being, and provide the family strengthening and support services that can prevent
unnecessary child placements. A presence in the community, knowledge of the strengths and
needs of local families, as well as easy access to services enables families the opportunity to
get the services they need — whether it be mental health services for the child or caregiver or
other services that can contribute to the quality of life and reduce stress for families. Yet barriers
exist to community organizations in achieving success — such as the lack of capacity, access to
funding, lack of fiscal and data management, and onerous requirements to receive funding that
can impede the ability of an organization to serve children and families. Congress should
examine what is needed to build capacity of our local organizations and help drive community-
based strategies to address families’ needs and keep children safe and families together.
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For the Record - Responses to questions of Congresswoman Gwen Moore
directed to Dr. Sanders, Ph.D., Executive Vice President of Systems Improvement,
Casey Family Programs

Dr. Sanders, in page five of your testimony, you mention that since 2018, IV-B requires
states to include information about steps taken to track and prevent child maltreatment
deaths in their plans. Do you believe that requiring states to expand their IV-B plans
further would overburden state administrations? Furthermore, are there any specific
things that you believe IV-B plan requirements should include that are currently missing?

As the Chair of the Commission to eliminate Child Abuse and Neglect Fatalities, | was able to
travel the country and learn what was going on in the field. If there was one thing that all the
commissioners agreed upon, it was that the child protection agency often intervenes too late,
after a child has already been hurt. The Commission learned that reviews of fatalities and life-
threatening injuries were not leveraged effectively to prevent future deaths. The 2018
requirements are essential to better understand family and systemic circumstances that led to
the fatalities.

Data are essential to better understand whether we are achieving outcomes, yet the collection
can impact the work of an already burdened agency and workforce. Child welfare is in a place of
transformation — with a focus now on the front door. Current Title IV-B requirements could be
reviewed to determine whether the purpose and intent remains a priority. Title IV-B programs
and requirements should have clarity on what outcomes they seek to impact — specifically
serious child injury or fatality, and time to permanency are two top priorities in my mind.

Dr. Sanders, on page five of your written testimony, you share that over 19,000 children
age out of foster care without any connection to family. As we know, aging out of foster
care can be the abrupt end to much needed services, such as mental health services. |
was pleased that a previous bill of mine, the “Djay” Joi Immediate Coverage for Former
Foster Youth Act, has come into effect to address these issues. Dr. Sanders, can you
share ways that Congress can ensure Title IV-B also aids foster youth leading up to a
during the transition of aging out of care?

Congresswoman, thank you for the work you do on behalf of children who are aging out of
foster care. We know that well-being outcomes among alumni of foster care are poorer than
those of peers in general population. Research shows that social support is vital for youth
preparing to leave foster care.'> Among other things, Title IV-B could be used to help train child

12 See, for example: National Working Group on Foster Care and Education. (2018). Fostering success in education: National
factsheet on the educational of children in foster care. Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association. Retrieved from
http://www fostercareandeducation.org Casey Family Programs, Research from the Field “How do LGBTQ+ youth and youth of
color experience social support after leaving from foster care (October 2023) https://www.casey.org/social-support-lgbtg-black/
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welfare professionals in trauma treatment and other affirming practices that can strengthen
relationships with family when safe and appropriate.

While we look to offer support youth who are currently aging out of foster care to ensure they
have supports and relationships, we must understand that our focus and work on supporting
families prior to a crisis can prevent children from being removed from their families, and
hopefully will reduce the number of children in child welfare and those who age out of the
system. We need to continue to reduce unnecessary placements and reduce entries in
foster care. Children should never be removed from their families in response to non-safety
concerns, or when safety concerns can be addressed through community-centered supports or
services or other less intrusive interventions, such as home visiting and programs which help
the development of healthy parenting skills. We also know from the data and research that
timely permanency is critical for the well-being of every child. To promote timely
permanency, more needs to be done to ensure that families involved in child welfare are
receiving the services and supports needed to address safety issues that led to placement in
foster care.

Dr. Sanders, on page seven of your written testimony you stated that IV-B funding is
more broadly allowed to be used in cases targeted towards prevention and permanency
efforts. Do you have specific examples which this IV-B funding is allowable which also
would not allow funding from additional child welfare streams.

Title IV-B remains an important source of funding for a broader array of services and affords
states and tribes more flexibility for innovation and experimentation in meeting the needs of
children and families, including intervening earlier to address family problems before they
become crises. As a result, states and tribes have more flexibility to use this funding to meet the
needs of more children and families with a wider array of services.

Title IV-B funding can be a great complement in serving families to a state’s prevention work
within the Family First Prevention Services Act which allows Title IV-E funding to be used for
evidence-based mental health, substance use and parenting skills support services for children,
parents and kin caregivers to prevent unnecessary entries into foster care and strengthen
families.

Dr. Sanders, in your testimony, you mentioned that child welfare efforts often discount
the importance of a father’s involvement in the lives of their children. Could you provide
examples of how IV-B policies can support these father and father-figure relationships
for children at all stages of the child welfare system?

Fathers have a significant role to play in children’s physical, emotional, and social development,
and they are essential partners in the prevention of child abuse, neglect, and foster care
placements. We know from our work in direct practice and from research, but most importantly,
from talking with youth directly that higher education, achievement, higher self-esteem,
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decreased acting-out behavior, and higher levels of self-control in children have all been
correlated to having a highly engaged and involved father. 1

Unfortunately, child-serving systems often discount the importance of a father’s involvement in
all stages of their children’s lives. Yet we know that data shows that outcomes for children
improve, not by virtue of financial support from fathers alone, but also through high-quality
relationships and safe and healthy interactions between fathers and children.

Several jurisdictions have developed robust father engagement programs, and have used the
following strategies — organizational assessment and planning, dedication of staff to support
fathers, father search and engagement — including family group conferencing, assessment and
safety and permancy planning, father specific programming through network of providers, use of
peer programming and home visits for fathers. These strategies could also be used for kin in the
father-figure role to the child. Many of these strategies could be funded with Title IV-B funding.

We continue to hear in the news and from each of the witnesses in this hearing about the
crisis we have in foster care placements. | am a Cosponsor of the “Recruiting Families
Using Data Act”, H.R. 3058, which was introduced by my colleague on both the Ways and
Means Committee and CCFY, Congressman Kildee. | am glad that this bill has bipartisan
support from my CCFY Cochair, Congressman Bacon, as well as my colleague
Congresswoman Cherfilus-McCormick. Do you believe that the Family Partnership Plan
Requirements, as stated in the bill, would be an effective use of IV-B to help alleviate this
crisis? What else should we be doing to better support recruitment of kinship and non-
relative foster families, and how can we better support foster and adoptive families to
ensure an appropriate supply of family placements for children who need out-of-home
care?

One thing we can do to address the lack of placements is to ensure that children are not being
placed in foster care for reasons other than safety. Research shows that there are variations in
how children are removed and data on why children are removed is insufficient.'* Using the
complement of these two funding streams (Title IV-E and Title IV-B) states, territories and tribes
could build on transformation toward family strengthening and support and further align with
what we know works best for children and families.

However, when child protective services determine a child must be removed from the home and
placed in foster care, that child deserves to be places with kin. Research demonstrates that
compared to non-kin care, kinship care yields greater placement stability, ' lower rates of re-
abuse, better behavioral health, and a higher likelihood of permanency. Nationally about 35% of

13 Casey Family Programs (2019). “ How can we better engage fathers in prevention?” https://www.casey.org/engaging-fathers-
prevention/

14 Casey Family Programs, Research from the Field (2020) “How can we ensure that separating children from their families is an
intervention of last resort?”, https://www.casey.org/media/20.07-QFF-RFF-Impact-of-removal-on-children-and-families. pdf

15 Claire Kimberly, Chapin Hall, Policy Brief, (September 2023), “ Promoting Stability in Kinship Foster Homes”
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all children placed in out of home care are living with kin. Trends vary across the country, with
state-level rates ranging from 10% to 53%. 1

Placement with kin should be the expectation and goal rather than merely a practice alternative.
There are many benefits to placing children with relatives or other kinship caregivers. Kinship
care can reduce the trauma children experience from being placed with strangers, reinforce the
child’s cultural identity, and maintain family and community connections. Many in the field as
well as those with lived experience have recommended that kin placement be used instead of
placement in congregate or group settings. In fact, Santa Clara County, CA has prioritized kin as
one of its strategies to safely eliminate group and institutional placements — providing more
information about the youth’s need to family members, including eco-maps as required

components of reviews, and directing resources to family finding and engaging family members.
17

Many components listed in the legislation referenced are important to building or restoring a
youth’s relationship and bond with kin and could be funded with Title I\V-B funds, including the
collaborative approach and calling for input from birth, kinship, foster and adoptive families,
community providers, technical assistance providers, and youth with lived experience; using
data to establish goals and measure outcomes, including increasing permancy and increasing
placement stability; and family finding.

States should be encouraged to advance a kin-first culture by promoting the active engagement
of families, addressing barriers to kinship care such as licensing, logistical and financial barriers,
and the development of border agreements to support timely placement with kin in another
state, to name a few. Community-based organizations that provide supports for kinship families
— both with and beyond the child protection agency — can help holistically support kinship
caregivers and ensure the wellbeing of the children in their care.

Recruitment of resource parents is also important, and many jurisdictions are now prioritizing
coparenting relationships. Under this relationship, the resource family is expected to work with
the family — especially the parents — with the goal of supporting the child and family reunification
as the priority. Clarity in the recruitment process is essential for this to work. In many states the
Quality Parenting Initiative (QPI) is being used, where meaningful relationship between parents
and caregivers is a critical strategy. Launched in 2008, QPI has expanded to more than 80
jurisdictions in 10 states, including Louisiana where comfort calls and icebreaker meetings have
been implemented statewide to help develop the relationship between parents and caretakers.
Other states and counites have taken similar approaches, including New York City with a pilot
coparenting program, and North Carolina which has a shared parenting policy, which allows the
parents to meet the caregiver and allows the caregiver to ask parents questions about the child.
Through these approaches, parents and caregivers have established healthy and trusting

16 Adoption and Foster care Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS) data, available through the National Data Archive and Child
Abuse and Neglect Data. June 2022.

7 Casey Family Programs (2021) “How is Santa Clara County, California moving to safely eliminate group and Institutional
placements?” https://www.casey.org/santa-clara-congregate/
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relationships, which can minimize the trauma of separation, ensure that children have the best
support, and help families move toward reunification.

Foster care should serve only as a short-term, time-limited option focused on ensuring children
return home safely to their parents or, if that is not possible, find a permanent home with
relatives. On occasion, there are situations in which returning home or placement with relatives
is not an option. In these cases, adoption into a new family can provide children and youth with
the stability and sense of belonging they deserve. Research shows that the needs of children
and youth and their families post-permancy can emerge over time. '® For older youth who have
been in foster care for much of their lives and experienced many placements, adoption can be
destabilizing. It is critical that youth have services available post-adoption to address the effects
of separation, loss, and trauma, and that these services guide and fully prepare families to
address new issues as they may emerge over the child’s lifetime.

A common experience for children and families who come into contact with the child
welfare system is trauma. What do the flexibilities of Title IV-B allow jurisdictions to do to
address the trauma children and families experience, and what should we in Congress
consider expanding and updating to improve the program’s ability to address the trauma
and mental health needs of families?

Child protection agencies have come to recognize the adverse effects of trauma and the critical
importance of trauma-informed, healing-centered support for children and families. Additionally,
the processes of investigation, removal, and placement — routine interventions and functions of
any child protection agency — are increasingly being recognized as traumatic events in and of
themselves. As a result, there is a need for child protection agencies to become intentionally
trauma-informed in their approaches. Understanding the trauma history of both the children and
their parents/caregivers can child protection agencies and providers better focus on symptoms
of trauma such as substance abuse, depression and anxiety which can affect both the child and
the caregiver.

While Title IV-E prevention funds enables a state to use funding for evidence based mental
health services, very few programs (11) have been reviewed as well-supported under the Title
IV-E Prevention Clearinghouse. While more programs are reviewed by the Clearinghouse, Title
1V-B funding offers the flexibility for states to use funding to build capacity of community-based
organizations which are well-positioned to advance child and family well-being and provide
prevention and family strengthening and support services. In addition, the flexibility in Title IV-B
can help a state or jurisdiction help families in early stages to address trauma or well child
development, prior to a crisis occurring. Programs like home visiting and those that address
parenting skills-building can help a family develop a foundation for a healthy relationship.

18 Robin H. Hartinger-Saunders , Scholar Works @ Georgia State University, (2015) “Underserved Adoptive families: Disparities in
Postadoption Access to Information, Resources and Services”
https://scholarworks.gsu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1063&context=ssw_facpub




160

Child welfare agencies can also work alongside other systems committed to child and family
well-being to build robust, trauma-informed support at the individual, family, and community
levels. This means adopting a cross-agency approach focused on healing and resiliency.
Working together and blending the array of federal and state funding, including Title IV-B
funding, could support a broad array of traditional and non-traditional service that are culturally
responsive, developmentally appropriate, and provide individualized services that meet the
family’s need. More importantly, this could reduce the need for child protection agency
intervention.
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Questions from Rep. Danny Davis (IL)

1. What effects does unnecessary institutionalization have on the health and well-being of
children and youth in foster care and on the budgets and service capacity of child welfare

agencies serving them?

Institutionalization, also referred to as congregate care or residential treatment, often has dramatic effects
on the well-being of children and youth in foster care in both the short and long term. Utah recognizes this

impact and uses a rigorous process to ensure foster youth are not unnecessarily placed in residential
treatment. Utah’s approach to assessing whether youth need care in a congregate setting meets the

requirements of the Families First Prevention Services Act Qualified Residential Treatment Program and
is thorough in identifying whether this is the necessary setting for the youth to have their behavioral needs

met. While Utah emphasizes family settings, there are situations for which the congregate setting is

appropriate and necessary. High-quality, customized congregate care may be essential for youth with
complex clinical or behavioral needs who require a short-term stay in a residential treatment facility.
While residential treatment may be a beneficial, short-term option for a small percentage of young people,

we know that children and youth do best in families.

According to a report released by Casey Family Programs,' some short-term benefits may exist when

youth are placed in an institutional setting. However, research indicates several negative outcomes

associated with institutionalized settings that should be considered when placing youth in these settings to

mitigate lasting negative impacts, including:

® Higher re-entry rates compared to youth in other types of out-of-home care settings;
e Delinquency rates are 2.5 times higher than youth peers in foster care; and

State Headquarters: 195 North 1950 West, Salt Lake City, Utah 84116
telephone: (801) 608-5715 | email: tracygruber@utah.gov | web: dhhs.utah.gov
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® Poorer educational outcomes and graduation rates than youth in family foster care.

In addition, youth in these settings view them as punitive and traumatic and lacking in opportunities to
develop life skills and positive relationships. The research also indicates that youth who experience
institutional placements are less likely to achieve permanency than their counterparts in non-relative
foster family placements.

The Casey Family Report points to the importance of family foster home settings whenever possible.
Extensive research cited in the report indicates that children and youth in this setting, as opposed to those
in an institutional setting:

Have fewer placements;

Spend less time in out-of-home care;

Are less likely to be re-abused;

Are more likely to be placed near their community of origin; and

Are more likely to be placed with their siblings.

The research aims to capture the daily experiences of professionals working with children and youth, and
sheds light on the factors that need to be taken into account while placing youth in suitable environments
that meet their specific needs.

DCFS has experienced significant difficulty finding and retaining providers to serve children and youth in
state custody in the highest acuity category based on mental health needs and behaviors who are at risk of
harm to themselves and others. Youth with complex behavioral needs are often unable to be cared for in
traditional family settings or residential treatment programs. Child welfare agencies are required to invest
in increased budget and service capacity to support these youth in placements with bolstered staff-to-
client ratios (¢.g., one staff for each client or even two staff for each client) within residential treatment or
family settings. This has led to Utahusing costly child-specific contracts to fill these gaps when traditional
contracted providers do not accept these clients.

The daily rates set in the child-specific contracts are determined based on the market rate that the provider
will agree to meet the needs of each high-acuity client. The daily costs for this group of youth ranges
anywhere from $350 to $1,500 a day due to the high-acuity clients’ needs for individualized services and
additional staffing. As the state child welfare agency, DCFS has a legal duty to provide shelter and
support for these youths to ensure the safety of its clients regardless of the level of their needs.

DCEFS, other divisions within DHHS, and community partners are all working together to address this
gap. Still, more time is needed to implement a solution that focuses on robust, intensive, and
individualized rehabilitative models of care. Given the resources that will be required to develop and
implement an alternative high-acuity model, the child-specific contracts for high-acuity care in family-
based or residential treatment settings will, for now, continue to play a role in Utah’s child welfare system
for those children and youth with greater needs and for whom other options are not available or
appropriate.

2. How can investment in community-based mental health services help safely reduce
unnecessary institutional placements and extend the impact of a child welfare agency’s
limited resources?

State Headquarters: 195 North 1950 West, Salt Lake City, Utah 84116
telephone: (801) 608-5715 | email: tracygruber@utah.gov | web: dhhs.utah.gov
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Investment in community-based mental health services is critical to help safely reduce unnecessary
institutional placements and potentially decrease entry into foster care. It is more cost-effective, and better
for child development, for children to receive behavioral health services in their communities. This will
hopefully allow them to remain in their homes and connected to their communities rather than being
removed from their families and the costs associated with child welfare involvement. By developing a
more extensive network of community-based mental health services and reducing involvement with state
child welfare agencies, available resources for child welfare agencies may increase.

The expansion of community-based services creates a more efficient pathway for youth with behaviorally
complex needs to be served with the appropriate community resources instead of the child welfare
agency. Currently, there are limited resources available to build a community-based, behavioral health
continuum, and workforce challenges are making the development of the continuum particularly
challenging in rural areas. These constraints are impacting families and, in some cases, leading to
involvement in the child welfare system due to increasingly challenging behavioral health issues. Often,
parents are unable to address behavioral health challenges without support and guidance from behavioral
health professionals. A related issue that needs to be addressed in ensuring there are community-based
mental health services is challenges with insurance coverage for such services. Often, youth who are
covered with Medicaid are better able to access mental health services than youth with private insurance
due to limited commercial insurance coverage.

A prevention-driven approach of increased investment in community-based mental health services will
reduce the likelihood of escalation and behavior, resulting in the need for foster care and residential
treatment services. With improved investments, a variety of services could be expanded, including:

e Robust upfront assessments and connection to a broad array of community-based treatment and
recovery support options;

e Increased access to alternative programs, such as day treatment or partial day programs;

e Use of behavioral-based interventions such as occupational therapy and applied behavioral
analysis;

o Crisis placements that provide short-term respite for a family experiencing a youth in mental
health crisis;

e Short-term stabilization placement when a youth is violent or aggressive;

e Pcer mentoring and access to positive community-based activities;

e Increased access to lower levels of care, including peer support services and targeted case
management; and

e Improved public and private partnerships across behavioral health and other providers to
strengthen collaborative efforts for children and families (e.g., schools, private agencies,
recovery-oriented agencies, advocacy agencies, etc.).

A robust community mental health system also addresses the social determinants that impact the well-
being of individuals and communities and provides support and linkages to reduce the resulting familial
stressors, which often exacerbate mental health needs.

Additionally, the ability to provide services to the entire family of a behaviorally complex youth is vitally
important. Any additional investment in community-based mental health services should allow states to
address the needs of the whole family so that a child or youth staying in their home, or transitioning back
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to their home, is supported by adults whose own mental health needs have been met, creating more
opportunity for a stable, safe home.

3. Given Utah’s long standing leadership on the issue of promoting family-based settings, what
should federal policymakers know about how to best address the mental health needs of
children and youth in foster care in the least restrictive environment?

Utah’s child welfare system is designed around the belief that children and youth are best served in their
family home with support and services to help the entire family thrive. If a child or youth cannot safely
remain within their family home, all attempts are made for a kinship placement. This allows children and
youth to maintain connections to people and culture, nurtures existing positive relationships, and provides
the greatest opportunity for normalcy. Foster family-based placements are the next best option for
children and youth in state custody, which provide children and youth with opportunities to attend school,
engage with peers, participate in extracurricular activities, and establish consistent routines.

Children and youth are part of a family system. Whether a family of origin, foster family, or adopted
family, all individuals around that child are interconnected and experience the effects of the child or
youth’s mental health conditions. To increase the likelihood of successfully addressing a child or youth’s
mental health needs the needs of the entire family unit must be considered. A state’s ability to flexibly
utilize funds to provide high-quality mental health services to the whole family may make the difference
between the success of that family, its re-engagement with the child welfare system or repeat cycling into
foster care.

To adequately address the family’s needs, investments are required to break down the barriers in
community-based mental health services such as:

Scarce availability of mental health resources in rural communities;

Limited availability of trained mental health professionals, even in urban areas;

Siloed systems that create a breakdown in the continuum of care; and

Need for adequate availability or provider resistance to using varying modalities of treatment to
meet individual clients’ needs.

Children and youth with mental health challenges who have come into foster care are more successful
when emphasis is placed on building connections and support instead of behavior modification and
punishment. Establishing opportunities and support for bonding and connection, even among older youth
in care, helps promote positive mental health outcomes.

Through the Family First Prevention Act Title IV-E Prevention provision, Utah has been able to invest in
new evidence-based mental health and parenting skills programs to support families and prevent entry of
children into foster care. Services implemented under the Plan include:

Functional Family Therapy

Parent-child Interaction Therapy
Trauma-focused Cognitive Behavioral Therapy
Families First, Utah Youth Village

Safe Care
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Written answers to questions for the record
from Tracy Gruber, executive director, Utah Department of Health and Human Services
for U.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and Means
Subcommittee on Work and Welfare
Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children

October 26, 2023

ns from Rep. Gwen Moore (WI)

Ms. Gruber, you have made some very valid and compelling benefits of the flexibility of IV-
B funding. While this is one of the greatest assets of IV-B funding, what risks would
expanding this flexibility further introduce? Does it hinder Congress’s oversight of the
quality of services which IV-B funds in a meaningful way?

Utah supports expanded state flexibility balanced through implementation of outcome-driven
accountability. If the law clearly defines the purpose, objectives, and basic parameters of the funding,
Congress will be effective at ensuring accountability from states to meet those objectives. If done
intentionally with the appropriate balance, Utah would anticipate minimal risks with expanding flexibility
in the use of Title IV-B funds. Two examples of increased flexibility may include:

A.

Flexibil
ability t

Granting states flexibility to determine spending within the categories of services for Promoting
Safe and Stable Families grant funding. This would allow states to allocate spending across the
four categories in the ways best suited for the unique needs of the population and respond to
changing needs so that spending is focused on the highest priority categories. Providing these
plans in advance and reporting on the outcomes associated with the funding will ensure states are
accountable for meeting the needs of children and youth.

Expanding the definition of family reunification services to allow funds to be used for any
expenses necessary to support a child returning home from foster care, not just the formal
services currently permitted in the law. This flexibility allows for a family’s short-term needs to
be met to overcome barriers to a child returning home, such as a deposit for an apartment, vehicle
repair so a parent has transportation means to support consistent employment, and purchasing a
bed for a child so a child has a place to sleep.

ity does not hinder the ability of Congress to oversee the quality of services under Title IV-B. The
o ensure accountability to Congress with expanded flexibility is achievable by simply retaining

the existing mechanisms for Title IV-B accountability. There is sufficient existing accountability in place
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for state child welfare agencies with extensive and duplicative reporting requirements. These
requirements ensure states are accountable for the funds received while supporting Congress in achieving
its objectives for the nation’s child welfare system.

A good model for providing expanded flexibility while retaining state accountability is the Child Care and
Development Fund, which was reauthorized in 2014. The reauthorization requires a comprehensive state
plan outlining the uses of the multiple funds and purposes that make up the federal funding framework for
child care. This state plan is accompanied by an annual report that includes data to account for the funds
effectively. With respect to child welfare funds, a similar framework is in place with the submission of
the comprehensive Child and Family Services Plan, as well as reporting on spending and myriad data
elements required in the Annual Progress and Services Reports. These reporting requirements provide the
foundation for enhancing state flexibility to utilize funds to meet the unique needs of each state while
meeting the expected outcomes of Congress.

If all IV-B funds are streamlined into a single category with only a broad definition of how funds can be
used, Congress will have less ability to see specific ways funds are being used. However, a balanced
approach is achievable so that states are required to meet clearly defined outcomes and articulate their
uses of the funding and submit reports to align with those outcomes. Accountability to the children and
youth in the child welfare system is essential. Still, limitations with spending categories, frequent output,
and detailed budget-focused reports do not improve the system and actually often limit the ability of states
to act quickly to implement the services necessary for their communities.

2. Ms. Gruber, in your testimony, you mentioned that Utah’s DHHS has ‘braided’ IV-B funds
with other funding sources to improve multiple elements of child welfare. Does the
flexibility that IV-B provides allow states the option of using these funds with other
sources? Is this ability to combine IV-B with other funds, despite IV-B only making up
2.5% of Utah’s child welfare budget, part of why IV-B funding is indispensable to your
state and others that use the funding in a similar way?

The flexibility of Title IV-B does enable states the option of using these funds alongside other sources.
With IV-B being 2.5% of Utah’s child welfare agency funding, families' needs for service far exceed
available IV-B funds. Identifying and using allowable and available funding sources strategically and in
combination with other funding helps address families’ needs and expand the use of available resources to
the extent possible.

For example, family preservation services are essential to support at-risk families in safely caring for their
children at home, preventing entry into foster care. If a family needs mental health and substance use
treatment services as well as parenting skills training, an assessment will help determine their eligibility
for support with available funding sources. If the family is eligible, Medicaid funds are used to support
mental health and substance use treatment needs, and PSSF funds may be used for parent skills training if
the children do not qualify for Title IV-E prevention. However, if the family is not Medicaid eligible,
PSSF or state funds can cover the cost of mental health and substance use treatment. If the child is eligible
for IV-E prevention, the parenting skills service could be covered under IV-E prevention.

The ability to effectively fund the child welfare system requires leveraging all resources, no matter how
small. This includes Title IV-B despite its small contribution to the overall funding of Utah’s child
welfare system. However, the ability to combine IV-B funds with other funding sources to address
families' needs allows us to optimize IV-B funds to contribute to our system significantly. The categories
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of funding specified for PSSF compelled Utah to identify additional funding sources used in conjunction
with PSSF to support family preservation, support, reunification, and adoption promotion and support
services. In addition, IV-B subpart 1 funds and Caseworker Visit funds under IV-B subpart 2 are
important resources to support child welfare workforce personnel and training expenses that otherwise are
unavailable through other federal child welfare funds.

3. Ms. Gruber, you said in your testimony that you will continue to provide Utah’s Families
First services through IV-B funding to families that are not eligible to receive IV-E funds.
Can you expound upon how and why the continued use of IV-B funds is still necessary to
reach as many families as possible with this service?

Utah will continue to use Title IV-B funds to provide Utah’s Families First service developed by Utah
Youth Village, which is now on the Title IV-E Preventions Services Clearinghouse as “well supported.”
Title IV-B will continue to be used for families needing parenting skills training who are not eligible for
Title IV-E prevention. Providing families with a service that has demonstrated effectiveness gives
families the best possible opportunity for success. Utah anticipates evaluating whether Title IV-B will be
used with similar programs once approved on the Clearinghouse. That will depend on the availability of
IV-B funds.

An example of when a family would receive Families First services through Title IV-B rather than Title
IV-E prevention is when parents, preparing to have their children return home, do not qualify for Title IV-
E prevention due to the children still being in foster care. Reunification efforts may include strengthening
parenting skills with Families First services while the children have transition visits before a formal exit
from foster care. Providing these services at this critical time increases the likelihood of successful
reunification.

4. Ms. Gruber, in your testimony, you highlighted that Utah’s unique Families First program
was established with the only federal funding support coming from IV-B funds for many
years before it became eligible for IV-E funding through the IV-E Clearinghouse.
Personally, I strongly support the IV-E Clearinghouse as it ensures services that we provide
to our most vulnerable children and families are evidence-based and effective. I, alongside
my bipartisan CCFY co chair Rep. Mace even supported additional discretionary funds in
the FY24 appropriations process for the Clearinghouse. That said, how would characterize
IV-B’s role as a compliment to the IV-E prioritization of ensuring quality services? Do you
see IV-B funding as necessary to stand up services and programs so that they can eventually
be eligible for eventual Clearinghouse review? How are these services complimentary?

There are two primary roles of Title IV-B as it relates to IV-E. The first relates to IV-Bs role in filling
gaps for services that evidence-based services cannot provide; the second is the role it plays in supporting
the development of innovative programs before a rating through the IV-E Prevention Clearinghouse.

Title IV-B complements Title IV-E prevention services in providing families with critical, quality
resources. Evidence-based services are an important resource for families. However, these services do not
always address the family’s needs to care for their children in the home safely. IV-B funding helps fill in
some of those gaps, such as providing tangible support to families to help stabilize them during a
challenging time, which may occur in conjunction with other evidence-based services.
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Title IV-B also allows states to innovate in developing new services to address gaps in the system before
approval of the Title IV-E Prevention Clearinghouse. Receiving a rating and approval on the
clearinghouse is resource-intensive and takes several years. To continue to support the innovation of
programs that are achieving preliminary success but not yet rated, Title IV-B is available before greater
investments to evaluate a program are made. A Utah example of this is occurring in our recently
developed Adaptive Parenting service. This service allows for personalized skills development training
for parents who are lower functioning. Although this service has not been in operation long enough to
conduct research needed for a Clearinghouse determination, it is now helping families in need.

Utah supports using Title IV-B funding to stand up services and programs before evaluation and approval
on the Clearinghouse; however, the limited funds appropriated through Title IV-B limits extensive use of
these funds for that purpose. The start-up of new services is costly, as is the thorough research needed to
demonstrate effectiveness at the standard required by the Clearinghouse. It may be difficult for states to
shift the use of IV-B funds for innovative services, given that the demand for IV-B services already
exceeds the need. Additionally, it is challenging for states to identify funding for the costs associated with
conducting the required evaluation of programs to receive Clearinghouse evidence rating.

5. Recently, a bill titled “Foster Youth Mental Health Act of 2023” was introduced in the
Senate. I also have a shared interest with more of my colleagues on CCFY to expand foster
youth’s access to forms of alternative mental health treatments based upon direct feedback
we have received from youth with lived experience. We know that nationally, up to 80
percent of foster youth have significant mental health needs, and that these needs are often
complex and require multifaceted interventions or treatments (such as alternatives to
traditional talk therapy). Cases like these often include a greater workload on the
caretakers of foster youth and the agencies responsible for foster youth in order to best
address the youths’ needs. Ms. Gruber, what is the biggest unmet mental health need you
are seeing for children and youth in foster care? What should Title IV-B support to better
respond to youth with complex mental health needs?

Children and youth in foster care often have mental health needs that must be addressed to stabilize and
support their well-being and that of their entire family. In Utah, we seek input from the youth we serve to
understand their behavioral health challenges through our Youth Advisory Council. Examples of mental
health needs that are particularly challenging include:

o Problematic non-criminal sexual behaviors;

e Aggressive behaviors that are minimally provoked or unpredictable;

e Neurodivergence, such as autism, learning disabilities, and anxiety disorders that are further

challenged by trauma;
e Griefand loss and its impact and outward expression; or
e Developmental issues for children experiencing early childhood trauma.

Youth with complex mental health or behavioral needs face serious challenges, and states struggle to
identify appropriate and sufficient resources to address those needs. In cases where youth qualify for
funding support through Medicaid, which includes most youth in foster care and approximately 50% of
youth receiving in-home services, treatment is not always available to address those needs due to
workforce shortages, geographic constraints, siloed systems, and an overall lack of resources. Utah
attempts to overcome these challenges through partnerships with other state agencies supporting the
state’s behavioral health system including our workforce and professional licensing agencies. Within the
Utah Department of Health and Human Services, the Division of Child and Family Services works
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closely with our Office of Substance Use and Mental Health to leverage the Mental Health Block Grant
and the Substance Abuse Prevention Block Grant. Utah also has leveraged Child Care Development
Funds to train child care providers to identify and address early childhood behavioral health challenges.
The goal is to address these challenges early before they lead to more complex challenges that may result
in child abuse or neglect and lead to involvement in the child welfare system. Additionally, the intense
nature of child welfare puts caseworkers at high risk for experiencing trauma. If not addressed this can
have a negative impact on the system and the ability for a caseworker to help children and families.
Agencies need support in implementing strategies to build resilience in caseworkers, and to mitigate the
negative impact of trauma. With respect to Title IV-B specifically, providing greater flexibility for family
reunification services may enable states to access mental health resources with Title IV-B that are
unavailable within the traditional scope of services covered under Medicaid to the extent funding is
available.
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SMAKT FROM THE

famiies & Communities Romoting School Readiness

October 27, 2023
Dear Representative Moore;

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before the House Ways and Means Committee hearing entitled “Modernizing
the Child Welfare System to Protect Vulnerable Children.” | am grateful for your kind words and support.

Please find below, the answers to the follow questions you posed and please forgive the delay:

Ms. Craft, in pages four and five of your testimony you mentioned how many small, yet essential, community-based
programs don’t have the financial capacity to rely on IV-B funding that is provided through a reimbursement model. You
stated that Smart from the Start especially benefits from receiving IV-B and matched State funding through an advance
at the start of the year. In the event that Congress fails to enact a long term reauthorization of IV-B funds, what are the
risks to yours and other organizations hoping to move to this advance model in the event that States cannot rely on the
consistency of IV-B funds?

The potential risk to organizations like Smart from the Start and the vulnerable populations we support would is great,
in that we would be forced to lay off essential service providers, shutter programs, and leave children youth and
families living in the most difficult circumstances without access to basic necessities, trauma informed mental health
services, family advocacy, crisis intervention and ongoing support. Not only do we rely heavily on these resources to
fund programming and services, but we must have seamless access to ongoing funding to provide seamless access to
those we support.

Ms. Craft, your organization works with varying financial needs. While programs like TANF and Social Security can use
improvement, I know that receiving such supports can serve as a protective factor against families entering the foster
care system. In your experience, how have you seen these social programs work in concert with child welfare efforts

effectively?

100% of the children, youth and families we engage live at or below the poverty level and many suffer from exposure to
some form of direct, secondary, family or community-related trauma. The financial safety provided by programs like
TANF, Social Security and SNAP are essential as we work to ensure that children are not homeless, hungry and suffering
from extreme poverty, while creating some level of financial stability, which research proves helps to prevent child
abuse and neglect. Our organization provides resources that tighten that safety net by supplementing what those
services do not provide and by creating avenues for families to set and achieve educational and career goals that
ultimately lead to economic self-sufficiency.

Ms. Craft, programs similar to Smart from the Start are eligible for IV-B funding, could you elaborate on the process
which your agency and specific branches must go through in order to be eligible and ultimately receive IV-B funding
from start to finish?

Smart from the Start is a grassroots, family and community driven organization founded by a woman of color who grew
up in a low income housing development. Statistically, less than 7% of philanthropic dollars are allocated to
organizations like ours and we often lack the relationships and resources to access higher level federal funding
Smart from the Start, Inc.
2357 Ainger Place, SE
Washington, DC 20020
Phone: (857) 308-3000 Fax: (617) 635-1187
www.smartfromthestart.org
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opportunities such as IV-B funding. Notification of such opportunities often does not reach grassroots organizations and
when it does, we do not meet many of the qualifications, and the registration and application processes are needlessly
complicated, time consuming and confusing. Special consideration is often given to organizations with more of a “track
record”, or that are well known and who have previously received federal funding. It takes a sophisticated team of
experienced professionals to navigate the online systems, processes and to produce the volume of paperwork required.
Most organizations like Smart from the Start are fighting for children and families every day and utilizing every available
hour and dollar to stand in the gap. We simply lack the time and resources when and if we even are aware of and given a
fair chance to apply.

How can Title IV-B funding enhance access to mental health services for children and families, particularly in
underserved communities? How can 1V-B funding be used for family-based and community-based care specifically to
improve mental health outcomes?

We leverage our Title IV-B funding to hire clinicians reflective of the diverse communities we serve and by creatively
engaging families in ways that breakdown the stigma often related to traditional mental health services. Clinical
services are place-based and embedded in neighborhoods where our families live to ensure that they feel comfortable
and have easy access to ensure active participation in therapeutic programs and sessions. With the shortage of
qualified mental health professionals in our communities, we have begun to train and support community health
workers and therapeutic mentors to offer a range of supports to children, youth and families to enhance and
supplement traditional therapy and to mitigate the impact of trauma and undiagnosed mental health challenges.

In addition to neighborhood based programming in community centers it is imperative to offer the option to engage in
family and home-based clinical care. Again, with the stigma we often face as well as the level of depression and trauma,
there are families who are simply unable to come out to the community center to fully engage. Our Title IV-B funding
supports this work, as well. Parent partners, community health workers, therapeutic mentors and family support
specialists work in close concert with clinicians to provide a full set of supportive services to children, youth and
families in their homes and communities.

Our organization invests heavily in internal and independent external evaluation in partnership with Tufts and Brandeis
Universities to ensure the efficacy of our programs and services and to inform continuous quality improvement. Our
evaluation is funded in part by Title IV-B funding and our outcome data proves that Smart from the Start provides an
impressive return on investment.

Washington, DC is the only Smart from the Start city where we receive Title IV-B funding. We often struggle to provide
the same level of support for children and families in our other markets because we rely so heavily on the philanthropic
community to resource our work. DC is unique in its commitment to invest in innovative, community-based
organizations and we are grateful to both the Ways and Means Committee and the administration of Mayor Muriel
Bowser for providing desperately needed funding to advance our mission to promote the healthy development of
children and families.

| am grateful for your interest in Smart from the Start and for your strong, unwavering support of children and families
as evidenced by your record. Please do not hesitate to reach out to me directly if you have any follow up questions or in
additional clarification would be helpful. | also invite you to visit us at Smart from the Start whenever your schedule
permits.

Very Respectfully,

Cherie Craft, M.Ed
Founder/CEO, Smart from the Start, Inc.

Smart from the Start, Inc.
2357 Ainger Place, SE
Washington, DC 20020
Phone: (857) 308-3000 Fax: (617) 635-1187
www.smartfromthestart.org
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Testimony of Katherine Marquart in response to questions posed by Congresswoman Moore
from the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Work and Welfare

Katherine Marquart
Director of Recruitment Programs
FosterAdopt Connect

Previous Employee for the State of Missouri, Children’s Division

Ms. Marquart, in your experience as a caseworker, you shared many instances in which you
were expected to make life altering decisions that you did not feel prepared to handle. I have
heard similar stories from caseworkers who had the sole responsibility of determining if a case
qualified as neglect and would consequently result in family separation. Have you personally
been expected to make subjective determinations on which cases constitute neglect? If so, did
you feel you had a concrete understanding of what neglect was in a legal sense and the
implications of that decision? Would it better prepare caseworkers for such situations to receive
more training and clarity on neglect and poverty specifically for these circumstances?

In my time at the State of Missouri, | was employed in the Alternative Care sector (children who had
already come into foster care). My primary responsibility was reunifying the families and when that was
no longer an option, my job was to locate a permanency resource for the child. The counterpart to
Alternative Care is Investigations and Assessments. Though | never worked in Investigations, | was
responsible for determining the safety of the children on my caseload and sometimes this meant | had to
make a split-second decision to remove a child from the home due to abuse or neglect. These instances
most often occur when a sibling of one of the children is born while they are still in foster care or during
“Trial Home Visits”.

For the most part, | was prepared for these decisions with an alternative plan of action and the support
of my supervisor.

I do think when reunifying children (or on the Investigations/Assessments side, removing children),
there should be clearer guidelines as to what constitutes neglect. I’ve heard on more than one occasion,
that it depends on the individual investigator, and generally what type of situation they grew up in as a
child, as to what they will consider neglect versus poverty. | think it would be more than beneficial for
there to be a strict discussion of neglect versus poverty while also taking into consideration cultural
differences among individuals and groups.



173

Congresswoman Scanlon, my CCFY Cochair, introduced H.R.3443 “Foster Youth Mentoring
Act of 20237 in collaboration with our bipartisan Cochair, Congressman Bacon. This bill seeks
fo support mentoring opportunities for youth involved in the Foster Care System. Peer support
and navigation services are a great fool to support those going through the child welfare system.
Is it reasonable to suggest that an increase in such peer support services would reduce the strain
put on caseworkers to best serve foster children? What role do you see for IV-B to fund peer
support services to complement the child welfare workforce and ensure it leverages the expertise
of those who have been through the system?

1 think peer support groups are a fabulous idea. At FosterAdopt Connect, we utilize a program called
Community Connections Youthrive (CCYT) that is predominantly staffed by those who have experience as
a youth in foster or kinship care. The youth and young adults served by the program are 17-26 years old
who are—or were—in foster care. Our staff are able to relate to the youth and role model what is
possible. Staff work with the youth to set their own goals and partner to reach those goals. They do this
by providing driving lessons; supporting the youth in graduating high school, getting their GED, and/or
continuing their education; offering life skills training, including employment assistance and a financial
capability curriculum; and in some areas, we are even able to provide legal aid via our staff attorney.

in regards to 1V-B funding for those with lived experience, we should be utilizing those with lived
experience and providing more positions in social welfare that allow these individuals the opportunity
and support needed to share their personal experiences in a way that helps us better serve families
without exploiting their stories. Funding positions within social welfare that recognize that education
comes from a life lived, not only a degree earned, would help provide these individuals with a voice and
the ability to make change within the social welfare system. Furthermore, we amplify their voices by
providing opportunities for professional development that will help further solidify their seat at the
tables where decisions are being made. Additionally, we would also want to ensure these staff members
have/are processing the trauma they no doubt have experienced 50 as to not compound the effects of
the vicarious trauma prevalent in social work.

I'was proud to partner with my bipartisan CCFY Cochair Congressman Nunn as well as
Subcommittee Ranking Member Davis to request an increase in discretionary funding for the
Regional Partnership Grant Program which provides funding for families who are experiencing
difficulties with substance abuse. Ms. Marquart, you mentioned several situations in which
substance abuse was a contributing factor toward involvement of the child welfare system.
Would it have been helpful as a caseworker 1o have more services pertaining directly towards
addressing substance abuse to better serve these families?

Substance use, especially in the Kansas City Metro is so incredibly high and if we had more services
directed at substance use, | would venture a guess that we would have significantly fewer children in
foster care because of it. My colleagues and | were just discussing what seems like all of a sudden, many
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children are placed with relatives or kin or in foster care due to a parent's fatal overdose. If we can direct
more funds to substance use treatment, this could prevent tragedies like these.

Several of this Hearing’s witnesses discussed the crisis we have in foster care placements. Ms.
Marquart, in your experience in Recruitment Programs including 30 Days to Family and
Extreme Family Finding, what do you believe Congress should we be doing to better support
recruitment of kinship and non-relative foster families, and how can we better support foster and
adoptive families to ensure an appropriate supply of family placements for children who need
out-of-home care?

In my opinion, some ways that we can support our kinship families and non-relative foster
families include, but are not limited to, Behavioral Interventionists, therapists, additional training
and mental health services for caseworkers, incentives for foster families, and additional
education on trauma for all of the families and professionals supporting these youth and families.

Following adoption from foster care, many providers report they are not interested in adoption
due to the lack of support post-adoption. An additional support would be to provide a post-
adoption subsidy payment similar to what the family received prior to adoption. Additional
services similar to those stated above would also be beneficial for children adopted from foster
care and could be included in the post-adoption subsidy contracts to be covered by the state.

Additional education surrounding private adoption versus adoption through foster care would
also help eliminate some barriers when training families to become foster parents. There are
many instances where families are trained and at the end of the training, they are reporting a very
specific age of a child they wish to adopt, where adoption from foster care would most likely not
meet their request.

In regards to recruiting non-relative foster families, something that is needed is being able to
recruit more families of diversity. As we know, black and brown children are overrepresented in
the foster care system and we don’t have enough foster families that look like them to care for all
of these children. In addition to that, we have many children who speak Spanish, who speak
using sign language, or speak any number of other languages, but we do not have enough diverse
families to help maintain these children’s culture of origin.

Something additional that would help with foster, kinship, and relative families is some sort of
normalization of parental leave when taking in or adopting a child from foster care. FosterAdopt
Connect has already included this as part of our practice which includes receiving 20 work days
of paid parental leave for purposes of a newly placed child for adoption. With additional 5 paid
working days of paid parental leave for kinship and foster parents to adjust to a new placement in
their home, with this being able to occur twice within the calendar year. There are additional
factors that play into these decisions however having an Adoptive/Foster/Kinship policy in our
agency has made a world of difference for those on our staff who are caring for children in the
foster care system. Many foster parents or kinship parents are not able to continue caring for
youth in their home due to the number of doctor visits, school conferences, team meetings, and
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court hearings they must attend. Putting some sort of legislation in place to normalize this
practice would be highly beneficial for recruiting more foster families as well as supporting
adoptive and relative/kin families.

An additional support that would make a huge impact (and save the government money) is
having more recruiters for programs such as Extreme Family Finding and 30 Days to Family.
Locating relative and kin providers is time-intensive and is far less successful if the recruiter has
a large caseload. Additional funding for these types of programs through NGO’s would engage
more relative providers and thus provide more homes for children in foster care.
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October 27, 2023

The Honorable Gwen Moore
Subcommittee on Work & Welfare
Committee on Ways and Means
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congresswoman Moore:

I appreciated the opportunity to testify on behalf of the American Bar Association
(ABA) at the recent hearing before the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on
Work & Welfare on the topic of Modemizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable
Children. Thank you for your questions both during the testimony on September 28
and in follow up written correspondence. Below please find the ABA’s responses to
each topic area: neglect definitions; peer advocacy; tribal consortia; reunification
services; and the Court Improvement Program.
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Federal law does not provide a clear definition of neglect in either CAPTA or Title IV-B. How does
this impact decisions made in family court cases? What is your recommendation on how to resolve
these inconsistencies and in your view, what can Congress specifically do to resolve these
inconsistencies?

Currently, federal law defines abuse and neglect under a joint definition that includes “an act or failure to
act.” ! It is wrong to lump these two large concepts — abuse and neglect — together as though they are
coterminous.? Federal guidance offered through the Child Welfare Information Gateway describes physical
abuse as a “nonaccidental physical injury” such as “punching, beating, kicking, biting, shaking, throwing,
stabbing, choking, hitting (with a hand, stick, strap, or other object), burning, or otherwise causing physical
harm.”?

By comparison, the same guidance describes neglect as “the failure of a parent or other caregiver to provide
for a child’s basic needs.” Examples of signs of neglect include a lack of “sufficient clothing for the weather
.. .dental care, or glasses.”

These neglect definitions do not address the intentionality behind failures to provide or the lack of individual
agency to remedy them. This is a key area where the disparate impact across race and ethnicity is evident.
The child poverty rate for white children in America is 8%. The rate for Black children is 18% and for
Hispanic children it is 22%.” If conditions of poverty — such as a lack of adequate food, clothing, shelter,
medical care or supervision — can be used as a proxy for finding parental neglect under the law, then by
extension Black and Hispanic children are significantly more likely to be separated from their parents for a
“failure to provide.”

Congress and state legislatures have an important opportunity to revise child abuse laws to clarify that abuse
and neglect are not the same. Distinguishing neglect from abuse in legal terminology does not necessarily
mean, however, all examples of neglect should be eliminated from child welfare intervention. The National
Scientific Council on the Developing Child_provides a useful framework for delineating between different
types of neglect and the means of addressing it. In relation to young children, those categories include: (i)
occasional inattention; (ii) chronic under-stimulation; (iii) severe neglect in a family context; and (iv) severe
neglect in an institutional setting. This framework offers a better method for determining when public
interventions are needed, and what type of intervention is most appropriate.®

For example, occasional neglect occurs “on an intermittent basis in an otherwise loving and responsive
environment” and likely requires no intervention. By contrast, severe neglect involves imminent risks to

142 U.S.C.A. § 5106g; What is the definition of child abuse and neglect? | HHS.gov.

2 Although previously used as a term to assess parental fitness for receiving public benefits, the concept of “child
neglect” did not typically provide a basis for removing a child from parental care under state law until the late
1950’s or under federal law until 1961. Bell, Winifred. Aid to Dependent Children, 1965. ABA Resolution 606
(2022

3 What Is Child Abuse and Neglect? Recognizing the Signs and Symptoms (childwelfare.gov) (page 3).

4 What Is Child Abuse and Neglect? Recognizing the Signs and Symptoms (childwelfare.gov) (page 5).

* National Academies of Science, Engineering and Medicine: Child Poverty . pdf (nationalacademies.org).

6 National Scientific Council on the Developing Child. (2012). The Science of Neglect: The Persistent Absence of
Responsive Care Disrupts the Developing Brain: Working Paper 12. http://www.developingchild.harvard.edu.
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the child and can “produce serious physiological disruptions that lead to lifelong problems in learning,
behavior and health.” As the Council explains, this category includes instances where a child has “no stable,
adult source of reliable care and protection,” such as a baby or toddler who is left alone and ignored for
many hours at a time. In this category, where “a child’s very survival is threatened,” intervention is
appropriate even under a heading of neglect.

In all instances, the Council highlights that “the magnitude of decision-making™ attached to defining neglect
in a child welfare setting requires “‘a balanced blend of scientific knowledge, cultural values, and shared
public responsibility” (emphasis added). In other words, if a child lacks sufficient food, clothing, housing,
or medical care, the answer is not to leave the situation as is, but to ask how we can effectively meet a
parent and child’s specific needs while maintaining constitutional liberty interests in parental and child
rights to family integrity that do not require removal of a child from their parent.”

Key recommendations for Congress include:

e Revise the language in CAPTA and Title IV-B to:
o Distinguish neglect from child abuse;
o Delineate specific categories of neglect by including a focus on intentionality, parental
agency and severity of impact for the child; and
o Clarify that different concepts of neglect require different government response.

e Investin legal services to support families whose basic human needs are at stake, including through
an expansion of Legal Services Corporation funding at the federal level .*

e Ensure all parents have access to legal representation when a CPS investigation process begins.

e Invest in programs that address concrete supports for children and parents related to child care,
housing, medical access, and tax credits to prevent child welfare referrals based on the concept of
neglect.

Do you believe that mentoring from peers who have previously navigated being dual system youth
could have a positive role in improving outcomes and experiences for current dual system youth?
What role do you see for Title IV-B to fund peer support services to complement the child welfare
workforce and ensure it leverages the expertise of those who have been through the system?

Peer advocacy has been proven to serve as an extremely effective tool for supporting system-impacted
youth and parents. In the legal services space in particular, peer partners are critical components of

7 Quilloin v. Walcott, 434 U.S. 246, 255 (1978) (“We have recognized on numerous occasions that the relationship
between parent and child is constitutionally protected.”); Bohn v. City of Dakota, 772 F.2d 1433, 1435 (8th Cir.
1985) (“We can conceive of no more important relationship, no more basic bond in American society, than the tie
between parent and child”). ABA Resolution 118 (2019).

8 ABA House of Delegates Resolution 112A (adopted August 2006) (urging federal, state, and territorial
governments to provide legal counsel as a matter of right at public expense to low income persons in those
categories of adversarial proceedings where basic human needs are at stake, such as those involving shelter,
sustenance, safety, health or child custody, as determined by each jurisdiction).”
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multidisciplinary legal teams.® For example, the Children’s Law Center of California (CLC) has a well-
established program of youth peer partnership where children represented by an attorney through CLC also
have access to a peer partner (an individual who has experienced foster care personally) who can help the
represented child navigate the complexities of being involved in foster care. Similarly, peer parent partners
have provided invaluable support for parents as part of multidisciplinary parent legal teams throughout the
country. !’

One of the benefits of the current Title IV-B structure is that it already provides for “Peer-to-peer mentoring
and support groups for parents and primary caregivers” as a part of Reunification Services. To further the
existing commitment in that area, Congress could clarify that reimbursable Reunification Services include
mentoring and support provided for children and youth in addition to parents and primary caregivers.
Congress could also encourage all states to report on how they use Reunification Services funding for peer
partnerships that support legal system-involved youth and parents.

In addition to the power of peer partnerships in helping children and parents during a child welfare or dual
system case, the role of lived expertise leadership in influencing system structures and laws has also been
expanding in significant ways. The ABA adopted policy in 2020 that recognizes “effective reforms of legal
systems that affect the fundamental rights of children and youth — including, but not limited to the child
welfare, immigration, and juvenile justice legal systems — cannot be accomplished without active
participation by individuals who experienced those systems as children and youth.”!! To help facilitate that
active participation, it would also be valuable to have federal legislation, including Title IV-B, specifically
support lived expertise leadership in child welfare program design.

Can you expand on why funding through the Court Improvement Program is especially impactful to
Tribal consortia?

In Indian Country there are numerous smaller tribes that don’t have the resources to establish a family court
by themselves. In such instances, a consortia of tribes that are in close proximity to each other may establish
a court that serves the tribes in the consortia together. In this situation, they may also utilize the consortia
to support tribal child welfare agency services too, sharing administrative and service functions to provide
child welfare services to the tribal communities represented in the consortia.

Can you elaborate on the importance of high-quality reunification services for supporting families,
and what an increase in those resources could make possible for families?

Investing in high quality reunification services for children and their parents is invaluable. It is an important
investment because reunification is the most frequent outcome for a child welfare case, with roughly 47%
of all cases resulting in reunification in 2022.'? In another sense, it is an important investment because this

9 See U.S. Dep’t of Health and Human Servs., Admin. for Children and Families, Admin. on Children, Youth and
Families, Children’s Bureau, High Quality Legal Representation for All Parties in Child Welfare Proceedings, No.
ACYF-CB-IM-17-02 (2017), available at IM-17-02 | The Administration for Children and Families (hhs.gov).
19See U.S. Dep’t of Health and Human Servs., Admin. for Children and Families, Admin. on Children, Youth and
Families, Children’s Bureau, Utilizing Title IV-E Funding to Support High Quality Legal Representation for
Children and Youth who are in Foster Care, Candidates for Foster Care and their Parents and to Promote Child and
Family Well-being No. ACYF-CB-IM-21-06 (hhs.gov).

11 ABA Policy 115 (2020)

12 The AFCARS Report #29 (hhs.gov).
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data demonstrates that even though reunification is the primary goal for most cases, more than half of all
children in foster care do not achieve that outcome.

Congress has recently made some important changes to the Title IV-B Family Reunification Services
provisions. Specifically, in 2019, as part of the Family First Prevention Services Act, Congress expanded
the period when a family can receive reunification services through Title IV-B."3 Previously, a family would
be eligible for federally supported reunification services for only 15 months total, beginning on the date
when a child entered foster care. Now, a family is considered eligible for federally supported reunification
services during the full period a child lives in foster care and for up to 15 months after the child has reunified
with family. This is a critical shift.

To realize the intended impact of this change, Congress can add to the list of services eligible for Title IV-
B reimbursement, to include those related to concrete supports such as housing access, arrears payments
for securing stable housing, hotel-motel voucher and emergency shelter, and opportunities for vocational,
education and employment training and placement. One of the most important lessons about reunification
success is that even after a child and parent reunify there is healing that takes time. As a result, it is important
for states and tribes to support family-based aftercare options for at least six months.

Finally, the success of reunification services often depends on parental engagement in designing a service
plan from the inception of the case. This includes access to quality family time that will most reflect “at
home life” to ensure a better transition home. Parents should also be able to support their child’s access to
therapy, mental health and educational services. Congress could reinforce the importance of parent-led
service plans by clarifying in the Title IV-B Reunification Services provisions that federally supported
agencies should work with parents as the primary architect of their own reunification services plans.
Congress could also clarify that states should not charge parents for the cost of federally reimbursable
reunification services.

What do you see as the biggest need for continuing to build on the Court Improvement Program’s
success, and what would be possible with more resources that the program can’t support at its
current level?

The Court Improvement Program has been extremely successful because it affects all states and is
distributed in a manner that allows for each jurisdiction to use the funding to incubate ideas that improve
the child welfare legal system. For thirty years, state courts have combined the CIP funds with state and
local dollars, creating a synergy among judicial, executive and private resources, which has resulted in
broad changes and jurisdiction specific innovations in how state courts handle child welfare cases.

Consistent with the President’s budget in both this Administration and the prior one, we support an annual
increased investment in the Court Improvement Program by $30 million. The CIP grants are the only direct
child welfare-related federal funds that state courts receive. The funding is distributed to the highest court
in each state, which receives a base amount with additional funding based on the state’s child population.
Despite significant changes in court practice and costs, annual CIP funding has not increased since 2006.

13 Social Security Act Section 431 (a)(7), codified at 42 U.S.C. § 629a(a)(7).
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Basis for Increased CIP Investment

Child welfare is both a social services and legal system. More than 600,000 children have cases before the
state dependency court system each year. Increased investment in the Court Improvement Program would
be extremely timely for every state to further enhance collaboration between child welfare agencies and the
court system to prevent case delays for children, parents and child welfare agencies, ensure successful
implementation of federal and state child welfare laws, and improve the quality of legal representation
available to all parties.

Preventing Case Delays

In response to COVID-19, the CIP received an additional $10 million in emergency funding in 2020, which
was very effective in facilitating investments in technology, training and party participation in dependency
hearings. Those investments mitigated the consequences of court delays when courts initially shut down
across the country. Emergency CIP funding also demonstrated how well-equipped CIPs are to adapt quickly
and innovate on the ground level in each state by ensuring access to the courts during crisis periods resulting
from public health threats, natural disasters, cyber-attacks, or other disruptions. Building on the success of
that emergency investment, enhanced CIP funding will help to prevent future disruptions in dependency
courts. Enhanced CIP funding would also help alleviate court delays on a regular basis.

Implementation of Federal and State Child Welfare Laws

Through its extensive training component, CIP funding has long been critical to ensuring that attorneys,
judges and other legal professionals are well trained and prepared to implement federal and state child
welfare law through regular courtroom practice and decision making. Congress and State Legislatures
establish important federal and state laws that affect child, parent, and family rights in dependency cases.
These laws are only effective in practice, however, if they are properly implemented. Having judges,
attorneys and other legal professionals who are well trained on what those laws mean and how they apply
to individual cases is a critical component of implementation. CIP funding provides a critical tool for
ensuring legal professionals in child welfare receive that training year after year.

Court Support Affects Quality Legal Representation

In addition to providing training assistance for lawyers, CIP funds also play an important role in ensuring
that attorneys provide high quality legal representation to all clients. In 2019, the ABA Center on Children
and the Law released a research report examining the effects of attorney funding for child and parent
counsel throughout the State of California.* In addition to concluding that attorney funding affects the
quality of legal representation, the report documented extensive evidence that court funding and staffing
also have a direct impact on the quality of legal representation attorneys can provide to clients. For example,
court backlogs limit attorney time in and out of court. Likewise, court delays related to insufficient staffing
and resources can lead to substantial increases in the amount of time a child spends in foster care before
reunifying with family or experiencing a final guardianship or adoption outcome in the case. By contrast,
when courts are properly supported, they are more accessible and allow attorneys to work on cases more
efficiently and effectively serving both the client and community’s interests.

14 ABA Center on Children and the Law. Effects of Funding Changes on Legal Representation Quality in California
Dependency Cases (2020): Impact of Funding on Quality Legal Representation (americanbar.org).
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Use of Funds

The Conference of Chief Justices and the Conference of State Court Administrators adopted a resolution in
2020 in support of increased CIP funding based on these growing demands on the child welfare court
system. Specifically, the Chief Justices and Court Administrators noted that increasing CIP funding beyond
the budget set in 2006 “would accelerate positive outcomes for children and families in their state
dependency court systems.” For example, funds would be used to:

e Launch multidisciplinary advocacy models of child and parent legal representation, and
CASA/GAL volunteers, which research has shown to expedite permanency and save costs;

e Promote reasonable caseloads so that advocates have sufficient time to thoroughly investigate
cach case, talk to clients, and prepare for hearings;

e Deliver enhanced attorney, judicial and CASA training, especially targeted to rural areas,
focused on safety decision making and federal law;

e Improve courtroom technology for training delivery, virtual participation in hearings, and
digitization of case files;

e Implement quality review, assurance, and mentoring to support recruitment and retention of
high-quality legal representation, CASA volunteers, and child and family advocates;

e Support certification of attorneys as Child Welfare Law Specialists (CWLS);

e Improve access to meaningful data to guide local court improvements and policy decisions; and

e Develop pre-petition/ early intervention models of family advocacy that enable advocates to
address root causes of child maltreatment and prevent foster care entry.

We support these arcas of enhanced support for the program and look forward to working with Congress
on this topic. Thank you for focusing attention on this issue and allowing the ABA to offer its views.

Pridonce BeitlonCarn

Prudence Beidler Carr
Director, ABA Center on Children and the Law
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Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children

United States House Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Work and Welfare
Testimony of Donna Butts, Executive Director, Generations United

Thursday, September 28, 2023, 10:00 AM

Chairman LaHood, Ranking Member Davis, and members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for your commitment to families and the opportunity to submit written testimony
about the critical role Title IV-B and Title IV-E programs play in the lives of grandfamilies or
kinship families, where children are raised by grandparents, other relatives, and close family
friends.

Generations United’s mission is to improve the lives of children, youth, and older adults
through intergenerational collaboration, public policies, and programs for the enduring benefit
for all. As the only national nonprofit focused solely on intergenerational solutions, Generations
United acts as a catalyst for stimulating collaboration among a wide range of organizations
focused on aging, children, and youth and provides a forum to explore areas of common ground
to advance innovative public policies and programs.

For nearly twenty-five years, Generations United’s National Center on Grandfamilies has been a
leading voice for issues affecting families headed by grandparents, other relatives, and close
family friends. Through the Center, Generations United leads an advisory group of
organizations, caregivers, and youth that sets the national agenda to advance public will in
support of these families. The Center’s work is guided by the GRAND Voices Network of
grandfamily caregivers representing 46 states and 12 tribes. Center staff conduct federal
advocacy, train grandfamilies to advocate for themselves, and raise awareness about the
strengths and needs of the families through an annual State of Grandfamilies report, media
outreach, weekly communications, and awareness-raising events. As of fall 2021, Generations
United, along with five national partners and an array of subject matter experts, also operates
the first-ever national technical assistance center on grandfamilies and kinship families, known
as the Grandfamilies & Kinship Support Network (Network). Through a cooperative agreement
with the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services’ Administration for Community Living,
the Network is providing a new way for government agencies and nonprofit organizations in
states, tribes, and territories to collaborate and work across jurisdictional and systemic
boundaries — all to improve supports and services for grandfamilies and kinship families now
and into the future. More information can be found at www.gu.org, www.gksnetwork.org, and
www.grandfamilies.org.

When parents are unable to raise their children, grandparents and extended family step up and
wrap children in the protective cocoon of family, providing roots and connection to culture,
keeping siblings under one roof, and showering children with the one thing money cannot buy —
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love. Currently about 2.5 million children benefit from the sacrifices of grandparents, other
relatives, or close family friends, and they thrive in this loving care. Collectively, they save our
country more than $4 billion a year by keeping children connected to their roots and out of
foster care.

For every child being raised by relatives inside the foster care system, 18 children are raised by
relatives outside of the system. These families usually step into this role with little to no
warning and are left to navigate unfamiliar and complex systems to help meet the physical and
cognitive health challenges of children who come into their care, many of whom have
experienced significant trauma. Many of the current child welfare funding streams are designed
to serve children within the foster care system only, which leaves many families who need
access to basic benefits and supports. The Family First Prevention Services Act expanded the
use of Title IV-E funding to include prevention services for children and families at risk of
entering the foster care system. The vast majority of grandfamilies do not come to the
attention of the child welfare system, but still need the benefit of supports and services as the
caregivers step in often unexpectedly to care for children who usually come to them after being
exposed to trauma. Title IV-B provides states with flexible funding to support
grandfamilies/kinship families outside of foster care, such as through Kinship Navigator
Programs, emergency concrete supports, and family stabilization services. Reforms to the Title
IV-B program can play an important role in improving supports and services for
grandfamilies/kinship families, as well as in shaping child welfare policy and services nationwide
for children, parents, and caregivers.

Along with the following recommendations, Generations United aligns with the priorities
outlined in the Focus IV-B on Families consensus recommendations read into the hearing
record by Representative Moore and urges increased Title IV-B investments to ensure a strong,
family-focused reauthorization.

Recommendations for Supports for Kinship Families in Title IV-B

Help Kinship Navigator Programs meet evidence-based requirements by authorizing five
years of mandatory kinship navigator funds instead of requiring them to be subject to the
annual appropriations process. Kinship Navigator Programs help connect grandfamilies to
critical supports and services so that the children thrive, and it prevents their unnecessary entry
into foster care. A five-year authorization of mandatory funds would ensure states could
develop and evaluate strong evidence- based programs that are tailored to their local needs.
Since 2018, Congress has appropriated funds annually for kinship navigator programs to
develop, operate and evaluate kinship navigator programs. These funds are designed to help
the programs meet the evidence-based requirements and qualify them to draw down
reimbursement from the Title IV-E as authorized in the Family First Act. While the annual
appropriations have been critical to recent progress increasing kinship navigator services,
making the funds subject to the annual appropriations process has resulted in funding gaps and
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uncertainty which make it difficult to plan, provide consistent programing, and conduct
effective evaluation.

As a note, Kinship Navigator Programs have faced many challenges with the Title IV-E
Prevention Services Clearinghouse including: lack of clarity about the requirements, poor
communication from the clearinghouse, and limited technical assistance to help answer
questions and address common barriers. Because of these challenges, to date only four kinship
navigator programs have been approved by the clearinghouse, with two of them designed
primarily to serve kinship families raising children inside of foster care. Five years of reliable
funding for these programs will ensure they have the necessary resources, time, and stability to
develop evidence-based programs.

Clarify that Title IV-B funding can be used to support and engage kin families. This includes
support services and activities around crisis stabilization services, engaging extended family, re-
establishing family relationships, including kin in planning for the children, and other services or
assistance to strengthen and support kin.

Expand “Adoption and Promotion Support Services” to include guardianships. For many
grandfamilies/kinship families, guardianship is the preferred permanency pathway for youth
who cannot remain with their parents as it creates a legal relationship that provides a
permanent family for the child without terminating parental rights- something kinship
caregivers often do not wish to do.

Create additional dedicated Title IV-B funds for support services for kin caring for children
who are not in the custody of the child welfare system. This includes support for emergency
services and concrete goods to help stabilize kinship families and provide for the child’s
wellbeing, preventing the need to enter child welfare system custody. Examples include but are
not limited to: child care, transportation assistance, respite care, legal assistance, clothing
allowance, bedding, cleaning supplies, child car seats, and limited utility and housing assistance.

Dedicate additional Title IV-B funds to address barriers to licensure for kin, and train, recruit
and retain high quality foster parents including kin, particularly those caring for special
populations such as sibling groups, children and youth with special behavioral health needs,
adolescent and teen populations, and foster parents or other specialized placements for victims
of sex trafficking. These funds could be used to help Title IV-E agencies implement kin-specific
foster care licensing standards following the new rule issued by the Administration for Children
and Families, develop specialized kinship specific training for potential kinship foster parents,
support the training and use of therapeutic kinship foster homes, and provide concrete support
to help kin comply with licensing standards such as home modifications and safety equipment.

Authorize and fund a competitive grants program to support peer-to peer delivered services.
Peer-to-Peer support programs are crucial for children and caregivers in grandfamilies/kinship
families. Despite their demonstrated efficacy and their unique ability to build trust with children
and families, most peer support programs serving children and caregivers in and around the
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child welfare system cannot access the key funding and support opportunities available to
other programs. Authorize and fund a competitive grant program to support peer-to-peer
delivered services.
The purpose is to:
e Support families, including youth, kinship caregivers, and parents, so they do not go
through experiences with child welfare or related systems alone/isolated.
e Increase knowledge of how to navigate the child welfare system or related systems.
e Connect families to existing services and supports to enhance family well-being.

A broad range of entities would be eligible to apply for the competitive grants, but they must
partner with a lived experience entity (which are organizations, groups, or collaborations whose
primary mission is to put people with Lived Experience in positions to support other individuals
going through similar experiences.) The collaboration would include passing through a
substantial part of the funds to the lived experience entity.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony today on behalf of Generations United and
the grandfamilies and kinship families we believe in and support. For additional information
please contact Chelsi Rhoades, Generations United’s public policy and advocacy coordinator, at

crhoades@gu.org or (202)289-3979.

Resources for Further Information and Recommendations:

Focus IV-B on Families Consensus Recommendations

Grandfamilies and Kinship Families: Strengths and Challenges Fact Sheet
Generations United’s Annual State of Grandfamilies Reports

Grand Facts State Fact Sheets

Grandfamilies & Kinship Support Network: A National Technical Assistance Center
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Wes Moore, Governor | Aruna Miller, Lt. Governor | Rafael Lopez, Secretary

October 11, 2023

The Honorable Jason T. Smith

Chairman

U.S. House Ways and Means Committee
1139 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Darin LaHood
Subcommittee Chair

Work and Welfare Subcommittee

U.S. House Ways and Means Committee
1139 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Richard Neal

Ranking Member

U.S. House Ways and Means Committee
1139 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Danny K. Davis

Ranking Member

Work and Welfare Subcommittee

U.S. House Ways and Means Committee
1139 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Re: Testimony — Work & Welfare Subcommittee Hearing on Modernizing Child Welfare to
Protect Vulnerable Children, September 28, 2023, 10 AM.

Dear Chairman Smith, Ranking Member Neal, and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to share with you a few thoughts. | am Rafael Lépez and | serve as
the Secretary of the Maryland Department of Human Services in Governor Moore’s
Administration.

As | said back in 2017 while serving in President Obama’s Administration as the Commissioner
of the Administration for Children, Youth, and Families at the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, “We need to do far more, far quicker, around the way in which we deeply invest
in prevention.” That is still true six years later. | have seen from the federal and the state side how
federal law and funding incentivizes policies that more deliberately focus on preventing child
abuse and promotes family.

Child welfare caseloads are lagging indicators of policy failures across government and under
investment in families and communities. We can spend less money and do less harm by shifting
our focus from crisis intervention to strengthening families in the first place. Preventing children
from entering foster care will require policy changes and investment in areas including criminal
justice reform, housing, public education, food access, childcare, meaningful and dignified work
and career opportunities, and family income sufficient to thrive and survive economic shocks.
Modernizing the child welfare system requires us to invest in families earlier, often, and in tailored
ways so children can live safely with their families, free of abuse or neglect. As we move into the
second 25 years of the 21st century, Congress can change laws and make investments to
deconstruct harmful systems, address the harms caused by our governmental systems, and build
new pathways to prevent the need to remove children from their homes.

oo
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There are three things Congress can do now {o deconstruct some of the most harmful aspects of
child welfare systems. First, Congress can take honest account of the harms caused by family
separation through foster care, even when removal is necessary for a child’s safety. Second,
Congress can remove arbitrary timelines that drive termination of parental rights leaving children
with no legal family. Third, Congress can make it clear that conditions of poverty are not child
neglect. In addition, Congress can invest in the young people who are aging out of broken child
welfare systems. Congress should invest in ending intergenerational childhood poverty by
increasing funding for culturally grounded prevention strategies in small communities that are
disproportionately represented in foster care. Congress can make these investments across all
states and tribes by ending the AFDC lookback criterion for Title IV-E eligibility.

Modernizing child weifare requires moving away from stranger foster care and turning toward
families, culture, and communities to support families before, during, and after a crisis. Strong
bonds between children and their families and communities ensure that children grow up feeling
safe knowing they belong to people, places, and communities, not governmental “systems.” The
Family First Prevention Services Act (FFPSA) is a first step in the direction of empowering
community support for families. As a resuit, states and tribes are increasingly relying on and
investing in kin for out of home crisis caregiving and providing children and family services in
communities through organizations that families know and trust. Placing children with relatives
minimizes trauma from family separation and helps children and youth develop positive identities
grounded in their family, their community, and their culture. There is increasing evidence that
family separation through foster care, even when necessary for a child's safety, harms both
children and their parents. When we evaluate the best interests of a child entrusted to our care,
we could also include in the assessment harms caused by removal and family separation.

Modernizing child welfare also requires that we remove arbitrary timelines to legaily sever parent-
child bonds. Provisions of the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA, 1997) related to
permanency require that states file a petition to terminate parental rights once a child has been
in foster care for 15 of the previous 22 months. There is no research that supports the need for
this time limit on family reunification. Parents and children share their stories of pain and longing
after unwarranted termination of parental rights, and data suggests ASFA has dramatically
increased termination of parental rights. According to the National Institutes of Health 2019
evaluation of termination timelines, 1 out of 100 children will experience termination of their
parents’ rights, with terminations disproportionately impacting African American children, and
American Indian and Alaska Native children. Too often, services do not line up with ASFA
timelines, and concrete supports are not available, to ameliorate the reasons for children who
enter foster care which prolongs family separation with the termination timeline poised over the
family like an ax. We can, and must, do better.

In addition, more than 20,000 youth age out of the foster care system every year without ties to
nurturing families or other caring adults who can provide support and opportunity as they transition
from foster care to adulthood. Despite these astounding numbers and devastating impact on
families, the Adoption and Safe Families Act is often defended for increasing adoptions. Yet for
each child adopted since ASFA was implemented, two children remain behind in the system,
legally “free” for adoption because their parents’ rights have been terminated. | am also
increasingly concemed about the failure rate of adoptions in the public sector which calls into
question even the ASFA successes. Some experts estimate that roughly 25% of adoptions fail
with the risk increasing based on the age of the child at the time of placement.

We must stop running an arbitrary clock on families and stop justifying this harmful policy.

Maryland would be out of compliance with federal law and jeopardize federal financial
participation if we changed policy tomorrow to reasonably exempt from ASFA family termination

2



190

timelines parents engaged in reunification plans, incarcerated parents, and children living out of
home with kin.

Disciplined data and the knowledge of people who have experienced our systems are essential
to modernize child welfare. People’s experiences provide context and specificity, while data offers
trends and measures to direct change. Our child welfare systems can do more to entrench the
feedback and insights provided by people and data. It requires financial investment to employ
people with lived experience, train frontline social workers and staff, and build and maintain
effective information systems rooted in the cutting edge technology and innovation.

People and data tell us that the number one reason for separating a child from their family in
Maryland and across the country is “neglect.” Allegations of neglect are rooted in concerns about
inadequate food, clothing, shelter, supervision, and/or medical care. These are conditions related
more to poverty than parental fitness. Research demonstrates neglect shows up in child welfare
systems as an indicator for families who are struggling for reasons that include intergenerational
and persistent poverty and unstable housing. The hardships of poverty can impair family capacity
to provide for their children; but incapacity to provide is not the same as an unwillingness to do
s0. Modernizing child welfare will require narrowing the definition of neglect to exclude conditions
related to poverty and doing more to meet family needs. In its Report, The Policy Levers for
Preventing Child Maltreatment, The National Conference of State Legislatures found that the link
between family financial insecurity and increased risk for child welfare involvement is becoming
clearer. Research demonstrates that a broad array of economic support, coupled with ongoing
community-based social supports, are associated with reduced risk of family involvement with
child welfare systems. The central role of family economic hardship as a driver of child welfare
involvement underscores the importance of addressing the concrete needs of families and
promoting their economic stability.

By the time they begin their transition to aduithood, youth in foster care systems have lived
through muiltipie traumas and disruptive events. This can include abuse and/or neglect, multiple
foster home placements, lack of continuity in education, and an array of relationship losses (e.g.,
friends, family, and/or siblings). When youth "age out" of the child welfare system with limited
community and cultural connections or without the support of supportive, caring adults, they age
into a precarious adulthood. Data shows disconnected youth have increased risks of unstable
housing or homelessness, lack adequate elementary and secondary education, are unemployed
or under-employed, don't have access to health care, and increase their likelihood of justice
system involvement.

Congress can do more to support foster youth who are aging out of the foster care system by
extending financial assistance, housing, education, childcare, legal, and empioyment support at
least to age 26. Congress can make current and former foster youth categorically eligible for all
federally funded social safety net and family support programs. Congress can alsc establish and
expand mentorship programs that connect foster youth with adults and formerly fostered peers.
Through mentoring relationships, former foster youth can provide and receive guidance, support,
and positive role models. We must remember that each youth aging out of foster care is unique.
Therefore, funding must be flexible enough for formerly fostered people to have choices and direct
their adult lives; and for states and localities to fit their array of services to the specific needs of
youth in their care.

A modemized child welfare system must address the needs of small populations that are
disproportionately represented in child welfare systems. For small populations it is crucial that the
services provided are culturally appropriate and responsive to those populations. This means
tailoring interventions and strategies to meet the needs of families who are represented in child
welfare systems, including those disproportionately represented— American indian and Alaska
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Native families; families of color; and lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer/plus children or
youth. Congress can amend the Family First Prevention Services Act to enable states and tribes
to implement the requirement that evidence-based prevention services are consistent with the
community’s culture and values.

Communities with small populations that are overrepresented in child welfare systems face an
investment and measurement paradox. Even as they are disproportionately represented, they
often make up a very smali proportion of the child welfare system. This means that the impact of
child removal on the small community is far greater than the impact on the child welfare system
overall. The relatively small impact on the child welfare system leads to underinvestment in the
children’s and families’ needs. Similarly, reaching statistical significance thresholds to establish
cultural practices as evidence-based would require a child welfare involved sample size that
would decimate small communities. We have to think creatively, recognize when statistical
evidence of program efficacy is nonsense, and empower small communities to serve their children
and families.

Congress can also exercise its oversight role to ensure that federal agencies are effectively
implementing the FFPSA in a way that respects children’s connections to culture and community
and responds to the diversity of children and families. Congress can fund adaptations of evidence-
based practices to different cultural contexts. For example, Congress can fund targeted research
to identify effective strategies for increasing family acceptance of LGBTQIA+ individuals and learn
what investments are needed to support family-of-choice. Congress could include research on
how to effectively engage diverse communities, how to culturally adapt practices while
maintaining their effectiveness, and how to measure outcomes in ways that are meaningful to the
community affected.

Finally, modernizing child welfare requires bold action on the AFDC lookback which remains part
of determining eligibility for Title IV-E. The AFDC lookback for IV-E eligibility is the antithesis of
current or forward looking. It has rightfully been criticized for being contrary to the best interests
of children and their families. The lookback used poverty criteria from 1996 and does not account
for inflation nor changes in the cost of living over time. The lookback does not consider the current
financial needs of caregivers which can create a burden for those caring for children at risk for
entering or involved in the foster care system. In addition, the lookback requires states to apply
outdated criteria, which can be administratively difficult and costly. We can and must do better.

There are reasonable alternatives to the AFDC Lookback for IV-E Eligibility. Congress can
remove the lookback provisions. This is sometimes referred to as “delinking” because it would
remove the statutory link between the prior law, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
program, and the current law Title IV-E program. The eligibility criteria for Title IV-E could be
updated to reflect changes in the cost of living and other economic factors since 1996. This would
ensure that the criteria used for determining eligibility are relevant and appropriate for today’s
economic conditions in the 21st century. Finally, a new eligibility test could be developed that is
more reflective of the needs of today’s children, youth, and families. This could involve considering
factors such as reasons for removal, current income, family size, and other relevant
circumstances.

Modernizing child welfare to be more equitable and better support families in their communities
is crucial for protecting children and youth. Congress can lead by changing laws to deconstruct
harmful systems, address the harms caused by child welfare systems, and build new pathways
that prevent the need to remove children from their homes. Congress can make investments to
address intergenerational family and child poverty, more appropriately meet the needs of youth
who age out of foster care, enable federal financial participation for culturally grounded FFPSA
services for small populations, and end the AFDC lookback requirement. Maryland is on its way
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towards shifting our focus from reactive, crisis driven measures to proactive prevention efforts
and addressing unintended consequences of the state child welfare system. This could certainly
be characterized as “modernizing,” but more than that, it is about our disciplined focus on
sustained support at the local level to ensure that we are being proactive and responsive to what
Maryland’s children and their families need most to thrive.

We appreciate your thoughtful consideration and thank you for the opportunity to provide
testimony on these important issues.

In,service,

afael Lopez
Secretary
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/ﬁ:&—kCHILDREN AND FAMILY FUTURES
Aswengthenmg Partnerships, Improving Family Outcomes

Written Testimony for the Record in Response to
U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Ways & Means
Subcommittee on Work and Welfare
September 28 Hearing: “Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children”
Dr. Nancy K. Young, Executive Director, Children and Family Futures

Chairman LaHood, Ranking Member Davis, and Members of the Subcommittee on Work and Welfare:
Thank you for holding this hearing on child welfare and for your commitment to ensuring the safety,
permanency, and well-being of children in the child welfare and foster care system. I look forward to
continuing to work with you and your staff on issues facing children and families who are affected by
substance use disorders (SUDs).

Children and Family Futures (CFF) is a national nonprofit organization focused on the intersections
among child welfare, substance use disorders, health care providers, and the courts. We have over thirty
years of experience working on policy and practice to improve coordination between the treatment and
child welfare systems and courts, and thus improve outcomes for children and families who are affected
by SUDs. Our testimony is aimed at providing additional information regarding this population of
children and families and what works to ensure their safety, permanency, and well-being.

Summary of data

The percentage of children reported as entering out-of-home care with parental alcohol or drug abuse as
an identified condition associated with child placement in out-of-home care has continued to increase
since 2000.! Infants in particular are entering out-of-home care at increasingly high rates; they
accounted for more than 70% of the total increase in entries to care from 2011 to 2018.2 Families
involved with child welfare services due to parental SUDs? have a lower likelihood of successful
reunification with their children if removed; their children also tend to stay longer in out-of-home

care.* % ¢ Children and families from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds involved with child welfare
services often face further challenges. Black American and American Indian and Alaska Native children
are overrepresented in out-of-home care.” Children with diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds are more

! U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Administration on Children,
Youth and Families, Children’s Bureau. (2020). The Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting

Systems (AFCARS), Foster Care File 2019 Dataset

2 Crouse, G., Ghertner, R., Madden, E., & Radel. L. (2021). Foster Care Entry Rates Grew Faster for Infants than for
Children of Other Ages, 2011-2018. Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services. Available from: https://aspe.hhs.gov/reports/foster-care-entry-rates-2011-2018

3 There are differences in reporting and policies about how this data is captured and inputted into state data systems that feed
the AFCARS data set. This variation likely contributes to a substantial undercount of children removed with parental alcohol
or other drug use as a contributing factor.

4Kaplan, C., Schene, P., De Panfilis, D., & Gilmore, D. (2009). Shining light on chronic neglect. Protecting Children, 24, 1-
7.

5 Gregoire, K. A., & Schultz, D. J. (2001). Substance-abusing and child welfare parents: Treatment and child placement
outcomes. Child Welfare, 80, 433-452.

6 Brook, J., & McDonald, T. (2010). The impact of parental substance abuse on the stability of family reunifications

from foster care. Child and Youth Services Review, 31, 193-198. https://www.doi.org/10.1016.j.childyouth.2008.07.010

7 Adoption and Foster Care Analysis and Reporting System (AFCARS). (2020). The AFCARS report. Administration for
Children, Youth and Families, Children’s Bureau. Available from: https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ch/report/afcarsreport-27
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likely to experience longer stays in out-of-home care; less likely to be reunified with their families and
find permanency; and more likely to have poor educational, social, behavioral, and other outcomes.°
They may also be less likely to be reunified due to inequitable access to services.!%!1:12

Regional Partnership Grants (RPGs)

Families and child welfare agencies have been affected by multiple drug epidemics over the past several
decades. During the methamphetamine epidemic in the early 2000s, Congress made the largest-ever
investment through demonstration grants to identify what works to improve outcomes for families
affected by SUDs and ensure children’s safety, permanency and well-being. A key shift in policy was
that many of the communities that received these grants worked to prevent removal of children by
providing services to children and their families while the children remained safely at home. This is a
critical shift still underway in the child welfare field focused on preventing unnecessary child removals
by providing support services to children and families. This committee made a huge down payment on
supporting families to prevent child removals into foster care whenever safely possible by passing the
Family First Prevention Services Act in 2018.

The demonstration grants included the Regional Partnership Grant Program (RPG) — created in 2006 by
the Child and Family Services Improvement Act, which reauthorized the Title IV-B program. RPGs are a
competitive grant program with funding over a five-year period to implement regional partnerships in
states, tribes and communities to improve outcomes for children and families who were affected by
parental SUDs.

RPGs provide funding to help states, tribes and communities in the United States achieve interagency
collaboration and integration of programs and services. These grants have now supported 127 projects
across 40 states and tribes to improve outcomes and change the trajectory of the lives of children and
families to keep kids safely at home and out of foster care whenever possible. Critically, the RPGs have
formed the basis for what we know works to help this population of children and families — building the
evidence base as well as our understanding of the benefits of such approaches that serve families to
prevent family separation.

Thanks to the RPG program, we now know the common ingredients and strategies that lead to positive
outcomes for this population of families:
1. Identification—universal screening: a system of identifying families in need of SUD and mental
health treatment

® National Conference of State Legislatures. (2021). Disproportionality and race equity in child welfare. Available from:
https://www.ncsl.org/human-services/disproportionality-and-race-equity-in-child-welfare

9 Center for the Study of Social Policy & Annie E. Casey Foundation. (2011). Disparities and disproportionality in
child welfare: Analysis of the research. Available from: https://casala.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/

10 Child Welfare League of America. (2008). Statement submitted to hearing on racial disproportionality in foster
care before the Subcommittee on Income Security and Family Support of the Committee on Ways and Means,

U.S. House of Representatives, 110th Congress, second session, July 31, 2008. Government Printing Office.

! National Conference of State Legislatures. (2021). Disproportionality and race equity in child welfare.

Available from: https://www.ncsl.org/human-services/disproportionality-and-race-equity-in-child-welfare

12 Center for the Study of Social Policy & Annie E. Casey Foundation. (2011). Disparities and disproportionality in
child welfare: Analysis of the research. Available from: https://www.aecf.org/resources/disparities-
anddisproportionality-in-child-welfare
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2. Equitable and timely access to and retention in services: Timely access to trauma-informed and
culturally relevant SUD and mental health assessment and treatment for all individuals.

3. Recovery support services and engaging persons with lived experience: Increased peer support
by other parents with lived experience of SUDs and mental health recovery and involvement in
child welfare to help parents and families navigate access to recovery services and treatment

4. Family-centered approach: Services and treatment that apply a family focus to meeting the needs
of both the individual with the SUD, their children, and other family members. Two-generation
services that improve parent-child relationships

5. Evidence-based and evidence-informed practices: Use of EBPs and EIPs to treat substance use
and mental health disorders and to improve parenting and parent-child interaction

6. Cross-system collaboration: Collaborative approach grounded in efficient communication and
data driven decision-making across service systems and the courts that includes persons with
lived experience

Implementation of these common strategies for collaborative policy and practice has shown five core
outcomes — what we refer to as the 5 Rs:

Recovery: Parental recovery from SUDs

Remain at Home: More children remain in the care of parents

Reunification: Increased number and timeliness of parent-child reunification

Reoccurrence: Decreased incidence of repeat maltreatment

Re-entry: Decreased number of children re-entering out of home care.

Opportunities to Take What Works Into System-Wide Reform

Thanks to the RPG program, we can no longer say that we don’t know what works for children and
families affected by SUDs who touch the child welfare system. Congress must continue to invest in and
expand the RPG program to allow more states and jurisdictions to benefit from the effective cross-
systems collaboration supported by RPGs. Doing so will continue the committee’s work to prevent
children from entering foster care whenever safely possible, improve outcomes for families, and save the
federal government precious resources.

When we ensure timely access to effective treatment, families recover, kids stay safely at home, and we
save money. Now we can and must take these lessons into systemic changes across agencies to help
children and families.

Sincerely,

MomagK lgounsy

Nancy K. Young, Ph.D., M.SW.
Executive Director
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The National Association of Counties (NACo) and the National Association of County Human Services
Administrators (NACHSA) thanks the Subcommittee on Work and Welfare for the opportunity to submit
this statement for the hearing record on Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children.

Regardless of population size, geography and available resources, counties are deeply invested in our
residents’ health and well-being. Counties invest over $58 billion annually in federal, state and local
funds in human services that safeguard residents’ health and well-being and keep families stable.

In nine states, the administration of child welfare falls to county governments: California, Colorado,
Minnesota, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Virginia. These states
generally offer significant authority and much-needed flexibility to county administrative offices. In
Nevada and Wisconsin, counties share administration of the child welfare system with the state in a
“hybrid” system.

In each case, the states are ultimately responsible for the mandates associated with each program, and
often pass these mandates down to counties, creating an implementation system that can be extremely
complex. Even when states are the primary entity with jurisdiction over child welfare, counties are
important partners on the ground in efforts to prevent child abuse and neglect and reduce the number
of children entering the foster care system.

Even as counties work to create comprehensive and systemic reforms to prevent child maltreatment,
child welfare staff are at their core first responders as they enter homes to investigate reports of abuse
and neglect, stabilize families with concrete supports, find temporary safe homes for children and work
to secure permanency for children in their care. Their role is like that of law enforcement, firefighters,
and paramedics. Every day, they knock on doors to respond to reports of child abuse and neglect, not
knowing what is on the other side. Within the strict guidelines of federal and state laws, caseworkers
make critical decisions every day, often working for low-to-average wages, and very little recognition.
County child welfare staff truly are the definition of public servants.

Beginning in 2021, NACo and NACHSA have been holding bi-monthly calls with county directors and
state executives of state-based county human services associations to discuss the implementation of the
Family First Prevention Services Act and share successes and challenges in child welfare more broadly.

This testimony features contributions from counties in a number of those states. In addition to those
contributions below, counties are continuing to express deep concerns over the lack of appropriate
services and placements for children with complex needs who are not necessarily abused or neglected
but come to the county’s attention because the family no longer has the ability to care for that child.
County child welfare agency staff then often place numerous calls to find a placement. Meanwhile, the
child sleeps and is attended to 24/7 by a caseworker in a county office, hospital, hotel or other facility.
While a small portion of the caseload, these cases demand significant attention and resources and states
are often unable to assist in any meaningful manner.

Similar to many other sectors of the economy, many county agencies are also struggling to hire, train
and retain caseworkers. Double-digit vacancy rates are all too often the norm, thus exacerbating the
complex needs service and placement crisis and short-changing the other families in and out of the child
welfare system. Any conversation focused on child welfare modernization and options to improve
permanency must start with the need, across states and counties, to recruit and retain more
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caseworkers. Reducing case load sizes speeds up the time a youth reaches permanency. Caseload
reductions cannot occur without meaningful staff increases in this critical profession.

Below are examples of county child welfare innovations in prevention and permanency as well as
feedback about the major challenges confronting local leaders in their efforts to protect children and
stabilize families. As the Committee explores options for modernizing child welfare programs, we
encourage you to consider avenues for federal child welfare programs, including but not limited to Title
IV-B, to support states and counties in replicating some of the best practices outlined by our members.
Additionally, we urge the committee to consider options for helping county child welfare agencies
improve coordination and collaboration across systems and address critical shortages in funding, staffing
and appropriate placements for children.

California
Sacramento County (pop 1.57 million)

WAYFINDER (WF) Family Services: The County contracts with WF to provide upfront, whole-family
preventive services as well as “upfront” Family Finding for children first entering the foster care system
and youth who are already in care. WF Family Finders attend monthly Permanency case reviews to learn
about efforts to locate, identify, and/or connect with a child’s family and automatically generates a
service referral in those meeting. Additional prevention services include guardianship supports to avoid
entry, linkages to community resources via case management (food, clothing, and needs such as utility
payments), Relative/Non-Relative Extended Family Member supports to promote and retain Family
Resource Parents. These services have resulted in reduced entries and increased permanency.

Sierra/Stanford — Destination Families (DF): DF is a unique, youth focused recruitment program
designed to achieve legal permanency for youth in foster care whose reunification services have ended
per court order and face barriers to permanency. Youth who most benefit from DF services are often
medically fragile, ethnically diverse, teenagers, or part of a sibling set that should not be separated.
Without specialized permanency services, many of the youth served would age out of the system
without family support or permanent connections. The DF team provides family finding, youth focused
recruitment, and on-going family supports. The team links youth to community based resources, based
on their identified need, prepares them for a family and, once a family is located, supports the family
through finalization.

Los Angeles County (pop 9.97 million)

Family Preservation Program (FPP): The LA County Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS)
FPP is a strength-based, collaborative prevention program aimed at helping families identify and build
upon existing strengths; resolve problems causing child safety concerns; advocate for their children at
school and in other public settings; and expand or establish connections to resources and supports in
the local community. One of the primary goals of FPP is increased self-sufficiency within the family and a
reduced reliance upon public agency intervention to ensure children remain safely in their own homes.
FPP offers case management services which include an assessment of family needs, development of the
individualized family plan, and connections and DCFS follow up to services provided by subcontractor(s)
and other community resources. FPP serves 7,800 families annually, with the program yielding a
recidivism rate (3.2 percent) much lower than the federal standard of 9.1 percent.
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Prevention and Aftercare Program (P&A): In 2022, the P&A program served 6,621 DCFS-referred
families without an open case and 7,575 families directly from the community that were not referred to
DCFS. The program strives to prevent child abuse and neglect by engaging a greater number of families
in supports available in their communities without having to bring them into the child welfare system.

P&A networks use a community-based approach to offer voluntary services to address social
determinants of health (SDOH) through collaborative approaches to support and strengthen families.
The three core strategies of P&A are to provide economic opportunities and support self-sufficiency,
decrease social isolation, and increase access to a broad range of existing community-based resources,
supports, and services. P&As embrace a “no wrong door approach,” meaning that a family with no
connection to the CPS system or at any point in the CPS continuum (i.e., before any allegation to the CPS
hotline, at the point of a call to the hotline, during or after investigation, while a child is placed in foster
care, and following reunification) can be referred to a P&A network. A family can self-refer or can be
connected to a P&A network through the Department of Child and Family Services.

The P&A program has been reviewed by researchers, with findings published in the Child Welfare
League of America’s Child Welfare Journal demonstrating that families who completed P&A services
were less likely to enter foster care compared to families never referred to P&A services. Results suggest
that offering voluntary, community-based services may prevent out-of-home placement, especially if
families engage in and successfully complete services.

Incarcerated Parents (IP) Program: Through its contractor, Friends Outside Los Angeles County, in
collaboration with DCFS and the LA County Sheriff’s Department, this program works to decrease the
emotional trauma experienced by children resulting from their parents’ incarceration.

The program coordinates and monitors visits between incarcerated parents and their DCFS supervised
children. It creates opportunities for contact between parents and their children and works to ensure
that these relationships are nurtured. Case management services are also provided to the incarcerated
parents to assist them to access services to address underlying issues, and to support increased
communication and attachment with their children.

Colorado
Weld County (pop. 340,036)

Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF): The Weld County Department of Human Services receives
Title IV-B funding for Child Welfare Services and for PSSF Program. Weld County uses PSSF funds within
their Prevention Team to provide case management, in partnership with Catholic Charities, to s to
residents of a community shelter and a Permanent Supportive Housing Project. The blend of preventive
services and crisis intervention management are intended to stabilize families to ensure the well-being
of their children by preventing future abuse/neglect and building safe, healthy, and nurturing
environments for children. Families can work with a Case Manager under the PSSF program for up to six
months. Families are provided community and Human Services resources and are offered Family Team
Meetings to further assist in the development of a service plan. Case Managers complete a pre-
assessment within the first two weeks of contact and a post-assessment to evaluate their successes
using the Colorado Family Support Assessment 2.0.
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Kinship Support Program: Weld County’s Title IV-B funds are used to support families whose children
are in foster and kinship placement to receive the services they need to reunify with their children.
Those efforts include the County’s Icebreaker Program - an effective method to improving the
relationship and communication between the biological family and the caregivers. Research shows that
icebreakers can help to decrease time to permanency either through reunification with parents or
another permanency option. Encouraging a relationship between the families helps to promote the
overall well-being of the child(ren) in care and improves communication between all parties. Because
the biological parents and the caregivers have built a positive relationship starting with the icebreaker,
many times they continue their relationship after the child(ren) returns home. The caregiver becomes a
support for the family, in some cases providing daycare for the child and respite for the family.

Foster Parent Support During Reunification: The County’s Foster Care Consultation service is often
utilized when children are set to reunify with their birth family. The therapist/consultant works with the
foster family on how to best prepare themselves and the child(ren) for the transition home. The
therapist also works with the foster parents on dealing with their own grief and helping them to address
the grief of the children in their home, including biological, adopted, and other foster children. This
service contributes to the successful reunification of children out of foster care and the retention of
foster parents who feel supported through this emotional experience. This program is currently funded
through State Core Services dollars.

Minnesota
Stearns County (pop. 159,000)

Stearns’ county’s Parenting Inside/Out Program offers parenting education to individuals during
incarceration. Additionally, the County has created a Juvenile Community Actions Team to work with
community partners to work toward early identification and intervention. It is voluntary for families to
work with the County, but it is able to offer services and fund services prior to them becoming involved
in the system. The County also uses this approach with high acuity youth which allows it to pull
resources together and provide them to those families. Like many other counties, Stearns County
struggles with attracting health providers, given the low levels of reimbursement. This includes dental
care for youth in foster care, which is a major issue.

Hennepin County (pop. 1.27 million)

Coordination Center: More than just a placement function, the Coordination Center embodies a
trauma-informed approach: Teams coordinate placements to make intentional matches between kids
and providers, and then support and stabilize those placements in the critical early days. This continues
the county’s work to reduce disruptions and the associated trauma whenever possible. The Placement
Support Team launched in January 2022 to support children in initial placements by helping meet
immediate needs. This includes concrete supports, especially for relative foster providers, and ensuring
children can access comfort items from home. Practices include an emphasis on relative placements
with peer support programs, initial foster care phone calls, early visits and icebreaker meetings to
establish early connections between parents and foster providers, reduce trauma and promote
successful reunification.
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Relative Search app: Developed with Health and Human Services IT, this application allows kinship
social workers to store relative search information as data points that can be queried rather than via a
static document. This means the system can help find and answer important questions about identified
relatives, far more quickly than was possible before. The relative search app improves efficiency and
directly contributes to children thriving in safe, stable families, surrounded by support from relatives.
The relative search functionality is just the first piece of a broader technical solution to better support
children in out-of-home placement. Application development continues, reducing gaps in our current
data system and allow for better matches between providers’ strengths and capacities and children’s
needs.

Family Group Decision Making (FGDM): FGDM is a family centered, strengths based and culturally
relevant approach to engaging families that can aid the collaboration between the family and the
agency. FGDM gathers parents and extended family of children involved with Hennepin County Child
Protection or other child welfare services to thoughtfully plan for the protection and safety of their
children. This process provides families a true voice in decision making. The FGDM team includes ten
full-time, DHS-trained social workers who are neutral facilitators and highly skilled in convening and
engaging participants in family meetings. On a recent case, a Critical Family Response Meeting with the
entire family — including the child — prevented the situation from escalating to out-of-home placement.
During the meeting, the group took several mini-breaks during the meeting to allow Mom to call
treatment centers and start making progress on critical items, with staff jumping in to help Google
phone numbers and addresses.

Nevada
Clark County (pop 2.92 million)

Nevada child welfare services are delivered and funded in a state/county hybrid format. For Clark (Las
Vegas, pop. 2.29 million) and Washoe (Reno, pop. 494,000), services are funded through a block grant
from the State, comprised of State and federal funding. The block grant requires a 50 percent
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) requirement for the state, Clark and Washoe Counties. Child welfare
services in the rural counties are funded by both the State and rural counties, but based on the actual
cost of providing services. Clark and Washoe Counties supplement with their general fund dollars, if
needed, to deliver prevention, investigation, foster care, and adoption services in their communities.

Child Haven, Clark County’s temporary emergency shelter for children, serves an average of 90-100
children a day. These children remain with the County an average of 13 days as it secures a temporary
placement for the child. However, on average, over 60 percent of the children in custody have acute
mental and behavioral health needs and/or intellectual and developmental delays and are in need of
specialized care that is difficult to access in the state. The County has implemented a specialized foster
care program for children who cannot be served by traditional foster care homes. Clark County has been
subsidizing the rates paid to foster parents to care for these youths. However, many children need more
clinical-level care beyond what can be provided via the specialized foster care program.

The responsibilities related to children’s behavioral health are divided among several divisions within
the State Department of Health and Human Services. Nevada has historically struggled to fully fund

behavioral health care, particularly, clinical level residential care. This reality, coupled with state and
county efforts to implement the Family First Prevention Services Act (FFPSA), and delays in approving
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Nevada’s State Plan Amendment has led to many challenges serving the County’s most vulnerable
children. However, earlier this year, the Plan Amendment was finally approved by the federal
government to allow for Qualified Residential Treatment Program {QRTP) funding under IV-E. This
action, coupled with Nevada state legislation just enacted this year to modernize related definitions, will
ensure that the County is removing any barriers to maximize federal funding.

Chio
START Implementation {statewide}

In 2022, Ohio had the nation’s third-largest number of child maltreatment reports related to parental
substance use. The Ohio Sobriety Treatment and Reducing Trauma (START) program is a specialized child
welfare service delivery model that has been shown, when implemented with fidelity, to improve
outcomes for children and families affected by parental substance use and child maltreatment. The
model uses a variety of strategies to promote collaboration and systems-level change within and
between child welfare agencies, substance use and mental health (MH) treatment providers, the judicial
system, and other family-serving entities. Ohio began implementation of START in 2017 in 17 of the 88
counties; the model has spread to 53 counties in 2023 and has served over 1,000 families. Ohio counties
are reporting the positive benefits of implementing START.

Ashtabula County (pop. 98,000)

Ashtabula County’s START team has served 46 families since its implementation. The START team has
not placed one child in foster care. This model is not only transforming families’ lives, but agency culture
as well. START is a supported program in the Title IV-E Family First Clearinghouse. Given the impact that
START has on expediting permanency, this supported program is at risk of losing the full benefit of
Family First prevention services 50/50 match on Oct. 1, 2024. An extension through 2026 would allow
evidence-supported programs continue to gather research to become well-supported programs and
allow states to claim 50/50 without penalty.

Montgomery County (pop. 537,309}

Montgomery County faces an ongoing workforce crisis and lack of adeqguate placement options for
youth in care, Growth in high acuity cases has resulted in a greater number of children being removed
from their homes and a significant increase in the cost of placements, due in part to the level of care
required. The County has experienced a $1.1 million dollar increase in monthly placement costs from
2021 to present. This is primarily driven by the number of children in the county’s care, and
compounded by the percentage of those children who require a level of care and treatment that is
simply unavailable in a foster care setting.

Warren County (pop. 242,000}

START Program: The Child Welfare/Peer Support dyad provides intensive wraparound services including
natural supports and formal service referrals to promote sobriety and increase parental protective
capacities. The peer mentorship from this program has helped break down barriers engaging families
and allow for more meaningful conversations around the topic of substance use and how this impacts
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children. This program is rated as a promising practice on the California Evidenced-Based Clearinghouse.
Warren County has served 82 families through this program to date, which is the highest in the state.

Youth Centered Permanency Round Tables: YCPRT's are structured case consultations for children aged
12-19 who have been in agency custody for 12+ months to conduct a thorough review of the file for
missed opportunities, develop new permanency strategies, wrap life-long supports around the child,
and to further engage the child in their own permanency planning.

When this program first started in Warren County, there were 39 children eligible to begin the YCPRT
process. At that time, the eligibility criteria were 17+ months in care as opposed to the 12+ standard in
place now. Currently, the County has 23 kids eligible for the program despite reducing the eligibility
timeframe. Through this program, Warren County has identified kinship caregivers who have agreed to
take placement of children, returned children to their parents after rights were previously terminated,
and assisted children in emancipating with a strong support system around them.

Local strategies have focused on staff training, creating shared family-centered philosophies, and
strengthening community partnerships who help serve these families. One example includes a quarterly
meeting that is held between the County’s Children Services Administrative Team, Juvenile Court Judge,
Administrator, and Magistrates, the Court Appointed Special AdvocateDirector, and Juvenile
Prosecutors. The child is invited to attend all their meetings if age and developmentally appropriate. This
not only allows the child to have a voice in the hearings, but also helps the Magistrate have a more
thorough understanding of case dynamics to ensure the best decisions are made on behalf of the child.

The above combination of strategies is working. There are now 126 children in agency custody
compared to over 200 kids in 2018. This has also affected the length of time kids remain in care which
has fluctuated between 10-16 months over the past few years. The length of stay now averages around
eight months. Warren County’s recidivism rate has remained under 5 percent compared to the federal
standard of 9.7 percent.

The biggest challenges Warren County continues to face include staff retention, a lack of available
placements for children, and the rapidly increasing daily per diems from congregate care facilities; many
of which are beginning to charge over $500-$600 per child. The County is beginning to shift its efforts to
address these issues and welcomes any available support from federal and state government.

Wisconsin

In Wisconsin, the state puts most of the IV-B Part 1 funds into the primary child welfare funding
allocation to counties, so it is mixed in with state funds and other funding sources like the Social Services
Block Grant (SSBG).The state uses IV-B Part 1 funds for other services including runaway youth, but
those are not county administered.

Wisconsin 1V-B Part 2 funds are allocated to counties for family support, preservation and reunification
services and the adoption portion is used by the state for state-level adoption services. Counties receive
individual IV-B Part 2 allocations and use the funds for support, preservation and reunification activities.
However, because the individual county allocations are small, it is difficult to discern the unique impact
of IV-B Part 2 funds.
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Substance Use and Family Treatment Courts: Creating specialized substance use and family treatment
courts have been helpful to Wisconsin county child welfare agencies to expedite permanency for
parents, guardians and relative caregivers whose substance use contributed to child safety concerns and
removals of children. Treatment courts help divert caregivers from incarceration for drug-related
offenses. They have also helped ensure caregiver compliance with safety plans to prevent removal of
children and conditions of return for reunification of children in foster care. Treatment courts require
intensive involvement by judges and court staff. Wisconsin has state funding to support treatment
courts, but the funding may cover only start-up and a portion of the ongoing operating cost. The
individual county is usually responsible for funding most of the ongoing operating cost.

The success of these courts is dependent on adequate funding. Title IV-E policy allows child welfare
agencies to provide IV-E administrative reimbursement for legal staff that represent the child welfare
agency, caregivers and children in child protection court proceedings. However, Title IV-E currently does
not allow child welfare agencies to enter into IV-E reimbursement agreements with courts to provide
financial support for judges and court staff. This contrasts with Title IV-D child support policy which
allows child support agencies to have IV-D reimbursement agreements with courts for hearing child
support cases. Wisconsin counties would support a change in Title IV-E policy to allow child welfare
agencies to have IV-E reimbursement agreements with courts similar to child support. That policy
change would encourage expansion of treatment courts, helping to reduce removals of children and
shorten lengths of stay in foster care.

Similar to many county-administered states, Wisconsin county agencies face the challenge of creating
systems to claim for evidence-based services under the Family First and Preservation Services Act. In
many states, documenting and tracking those claims will require that states build sophisticated service
tracking capability in their state CWIS systems. Wisconsin counties request that the Committee consider
providing an enhanced federal reimbursement rate through the IV-B reauthorization for systems
development to claim those IV-E prevention funds.

Racine County (pop. 196,000)

Racine County has invested in intensive in-home services to keep families intact and bring about
reunification. The focus includes: Intensive Case Management, Concrete Supports, Motivational
Interviewing, One-on-One Parenting Education, Resiliency Building, Interactive Journaling, and Teaming.
The County is ‘putting families first and successfully keeping them intact’.

Racine County’s results over the past six years has been impressive, including a 79 percent decrease in
new admissions to out of home care; a 62 percent decrease in out of home placements; and an 85
percent decrease in residential care placements. Re-entry rates and length of stays have also decreased.

Virginia
This anecdote from a Virginia county social services director highlights a nationwide challenge where-in

children with complex needs, including mental health challenges and aggressive behaviors, end up being
referred to the child welfare agency

In late August 2023, a colleague reached out to a small group of other Virginia local social services
directors with a brief question, "Do you have any open foster homes?" Each of the four directors began
asking the basics - age, basic history, and presenting diagnoses.
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The child in question was a 17-year-old with cognitive limitations (IQ 70). She had been adopted from
foster care at age 11, but her adoptive parents relinquished custody as they felt they could no longer
provide for her needs. She had been placed in a group home as there were no open foster homes. She
was bullied relentlessly by the other residents, and the local director felt strongly that she needed a
foster home placement. While the child had a few minor behavioral challenges, she had never been
violent towards others and had no serious mental illness diagnoses. After approximately 25 calls to
private and non-profit child placing agencies, there were no options but to have the child sleep at the
local agency. Staff worked in shifts to provide care for the child while efforts continued to find a home.

Over the next three days, the group of directors continued to problem solve. It was one of the first times
that a diverse group of local leaders had worked together in real time to provide support and placement
suggestions. While Virginia has developed a process at the state and local level to provide solutions and
the state also provided support to the local director in terms of providing additional placement options,
best efforts still led to a child sleeping in a local agency for seven days. After staying a week at the local
agency with staff working 24-hour shifts, a sponsored residential home was identified for the child. In
Virginia, those homes are specifically for adults and children who are intellectually disabled and serve as
options for community versus facility care.

This story illustrates key challenges facing county child welfare agencies in this moment. When local
departments of social services cannot identify a placement for a child, there may be no other option
than to have the child sleep at a local agency. This scenario leaves staff and leadership feeling helpless
to do a fundamental part of their job - keep children safe and find a permanent home when they can no
longer live with relatives.

Many local departments carry out the process of finding placements for children in isolation. There are
limited statewide (or nationwide) databases that provide placement options in real time. In Virginia, a
statewide Safe and Sound Task Force has created a framework to provide solutions for local agencies
struggling with placement needs. These efforts have resulted in shorter stays for children in local
agencies and need to be bolstered with additional federal/state funding. These efforts will lead to
finding permanency for children more expeditiously.

Conclusion

As the above examples illustrate, counties are utilizing creative models to improve permanency and
reunification among our child welfare caseloads. However, federal child welfare funding streams are
often inadequate to help us meet our growing caseloads. While local agencies are pursuing
comprehensive solutions to prevent and address child abuse and neglect, modernization hinges on
sufficient, well-trained staff and adequate placement options for high-acuity youth and complex cases.

As the Committee pursues a comprehensive Title IV-B reauthorization and other improvements within
child welfare, counties stand ready to lend our expertise and experience from the ground to ensure we
have the resources and flexibility necessary to improve outcomes for children and families.

10
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Testimony submitted to the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Ways and Means
Subcommittee on Work and Welfare

“Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children”
Hearing held on September 28, 2023

Thank you, Chair Smith, Ranking Member Neal, Subcommittee Chair LaHood, Ranking Member Davis
and members of the Work and Welfare subcommittee for holding this important hearing. The Children’s
Trust Fund Alliance (Alliance) is pleased to share the following testimony for your consideration.

Background:

The Alliance is a membership organization that provides support to state children’s trust and prevention
funds and strengthens their efforts to prevent child maltreatment. The Alliance members invest millions
of dollars each year in prevention strategies for families. The Alliance also works with national partners,
state organizations, parents, federal agencies, and others to impact policies, practices, systems changes
and trainings. Through the Alliance National Parent Partnership Council (ANPPC), the Birth Parent
National Network (BPNN) and other networks, the Alliance has elevated the voice of parents and others
with valuable life experience in over- coming challenges and strengthening their families.

The noted pediatrician, Ray Helfer, MD, conceived of and advocated for state children’s trust and
prevention funds (CTFs) and the CTF was created in Kansas in 1980. In the following decade, CTFs were
created by state legislative statute in all states across the country to provide a crucial state
infrastructure with a focus on strengthening families to prevent child abuse and neglect before it occurs.

CTFs work to spearhead child maltreatment prevention efforts at the individual, family, community, and
societal levels. They work in partnership with other public and private entities and across multiple
domains and systems.

Children’s trust and prevention funds work to ensure that proven effective and research-based
innovative programs and strategies are broadly available to families and children by providing funding,
technical assistance and training, linkage to other resources and other capacity building supports. CTFs
annually provide about $200 million in funding for statewide and community-based child abuse and
neglect prevention strategies and leverage even greater amounts of funding.

CTFs are leaders in their states for child abuse and neglect prevention efforts. They usually have
networks of grantees working across their state and serve as hubs for collaboration and leadership in
areas related to child abuse and neglect prevention and family strengthening. Because CTFs are codified
into existence, they often bring stability throughout other changes within state governments. They are
usually organized outside the state child welfare agency which makes CTFs a key partner to help lead
state efforts for the transformed new cross sector, multi-system approaches that the Commission has
been deliberating in recent weeks.
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The Children’s Trust Fund Alliance is pleased to endorse the Consensus Recommendations for Title IV-B
Reauthorization that have been compiled by our colleagues with the American Academy of Pediatrics,
Child Welfare League of America (CWLA), Prevent Child Abuse America, and many others.

We also endorse Title IV-B Recommendations for Reauthorization from the National Child Abuse
Coalition, of which we are honored to be a member. In particular, we encourage Congress to provide
full funding for this critical program including an emphasis on upstream prevention.

Our nation has no higher priority than the protection of our children, so they can thrive. Title IV-B
provides vital support that is necessary to fulfill our nation’s commitment to our children and their
future. This funding should include support for programs that work directly with families and support
upstream prevention efforts. We cannot afford to wait until children are referred to child protection
system before caring for their well-being.

We join the National Child Abuse Coalition in recommending that Congress build on the opportunities
currently in Title IV-B to further promote prevention and reunification. Child welfare leaders are
increasingly exploring new and innovative ways of braiding federal and state dollars to connect families
to services that prevent foster care by intervening further upstream from what Family First allows to
prevent families from coming into contact with child protective services (CPS) when they can be better
supported in other ways.

Supporting families before a candidacy determination provided under Family First does more to
promote child and family well-being, bolster child safety, and save public dollars that might
unnecessarily be spent on CPS investigations and foster care. Family First also made an important down
payment on expanding support for families in the child welfare system who reunify by eliminating the
15-month time limit on the use of Title IV-B funds for family reunification services.

Although family reunification is a core goal of the child welfare system, the federal reinvestment and
infrastructure to help families reunify and prevent them from re-entering foster care is insufficient.
Increased funding for the prevention and reunification aspects of IV-B would better serve children and
prevent families from becoming involved — and for children who have been removed and placed into
foster care before, re-involved —in the child welfare system. More funding can also help develop
evidence-based prevention and reunification programs that will eventually qualify for Family First
eligibility.

As noted previously, we strongly recommend increased funding for Title IV-B to strengthen its
commitment to supporting families and community-based family supports. We urge Congress to
encourage upstream prevention in more states by enhancing Title IV-B’s current ability to fund
community-based prevention services and support the development of additional evidence-based
programs and services that will qualify for Family First.

We recommend:

e Increase discretionary funding to allow more child welfare agencies to use Title IV-B for
upstream prevention services by requiring that a substantial portion of new Title IV-B dollars
flow through a non-child welfare community partner, such as a state children’s trust fund or
other mechanism that pools funding to support resources and services for children and families
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that build protective factors which could then flow through to other partners at a local
community level, such as family resource centers.

Require the Administration on Children and Families (ACF) to provide technical assistance to
help states strengthen and develop the infrastructure and other strategies to support families
before they become involved with the child welfare system.

Promote innovative approaches to creating off-ramps for families who come to the attention of
child welfare for reasons better addressed elsewhere — such as pre-petition legal services that
help families access housing or economic support or assistance with obtaining a protective
order.

Build the evidence base for child welfare prevention services by leveraging Title IV-B to support
the evaluation of programs that do not yet meet the evidentiary standards outlined in Family
First but could be approved by the Clearinghouse in the future.

Emphasize a strong child welfare services approach for infants and toddlers, who represent one-
third of children entering foster care each year, and their families.

Encourage states to use Title IV-B for domestic violence services, including programs that work
with abusive partners to change their behavior, as a means to prevent and address domestic
violence —the most prevalent risk factor for child abuse.

Increase the Title IV-B investment in reunification services, particularly for concrete reunification
support that families identify as most critical for their success.

Leverage existing models for coordinating and navigating reunification services and connecting
parents to peer mentors.

Support other peer support programs including those working with youth, parents, and
grandparents.

Title IV-B is an important funding source given its flexible structure and focus on prevention.

As outlined in the Capacity Building Center for States brief here, the purpose of Title IV-B, subpart 2 of
the Social Security Act, 11 42 U.S.C. § 629, is to enable states and Tribes to operate a coordinated
program of community-based services for the following objectives:

To ensure children’s safety within the home and preserve intact families in which children have
been maltreated when the family’s problems can be addressed effectively (family preservation
services)

To prevent child maltreatment among families at risk through the provision of supportive family
services (family support services)

To address the problems of families whose children have been placed in foster care so that
reunification may occur in a safe and stable manner (family reunification services)

To support adoptive families by providing support services as necessary so that they can make a
lifetime commitment to their children (adoption promotion and support services)

In keeping with this purpose of Title IV-B to operate a coordinated program of community-based
services for the aforementioned objectives, and the Subcommittee’s Hearing title: Modernizing Child
Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children, the CTF Alliance is pleased to offer the following document for
consideration by the Committee, “What Parents Say About Building a 21st Century Community-Based
Approach to Strengthening Families”, which we developed in collaboration with parents who are part of
our Birth Parent National Network (BPNN).
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It takes strong families to make a
community of hope.

Jeremiah Donier, Parent
and Famly Consultant, Washington
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Building a 21st
t

Introduction

The Children’s Trust Fund Alliance {Alliance) and its Birth Parent
National Network (BPNN) and the Casey Family Programs Birth
Parent Advisory Committee {BPAC) collectively produced this
document, drawing on some materials previously developed by the
Alliance. The Alliance is highlighting the collective voices of the
parents and their voice is primary throughout this document.

As members of the BPAC and BPNN, we are dedicated parent
advocates. We share our lived experiences and perspectives with
national, state and community leaders to transform the child
welfare system and to raise awareness about the need for
increased prevention strategies and resources for families before
serious problems oceur.

In this issue brief, we are focusing on strategies that can
significantly improve the child welfare system as it currently relates
to families and activities that promote earlier and more
preventative supports for families. We hope it will be read and that
our recormmendations will be implemented by national, state and
community leaders, service providers and other key stakeholders.
We see that the best outcomes occur when parents are viewed as
strong partners who can make important contributions to the work
with their own and other families. We encourage you to ask
yourself and your
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Abont...
nity-Based Approach

colleagues the following questions and to consider your own and
your organization’s approach in relating to parents:

®  How do you currently view and authentically partner with
parents?

®  Are you considering our strengths and what we have to offer or
are you intent on rescuing us and fixing our problems?

®  How does your system draw on parental strengths and possible
contributions?

©  Does your organization have an anti-racist agenda and
standards of practice?

©  What has your organization done to dismantle racism?

Anti-racism is an active process of identifying and challenging
racism, by changing systems, organizational structures, policies

and practices and attitudes, to redistribute power in an equitable
manner (Key Fquity Terms & Concepts: A Glossary for Shared
Understanding, Center for the Study of Social Policy, September
2018). Undoing racism relates to moving beyond addressing the
symptoms of racism and undoing the causes of racism so as to
create a more just and equitable society (www. pisab.org/about-us).



Public Health Approach

ndvidual

Reladonship Communicy S

The public health approach is a
four-level sacial-ecological model
to better understand challenges
and the effect of potential
prevention strategies. This model
considers the complex interplay
between individual, relationship,
community and societal factors.
(The Socio-Ecological Model: A
Framework for Prevention,cdc.
gov/violenceprevention/
publichealthissue/social-
ecologicalmodel.htmi)
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Consider a family in a car accident
versus a family living in a cor. Both
are in crisis. Why are they treated
differently? Be a kind responder, not
Jjust o concerned reporter.

Jeramiah Donier, Pa
and Family Consultant, We:
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Currently, many of us and other parents are working with systems
leaders and policymakers to consider creation of a 21st century
child welfare system where child protection services partners with
community-based prevention strategies to help ensure that all
families have access to needed resources and supports. One vision
being discussed for a 21st Century child welfare system is that it will
be transformed into a family well-being system that prevents child
harm by working in partnership with children, families, i

@ Suggested ways that service providers,
local leaders and stakeholders can begin
to partner with parents and view them
with a strengths-based lens.

We strongly value the importance of meaningful and authentic
partnerships between parents and service providers, local leaders

and agencies, to assure all families have the capacity to care for
their children, and all children thrive in safe, stable and nurturing
families and environments (Building a 21st Century Child Welfare
System, March Convening Issue Brief, Casey Family Programs,
4/15/19 and What Is a Population-Based Approach to Child Welfare,
Transforming Child Welfare Systems Issue Brief, Casey Family
Programs, updated 10/2019). Federal and state policy, including the
Family First Prevention Services Act and the Child Abuse Prevention
and Treatment Act, will be important taols to leverage as systems
are transformed. We believe that to ensure success, this system
would need to use a public health approach. This helps expand the
focus beyond individual behavior and considers relationships and
communities and the society in which families live.

We believe this is timely and important work and hope it will guide
how communities, public and private agencies and parents will
work together to support families. In this issue brief, we share our
perspectives on:

€ Suggested ways that service providers, local leaders and
stakeholders can begin to partner with parents and view them
with a strengths-based lens.

@ Recommendations for how parents, service providers,
communities and local leacers can work together to build and
implement a 21st century child welfare/child well-being system
that includes community-based prevention programs and
resources.

@ The importance of access to resources and supports to ensure
well-being for ALL children and families using a socio-ecological
and public health approach.
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and These require genuine

from all of us and a belief that we as parents have strengths based
on our life experiences. It is important that every relationship
begins with identifying our strengths and helping us build on those
strengths to create the kind of homes we want to provide for our
children.

We hope that in the future, it will be common practice for leaders,
service providers, child welfare workers and other stakeholders
to respond to families’ requests and needs in a way that builds
trust and strengthens the capacity of parents. As parents, we
want to feel comfortable calling a service provider and being able
1o ask questions when needed. For example, one of us might
have a question relating to our child’s limited use of words and
wonder whether this is typical of the child's developmental stage
or something we should worry about? We are asking for help in
fulfilling our role as providers and caretakers for our children. We
are not asking for you to fix our problems but to help us identify
what s best for our family. We want YOU to help US help our
children in the best way possible.

If you are a service provider, a child welfare worker, a systems
leader or a mid-level supervisor we need for you to ensure

there is a safe space that allows us to give you relevant personal
information without fear that this information will later be used
against us. We want to know that what is written about us in reports
and notes is not a weapon but a tool to better serve us. We also
want front-line workers, supervisors and administrators to have

the supports you need to help us deal with our sometimes very
complex life situations. We need your help in creating a system that
is compassionate and helps families access services and supports



whenever needed. We need to know you are a team player, not only
with your colleagues but with us and our families as well. We may
not always agree and sometimes our roles of learner and supporter
may be reversed.

Our hope is that families are, ultimately, connected to appropriate
resources through the prevention system and that we are able to
prevent families from becoming involved with the child welfare
system. Please be the person who gives us real hope, not because
you have all the answers but because you help us believe in
ourselves. We challenge you to join with those who already focus
their work on building with families, being

and identifying strengths. As a service provider, always ask yourself,
how have | worked in partnership with this family and supported
them to reach their full potential? As a leader, ask yourself how
have | partnered with family members to be sure our policies and
practices reflect what will be most successful in my community

o state. We, as parents need to be supported and guided in our
journeys to address challenges that led us to reach out for support
Later, we want opportunities to use our life experiences to give back
to the communities and agencies that helped us grow and change.

We are working to expand the recognition that supportive
communities can help build strong families willing and able to

ask for help. We must join together to change public perceptions
regarding families. We are recommending that systems create
opportunities for parents to work in partnership with community
service providers, systems leaders (including child welfare leaders)
and other key stakeholders to promote a culture shift where
asking for help is normalized and seen as a strength. We have seen
how powerful it is when parents and service providers work with
community, state and national leaders to build a public perspective
that values families and the importance of supporting their growth,
including extended family, friends and other supportive individuals.
When we all work together, we can change public attitudes and
build support for this approach.
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@ Recommendations for how parents,

service providers, communities and local

leaders can work together to build and

implement a 21st century child welfare/

child well-being system that includes

community-based prevention programs

and resources. “
As parents the hardest thing in the
world to face is not being able to meet
the needs of our children and having
to ask for help. We go back and forth
in our thinking - should | pick up the
phone and ask for help? Will you judge
me for asking? Are you going to call
child protective services? All we want
to do s provide for our children.

Building sugportive communities requires strong leadership, clear
direction and the involvement of committed stakeholders. It is
imperative we as parents are included as meaningful partners
throughout this process. We are recommending that leaders
collaborate with us and other parents to develop a plan to build and
sustain the capacity of our communities and systems in providing
needed resources. We encourage a particular emphasis on building
linkages between child protection systems and prevention programs
and strategies. We believe an inclusive community effort will help
ensure that all necessary resources are available to meet the needs
of families as early as possible. This will require cross systems
collaborations, open communication, innovative funding strategies
and a willingness to work with us and other parents to think outside
the box

Kimberly May
rher,
State Office of Public Defense

—9

Parent

Social Service:

This new system, using a public health approach, includes strategies
for individual work with parents, supports for staff in systems

and agencies, practices in systems and communities and broader
societal changes as described below:

Strategies for individual work
with parents/caregivers

Trusting, authentic relationships with families

Judgment free prevention services and supports (e.g. without
bias, non-punitive, etc.)

Safe space where we can share and ask for help

Timelines and plans that are individualized and based on family
needs and rates of progress
CHILDREN’S 3
o TRUST FUND
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In order to achieve racial equity

in prevention and other systems,
organizational leadership and staff
must first recognize the challenges
of looking at race, racism and racial
biases. They also need to look at
how they view people of color,

their individual biases and the
organization’s standards of practice.
This begins with organizational
leaders offering training and
opportunities for staff to examine
existing personal and organizational
values. The next step is to explore
other possible values and ways that
leadership and staff can work with
fomilies and improve organizational
policies and procedures. It is also
vitally important to include a process
for reflection and assessment

to determine whether there is
improvement in racial equity and a
reduction in bias.

—9
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®  Access to services and other resources when we most need
them, with little or no wait times or other barriers

Reflective listening where we are feeling heard and supported

Help in identifying family strengths and building protective
factors to support long-term well-being

Supports for staff in systems or agencies

®  Training and easy access for staff to learn about the
community-based prevention system, including such services
as in-home based services, substance abuse prevention and
treatment, mental health services, family resource centers and
peer support programs

Training and supports for staff related to engaging with parents
in meaningful partnerships in all areas

Training and supports for staff in helping parents build
protective factors and to identify and build on strengths in a
culturally respectful approach

Practices in systems and communities

®  Policies and practices that promote racially and culturally
equitable communities

®  Information-sharing acrass agencies and systems while
maintaining confidentiality

Inclusion of parents in decision-making bodies that address

policies and practices

®  Opportunities for parents with lived experiences to work as
staff alongside peers and/or professionals.
Astructural framework for recruiting, screening, supporting
and partnering with parents in formal ways related to planning,
implementation, oversight and evaluation of programs and
other strategies

®  Astrong network of community-based prevention supports

available to families based on needs and interests

Children's Trust Fund Allance Copyright © 2020

Policies and leadership practices that will support new ways of
working with families and with parents as partners in all areas
@ Acontinuous quality improvement {CQ) process that ensures
leaders and staff engage with parents to assess how service
delivery and other agency activities can be improved

A cross-systems approach where parents, communities and
public and private agencies are communicating and working
together

Strong linkages between the child protection system and
community-based prevention and family strengthening
agencies and programs

©  Aview of parents as experts who are integral and critical to the
system rather than resources just for vetting and fesdback on
policies, practices, documents, etc.

Broader societal changes

@ Stable or increased funding for effective racially equitable
supports and services that will ensure mare families’ needs are
met to keep them safe and strong

®  Ongoing research to identify best approaches to minimize and
eliminate bias-driven practices

®  Deepen knowledge of race, racism and race equity and how
historical conditions promote disparity in all systems

©®  Embrace difference

This way of work requires incorporating intenticnal processes to
ensure racial awareness and equity are present in every aspect of
prevention and other systems that provide supports and services

to families of color. This includes, but is not limited to: leadership
development, workforce training and cross collaborations. This
would support communities in developing strengths-based
preventative approaches that are racially and culturally humble
while successfully partnering with families. An effective 21st century
system ensures that the services available meet the cultural needs
of families in every community.



Defining the Five Protective Factors

Families are supported to build:

bility to recover from di
and often to be strength

cult life experient
ned by and even transform
those experienc

Social Connections
The ability and opportunity to develop positive
relationships that lessen stress and isolation and help
to build a supportive network.

Knowledge of Parenting and Child Development
The ability to exercise effective parenting strategies
to guide and know what to expect as children develop
in multiple domains (physical, cognitive, language
and social and emotional).

Concrete Support in Times of Need

Social and Emotional Competence of Children

ns that help children develop
ulate

Family and child interac

the ability to communicate clearly, recognize and
nd maintain rela

their emotions and establish a

ctfalliance.org/protective-factors
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© The importance of access to r
and supports to ensure well-being for
ALL children and families using a socio-
ecological and public health approach.

As parents, we know children benefit from strong families and safe
communities where their needs are met. Many children are growing
up with these supports, but there are many who arer't. Any parent
can have difficulties meeting their children’s needs. All families can
benefit from having strong protective factors. In our BPAC and BPNN
work, we focus on the Strengthening Families Protective Factors
framework - a research-informed, strengths-based approach that
promotes the well-being of all families by helping them identify and
build their strengths through these five protective factors:

©  Parental Resilience

Social Connections

L]
©  Knowledge of Parenting and Child Development
©  Concrete Support in Times of Need

.

Social and Emational Competence of Children

When we are unable to provide for our child’s concrete basic needs
(e.g., food, clothing, housing, medical care, education, etc.) or their
sacial and emotional needs, it is critical that the community and

the broader society help fill these gaps. Often, when we have the
security of having our concrete basic needs met, we can better focus
on issues like higher education, employment and other important
areas in our lives. For some of us, we are able to hold jobs because
we receive support for child care costs and/ or because we had
support with transportation or other needs.

We recommend that all families have access to resources in

our communities to help us be strong and stable. We know that
investing in families and communities today will help us achieve
better outcomes, including long-term cost savings and other
benefits. For example, when we reduce the number of Adverse
Childhood Experiences (ACEs), we save funds spent on health care

Children's Trust Fund Allience Copyright © 2020

As a young parent, | struggled with

drug addiction and often arranged

for my children to stay with relatives

or friends. The child welfare system

became involved in my family when

I got into legal trouble. ! had to go

to court and faced the possibility of

a 30-year prison sentence. Despite

all of this, my social worker believed

in me and saw some strengths that

1did not see in myself. He came to

my court hearing and advocated for

a lesser sentence for me, pointing

out that it would be more beneficial

for me to continue with substance

abuse treatment instead of going to

prison. I believe his support led the

judge to give me  second chance. My

social worker made a big difference

in my fife - he gave me the hope to

move forward. Today, 1 am strongly

committed to being a good parent, and

am helping to raise my grandchildren.

1 work with other parents to give

them hope and help them recognize

their own strengths — just like my

social worker did for me. | hope that

everyone who works with families will

stand beside parents in hard times to

help them overcome the rough spots

and move forward with their support.
Toni Miner, Parent, Family Support Pertner,

Facilttator for Circle of Parents, Colorado

—99
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As a parent, when I think about the
socio-ecological model it reminds
me that we all have a role to play
in contributing to the well-being of
families. It gives me hope knowing
that our families don’t need to be
alone in our struggle to provide
stable, nurturing supportive homes
for our children. An understanding
of the socio-ecological model
is something that needs to be
incorporated into the new 21st
century child welfare system. This
would support collective decision
making with families that takes into
consideration other long-term effects
on the community and society-at-
large. The socio-ecological model
recognizes the responsibility of the
entire community and society for
promoting child and family well-
being. In other words, families are
not always responsible for some
of the barriers that prevent them
from providing for their children.
In my case, if the community had
responded to the urgency that my
family had in locating concrete
supports in mental health, | believe
my son could have remained home
with me instead of being placed in
foster care.
Sandra Killett, Parent
and New York Social Justice Organizer

—9
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costs in later life (About Adverse Childhood Experiences, cde.gov/

‘acestudy,

html).

We reviewed research-based recommendations from leading
national organizations, such as the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention’s (CDC's) Essentials for Chilithood, which is intended

to help guide community activities that will support safe, stable,
nurturing relationships and environments for children and families
(Essentials for Childhood: Creating Safe, Stable and Nurturing
Environments for All Children, cdc.gov/violenceprevention/pdf/
essentials-for-childhood-framework508.pdf). We believe that this
and other strengths-based approaches will lead to the healthy and
positive development of children and families. Families are the
heart of communities and we as parents help guide and nurture
our children to help them reach their full potential. It is important
that national, state, community leaders, service providers and
other stakeholders understand that positive outcomes are achieved
through access to community-based resources within supportive
environments.

The successful public health approach to creating positive change
requires addressing issues at all levels of the social ecology -
individuals, relationships, communities, and the broader society.
We, as parents raising our children, are also members of our
communities and we are impacted by the policies and practices of
our states and the federal government. We are supported daily by
our personal relationships with athers and those in our community.
These reflect the four components that make up the sacial-
ecological framewaork. One example of using the socio-ecological
frameurork (see definition on page 2] to achieve positive changes
for families and communities is found in the Alliance’s work in
understanding how to build healthy communities and prevent child
neglect. The Alliance reviewed the literature, conducted original
research with many experts through key informant interviews and
created multiple written resources, including a comprehensive
theary of change. We reviewed the Alliance’s theory of change on
page 7, and made some addtions and adaptations

Children's Trust Fund Allience Copyright © 2020

Across the top of the chart (in orange) on page 7, there are the
four outcomes that reflect the four companents of the social-
ecological model: a humanitarian society, supportive and healthy
communities, strong and stable families and safe and healthy
children. In each area, we and the Alliance included indicators or
strategies of what it takes to achieve these four positive outcomes
at the individual, relationship, community and sacietal levels. We
found that the Alliance’s research-based strategies reflect many of
our own life experiences and the positive cutcomes listed align with
our own hapes for our families and others.

As diverse parents in the BPAC and the BPNN, we have had the
opportunity to hear from other parents about how their families
are impacted by the kinds of resources and supports available in
their communities. While our stories might be different, one thing
is the same — we all love and want what is best for cur children.
We also realize the importance of relationships and the value of
partnerships. We believe that everyone has a role in supporting
families and creating safe and supportive environments for them
and their children.

Conclusion

Implementation of this new approach will be most successful

when we and other parents are equal partners and involved in all
decision-making relating to planning, development, implementation
and evaluation of programs and strategies across the service
continuum. To achieve an effective 21st century system, we need

to lift up the work that incorporates this approach, and where
needed, to shift our thinking and explore how we can best partner
with each other in a respectful and authentic manner. We and
other parents are important contributors to the growth of healthy
communities and bring valuable information, resources, experiences
and solutions. We are ready to partner with service providers,
national, state and local leaders and systems to create supportive
communities that include a comprehensive prevention approach.
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Creating Positive Changes for Families Using the Socio-Ecological Model

Building Healthy Families and Communities

Safe and Healthy
Children

Strong and Stable
Families

Supportive and Healthy
Communities

Humanitarian
Society

Strategies and methods
that build and sustain

« Strong femilies
« Healthy partrer

Strategies and methods

that bulld and sustain

« Physical, emotional
and econormic well-

Strategies and methods that build and sustain
« Available/accessiole/aftorczble/ovality
* Faod {Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program [SNAP], Women, Infants,
anc Children [WIC], fooc banks, soup kitchens anc places with free meals]

Federallaws and public policies that
+ Redress child and family poverty

+ Meet chilcren's hasic reecs

+ Increase supports of family policies {paic family

leave, earnac income credit, afordable health * Housing {affordable housing and home loans, crisis shelters, for example, relationstip being.
insurance that indluces medical, dental, vision anc prevention of domestic violence) « Nurturing and + Knowledge of
mental health services) * Edvaation {parenting classes, public libraries, public schools, community attackment parenting and child
+ Support fatrer involvement centers, clubs anc after-school programs for chilcren and yout, in-school + Fathers' involvement developmert
+ Develop partnerships with families counselirg supports, public school specal reecs educatior, scholarships and | o Social cornections + Parental resilience
+ Respect culturally diverse practices slicing scale programs for parents anc chiliren} {extended famiy, + Social and emotioral
+ Promote univrsal approaches tha taget very * Child care {universal child care, playgroundsplay areas/play centers, crisisand | friends, naigfbors, competenca of
yourgchildren anc familiss respite chil care forfamily emergencis, chle care information an referras) | faith-based ) children
* Transportatian {public transportation, reducec fares, public transit vouchers) community supports] |+ Parent’s ability to

* Encourage comprehensive, integrative approaches . " ;
* Health care {low cost medical cinics, behavioral health treatment, free « Family's abilty to obtain assistance if

P“::;::E:::;‘:‘:;’:’:::ﬁ:::a enefttrose s PRGN 3k Dt s Acohlis DOyoLs an s providelisic s readed
o Anonymous support groups) + Pearsupportgroups
. . . * Job opportunities {Job Employment Services, Job Development Services) « Parents as key  Parenting classes
+ Eliminate stigma associated with neading and Secision-makersin
asking for Felp * Social supports (martors for young/new parents, peer support groups (birth, oo . gzsand respite

toster, kinship parents separate o togetharl, Circle of Parents, parent zllies/
partners, famil 5, faith-based y supports)
+ Safe, stable and rurturing environment
« Parent participation ir local endeavors
« Commurity culture of colloboration
« Conerete st pports in times of need {referrals to housing, utility bill, medical
care or medical equipmert assistance, thiif stores, clothing banks and dothing
vouchers, fooc banks, family resource centars)
« Linkages to quality services when needed
« Cultrally specific services and supports
« Research-basad services selection to enhance child and family welkbeing

+ Expect formal and informal leaders to “walk the
alk’

Federal and state financing that

+ Invest in cost-effective prevention efforts {child
care vouchers, public Fealth nurses, affordable
housing and horme Ioans)

+ Func stratzgies/programs that collectively meet
the multi-dimensional rezcs of families

« Prioritize research furding finclding
neurcscience)

COMMUNITY FAMILY INDIVIDU;
(Relatit (Parent/Caregiver)

CHILDREN’S
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Adapted from the Children's Trust Fund Alliance’s Cail to Action Toc! @ 2013
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About Children’s Trust Fund Alliance
practices, systems changes and train-
ational Parert Partnership

Children’s Trust Fund Alliance (Alliance) is a member to inpact po

ship organization that provides support Lo state children’s
trust and prevention funds and strengthens their efforts to
event child maltreatment. The Alliance members invest
millions of dollars each year In pravention strategies for
families. The Alliance also works with national partners.
state organizations, parcnts, federal agencies and other

ings. Through the Aliance
Council (ANPPC), the Birth Parent National Network {8PNNi
and other networks, the Alliance has elevated the voice of
parents and others with valuable life experience in over-
coming challenges and strengthening thelr families

About the Birth Parent Advisory Committee (BPAC)

The Birth Parent Advisory Committee (BPAC] is a sclect
group of parents from acrass the country that have a range
of expertise and personal experiences within the child
wielfare systen. They serve as strate

About the Birth Parent

The Birth Parent National Network (EPN), is a nation-
sl platform for birth parents to work in partnership with
arganizations and policymakers to share thelr Iite experi
ences and make recommendations to improve policies and
practices that impact children and familics. The goal of the
BPNN is to strengthen and support fanilics and improve
autcones for fanilies at risk or involved with the child
welfare system. Our growing network includes hundreds
of parent and organizational members. If you wish to make

CHIL

Alliancé

partners with Casey
Family Programs and the Alliance. The BPAC members serve

in 3 variety of leadership roles such as parcnt mentors,
policy advacales, grasstools organizers and orgarizational
administrators. They utilize their advocacy skills to ensure
that the voices of parents are heard in the development of
policies and practices that affect families.

National Network (BPNN)
a difference locally, in your stale or at the national level,
join the BPNN. To learn more about this dynaric national
network visit the BPNN website:
ctfalliance.org/partnering-with-parents/bpnn
To join the BPNN, submit your membership application to:
ctiallionce.org/partnering-with-parents/bpnn

For questions, please email us at infosctfallianc;

DREN’S

Birth Parent National Network (BPNN)

Chidren's Trust Fund Alliance Copyright © 2020
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WLA

U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Ways and Means
Subcommittee on Work & Welfare
Written Comments for Hearing, “Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect
Vulnerable Children”

Chairman Smith, Ranking Member Neal, Subcommittee Chairman LaHood, Subcommittee
Ranking Member Davis, and Members of the House Committee on Ways and Means, thank you
for the opportunity to submit this statement for the record.

The Child Welfare League of America (CWLA) is a coalition of hundreds of private and public
agencies that since 1920 has worked to serve children and families who are vulnerable. Our
expertise, leadership and innovation on policies, programs, and practices help improve the lives
of millions of children across the country. Our impact is felt worldwide.

We are grateful to the Chairman and Ranking Member for holding this important hearing and we
appreciate the opportunity to submit our recommendations for the reauthorization of Title IV-B
of the Social Security Act. CWLA acknowledges and applauds the long history of bipartisan
leadership on child welfare issues. During the hearing, we heard many important themes and
good ideas with which we agree, which we will highlight below. We also seek to caution against
losing the progress that has been hard-won over decades of tireless advocacy for children,
families, and communities.

Title IV-B Background and History

There are two child welfare programs created under Title IV-B of the Social Security Act: Title
IV-B part 1 the Stephanie Tubbs Jones Child Welfare Services (CWS) program and Title IV-B
part 2, the Marylee Allen Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF) program. CWS provides
much-needed flexible child welfare funding that assists state child protection systems and
supports families through wraparound services. PSSF targets funding to help four categories of
families: families who adopt, families who are reunifying, families avoiding foster care through
preservation services, and family support to help many families who are vulnerable.

Title IV-B Part 1, Child Welfare Services (CWS) of the Social Security Act, was first established
as part of the 1935 Social Security law. It evolved from a small source of federal funding for a
range of children’s services from the 1930s through the late 1950s. Although Congress can
appropriate up to $325 million, the program funding peaked at $295 million in 1994 with current
funding now down to $269 million.
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Title IV-B part 2, Promoting Safe and Stable Families, started in 1993 as Family Preservation
and Family Support and was created to promote family preservation programs that prevent foster
care placements through intensive focused and limited efforts to help families at a crisis stage.
The Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) in 1997 revamped the program to become the
Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF) block grant. Regulations require states to allocate at
least 20% to each of the four service categories: family preservation, family support,
reunification, and adoption support. CWLA has continued to advocate for this specificity
because while the services could be the same, the four types of families served are different.

PSSF includes mandatory funding at $345 million with $20 million designated for Regional
Partnership Grants to address substance use, $20 million to promote the child welfare workforce
and monthly caseworker visits and $20 million to promote court training. Additionally,
Congress can appropriate $200 million more for the four services. Appropriations peaked at
$100 million in FY 2002 and are now down to $69 million. Between mandatory and
discretionary funding, the services reached their peak in 2004 at $405 million. It is down to
approximately $360 million today. The Tribes receive 3% of the mandatory funds and 3% of the
appropriated funds.

The Importance of Title IV-B

Title IV-B is a small portion of federal funding for child welfare, but it is an important piece of
the puzzle. It provides flexible funding to states to target root causes of maltreatment and to
provide families with connections to other systems for support. The very limited funding for
prevention services stands in contrast to the far greater federal investment in paying for the costs
of foster care, covered by Title IV-E, despite widespread recognition of the need to invest in
upstream prevention. The Family First Prevention Services Act provides additional funding for
evidence-based services to prevent families from entering foster care, while the flexibility of
Title IV-B funds can complement the more rigorous requirements of Family First and help
develop evidence-based models.

According to the annual Child Maltreatment Report, for fiscal year 2021, there are nationally an
estimated 600,000 victims of child abuse and neglect. Child Protective Services (CPS) agencies
received a national estimate of just under 4 million (3,987,000) total referrals, including
approximately 7.18 million children. Forty-six states reported that an estimated 1,761,128
children received prevention services, and the biggest source of federal funding for these services
was the IV-B Promoting Safe and Stable Families program. However, a large portion of children
and families reported to CPS for suspected child maltreatment do not receive post-response
services, and increased funding for Title IV-B would give states the ability to support additional
children and families.

Key Focuses for Title IV-B Reauthorization

Increased Investment. As noted above, Title IV-B funding has declined over the years. Child
Welfare Services funding peaked at $295 million in 1994 with current funding now down to
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$269 million. Between mandatory and discretionary funding for PSSF, the services reached their
peak in 2004 at $405 million. It is down to approximately $360 million today. Title IV-B has
never been fully funded at the levels authorized, never mind the levels needed to truly transform
the child welfare system.

Increased funding in Title IV-B would allow states to not only help address the crises they are
facing, such as workforce concerns, a shortage of resource families, and the need for concrete
supports and services, but also proactively work to improve core child welfare services such as
family preservation, prevention, kin finding, and others. Programs and funding that focus on
preventing child abuse and neglect before it happens and keeping children safely in their homes
help to reduce the number of children entering the child welfare system, thereby reducing trauma
and stress for families as well as reducing state and federal spending on costly out of home care
and mental and behavioral health services for children and caregivers down the road. Congress
has rightly shifted to supporting upstream prevention by allowing Title IV-E funding to be spent
on evidence-based solutions through the Family First Prevention Services Act (FFPSA).
However, some families need concrete and economic support, not evidence-based programs, to
keep their children safely in the home. Additionally, these flexible funds could be used to help in
the development of future evidenced-based approaches that will strengthen implementation and
effectiveness of FFPSA. The Subcommittee should increase the availability of flexible funding
for child welfare agencies to address primary prevention and family preservation to reduce child
welfare involvement through increased Title IV-B funding.

Support the Child Welfare Workforce. A major theme that emerged from the witness testimony
and Member questions was the need to better support the child welfare workforce.
Transformation and reform in the child welfare system moves at the speed of the workforce. A
well-trained and well-staffed child welfare workforce is vital to the goals of legislators and the
broader advocacy community. All the reforms enacted by Congress in recent years, including
screening victims of sex trafficking, reducing group home care, expanding kinship care, finding
more foster parents, enhanced foster parent training, increasing adoptions, more direct consulting
with youth in foster care, addressing substance abuse and mental health needs within the
families, and entering new data are all dependent on the caseworker.

Even before the COVID-19 pandemic, the child welfare workforce faced serious concerns. The
labor-intensive and emotional nature of child welfare work leads to high levels of turnover. Now,
the pandemic has worsened pre-existing issues within the workforce, with high turnover rates
and rising concern over compassion fatigue, burnout, and secondary trauma. Increased turnover
rates and the resulting higher caseloads perpetuate the caseworker crisis.

High turnover rates negatively impact children and families. According to the New York City-
based organization Fostering Change for Children, up to 40 percent of child welfare caseworkers
leave their jobs every year. Their data shows, “[c]hildren with one caseworker achieve
permanency in 74.5 percent of cases. But the more caseworkers involved in a child’s life, the less
chance a child has to achieve permanency, ranging from 17.5% for children with two
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caseworkers, to the low rate of 0.1% for children who had six or seven caseworkers during their

time in care.

1

Strengthening the workforce and ensuring caseworkers have manageable workloads will achieve
a reduction in child abuse, reduce the number of children going into foster care, and increase
adoptions for children of all ages. Title IV-B reauthorization offers an opportunity to address the
workforce crisis. CWLA recommends the following investments and policy changes:

1.

Increase funding for workforce development and training. There is currently $20M
designated for workforce development in Title IV-B, dependent upon caseworkers
visiting families on a monthly basis. Once split among all the state, county, and tribal
child welfare programs, this $20M does not go nearly far enough to truly support the
workforce. We recommend the Subcommittee substantially increase this set aside.
Promote recruitment and retention. Recruitment and retention of qualified caseworkers is
essential for establishing a well-staffed and well-trained workforce. High vacancy rates
and unfilled positions lead to much higher caseloads for the frontlines staff, and the stress
from high caseloads leads to high rates of turnover and burnout; these problems
compound on one another. There are several promising practices that are helping agencies
address these key issues, and Congress should support states and counties in
implementing and evaluating the effectiveness of these practices. Congress should create
new competitive or formula grants in Title IV-B of the Social Security Act with additional
funding for states to address both recruitment and retention.

Increase overall child welfare funding. One of the key issues in both recruiting and
retaining qualified caseworkers is low wages. Child welfare staff consistently point out
that in many states and localities, entry-level child welfare positions pay no better than
the local Target or Starbucks, even though the work is much more challenging. According
to the National Survey of Child and Adolescent Well-Being II baseline report, 75% of
caseworkers earned an annual salary between $30,000 and $49,999. Better compensation
and benefits for staff would go a long way in addressing vacancies and turnover rates, but
adequate funding for child welfare agencies is necessary to accomplish this goal, as
funding has not kept pace with the rising cost of living and inflation. In addition to
delinking Title IV-E foster care eligibility from the 1996 AFDC standards, the
Subcommittee should increase both mandatory and discretionary funding in Title IV-B
programs.

Create taskforces to compile and disseminate best practices. States, counties, and not-for-
profit agencies have been long engaged in the difficult work of addressing the workforce
crisis, and many best and promising practices have emerged through their efforts.
However, there are concerns that continue to plague agencies across the nation. Congress
should create taskforces or working groups to compile and disseminate best practices on
these nationwide issues, such as creating psychological safety and wellness for staff,

1 Fostering Change for Children (2020). Frontline Workers: Turnover. New York City, Taken from the web:
http://fosteringchangeforchildren.org/#.
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racial disparities in child welfare and promoting a diverse workforce, and reducing
barriers to social work licensure.

Focus Title IV-B on Families. There was much discussion about the various set-asides in Title
IV-B during the hearing. Subcommittee members and witnesses rightly noted that Title IV-B
houses several different programs and is layered and complex; we would note that child
maltreatment is a complex issue, and the child welfare system has evolved into an intricate
system of programs and services to address these complexities. Title IV-B programs are
reflective of that evolution. The set-asides have been added over time to address the needs of
families and communities that were not being served by Title IV-E foster care payments and
were not being addressed by states through the Child Welfare Services block grant. PSSF was
added to the original Child Welfare Services to focus funding on family support (broad
prevention services from which everyone in the community benefits) and family preservation
(more targeted to children and families that are vulnerable to child welfare involvement). These
continue to be critical funds for child welfare agencies to prevent entry into foster care and the
trauma that comes with child welfare involvement, as was explained so well by Ms. Cherie Craft
of Smart from the Start and Ms. Katherine Marquart of FosterAdopt Connect in their testimonies.
Director Tracey Gruber of the Utah Department of Health and Human Services also started her
testimony with a story highlighting the successful use of Title IV-B funds for preservation.

As noted above, the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA, PL 105-89, 1997) amended PSSF
to include adoption support and time-limited reunification services in addition to family support
and preservation. This addition recognizes the need to prevent re-entry into foster care — adoptive
and reunified families need preservation services, too. A key outcome for child welfare is that
children achieve permanency, but we know that a portion of reunifications and adoptions fail,
retraumatizing children and thrusting them back into the foster care system. According to data
published by the Annie E. Casey Foundation, "among children who were discharged from their
first foster care placement and reunited with their caregivers, 27% returned to foster care.?"
Research indicates that approximately 5 to 20 percent of children who exit foster care to
adoption or guardianship experience discontinuity.> These adoption and reunification funds are
essential to family stability for those children that are exiting foster care into permanency,
especially in light of the fact that there are no services for these populations that have been
approved for the Family First Clearinghouse at this time. More investment in these vital services
would allow for the development and evaluation of programs that could eventually be
reimbursable by Title IV-E FFPSA funds.

CWLA has continued to advocate for this specificity because while the services could be the
same, the four types of families served are different.

2 Annie E. Casey Foundation, Center for State Child Welfare Data. “Reentry to Foster Care.” 2020. Retrieved
from https://www.aecf.org/resources/reentry-to-foster-care

33 Children’s Bureau. “Discontinuity and Disruption in Adoptions and Guardianships.” 2021. Retrieved from
https://www.childwelfare.gov/pubPDFs/s discon.pdf
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Additionally, there are several other set-aside programs that make Title IV-B work for the
families involved in the child welfare system. The Court Improvement Program, which Ms.
Prudence Beidler Carr covered masterfully in her testimony and responses to questions, is the
only federal funding source specifically for child welfare and court collaboration, improving the
legal processes of the child welfare system and better serving families. The Regional Partnership
Grants (RPGs) offer critical support in addressing substance use for families involved in child
welfare or at risk of child welfare involvement. The Kinship Navigator funding supports kinship
caregivers in accessing services and benefits, providing vital supports and allowing children to
be cared for by their family. Each of these programs is technically a set aside, and each one
ensures that states and counties are addressing the needs of children and families. CWLA
recommends that the Subcommittee expand these programs in Title IV-B reauthorization.

Increasing access for Tribal programs. CWLA is grateful for the Subcommittee’s commitment
to reducing barriers to funding for Native American and Alaska Native child welfare programs,
and we recognize Subcommittee Members’ support for two important bills that would amend
Title IV-B for this purpose: The Strengthening Tribal Families Act and the Tribal Families
Fairness Act. We agree with the assessment of Dr. Sanders of Casey Family Programs that
increasing funding for Tribal child welfare programs, in additional to reducing barriers through
policy change, is one of the key investments that the Subcommittee should its efforts for this
reauthorization of Title IV-B, and we encourage the inclusion of these two bills along with an
increase in funds.

Maintain mandatory funding. One witness, Director Gruber of Utah, highlighted that states and
counties face obstacles in administering Title IV-B funds due to the complexity and requirements
of the various funding streams. Although CWLA is not opposed to considering ways to reduce
barriers and overlap between the two subparts and the various additional programs, we caution
the committee against structural changes that will result in losing the progress that has been hard-
won over decades of tireless advocacy for children, families, and communities. The set asides
and programs have been added over the years to address gaps in federal funding and have been
used to creatively and innovatively meet the unique needs of children and families. As noted
above, although the services across the four categories in PSSF may look identical to one
another, the families that are served are very different and distinct. CWLA advocates for
maintaining this specificity to continue to serve these specific children and families.

Should structural changes to Title IV-B be considered, CWLA strongly urges the Subcommittee
to maintain the mandatory funding in Title IV-B. Title IV-B is currently a mix of mandatory and
discretionary funding, making conversations about streamlining or collapsing the two subparts
far more complicated. Should the Subcommittee move to turn Title IV-B into a discretionary
block grant, as has happened to other federal programs, this vital source of child welfare funding
would be much more vulnerable to cuts in future budget cycles with difficult topline agreements.
As noted throughout these comments, additional funding is needed for child welfare services,
and giving up the mandatory funding in Title IV-B would move our system in the opposite
direction from where we need to be.
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Conclusion

We wish to again thank Chairman LaHood and Ranking Member Davis for hosting this hearing,
for convening an excellent panel of expert witnesses, and for their attention to and support of the
children and families involved with the child welfare system. This hearing was an energizing
first step toward reauthorizing this important program, and we stand ready and eager to work
with the Subcommittee in ensuring that federal child welfare funding best supports our agencies
and communities as they work tirelessly to prevent and address child maltreatment.
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Thank you, Chairman LaHood and Ranking Member Davis, and members of the House Ways
and Means Subcommittee on Work and Welfare for holding such an important hearing on
modernizing and improving the Nation’s current child welfare system.

| am Brandon Nichols, Director of the Los Angeles County Department of Children and Family
Services (DCFS).

Los Angeles County (County) has one of the largest county-governed child protective services
agencies in the country and is responsible for the safety of over two million children. DCFS
serves a diverse population of children and families, including a wide variety of cultural
backgrounds, Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer or Questioning (LGBTQ+) clients,
and children with complex needs, among others. It is a core value of DCFS that children should
live safely with their families when possible. When children cannot safely remain in their homes,
children and their families must receive trauma informed, person-centered services from
caseworkers, behavioral health providers, community-based organizations, and other
professionals who have the expertise, and the band with, to address each families’ unique
needs, Our children and families deserve to have equitable access to services, which can be
challenging in a large and geographically varied county.

On behalf of DCFS, | am pleased to provide Members of the Subcommittee with the County’s
federal legislative priorities as well as targeted recommendations to improve child welfare
programs authorized under Title I1V-B of the Social Security Act (herein referred to as Title IV-B)
and respectfully ask for their consideration.

DCFS encourages federal policymakers to support policies that facilitate family preservation and
permanence for children and youth. Specifically, the County requests:

e Support for counties and states to successfully implement the Family First
Prevention Services Act (FFPSA), including exempting Qualified Residential
Treatment Programs from the Institutions for Mental Disease exclusion;

e Policies that ensure that all children and youth in foster care have the

documentation they need to travel, work, and ultimately make a successful
transition to adulthood; and

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”
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« Reforms to expand client eligibility for federal funding, such as the elimination of
the Aid to Family with Dependent Children (AFDC) eligibility threshold for
federal foster care reimbursement and modification of the Extended Foster
Care eligibility and redetermination requirements.

DCFS appreciates the Subcommittee’s focus on programs authorized under Title IV-B. DCFS
supports the reauthorization of Title IV-B and respectfully asks for increased funding and
flexibility for primary prevention efforts and to build capacity to serve vulnerable youth and
families. Title IV-B funding under the Stephanie Tubbs Jones Child Welfare Services Program,
and the Marylee Allen Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF) program are used by DCFS
for a variety of child welfare services, including policies to protect against and prevent child
abuse, neglect, or exploitation.

To continue and build upon existing efforts to serve children and families, DCFS is advocating
for an increase in funding and more flexibility to provide primary prevention strategies upstream
to children, families, and communities who could benefit from services that promote well-being
and address social determinants of health. This also includes support strategies with
“non-traditional” and/or culturally responsive approaches.

Specifically, DCFS recommends increasing the PSSF funding for Prevention and Aftercare
(P&A) contracts, Family Preservation (FP) and Alternative Response Services that target
populations with economic development resources, concrete supports, and other services that
increase the supportive services for families who do not meet the FFPSA candidacy criteria.

DCFS also requests additional funding for the following purposes:

« Building out provider capacity and family-based settings for youth with complex,
unmet needs under FFPSA Part |V/continuum of care;

* Recruitment, training, and retention of high-quality resource families to care for
children and youth with complex needs and prevent them from coming into or
transitioning out of congregate care; and

e Advancing family finding resources and programs for youth who do not have
permanent connections to help improve permanency and exit outcomes.

DCFS has determined that increased resources, appropriately targeted, would result in
improved outcomes for children/families and communities. It would also prevent the trauma of
removal and having an open services case with DCFS.

DCFS has demonstrated that prevention services have a significant impact on keeping families
out of foster care and/or from coming into the child welfare system. For example, FP program
outcomes have shown that families who receive these services have a much lower recidivism
rate than those who do not. The current local recidivism rate for FP is 3.2 percent and the
Federal standard is 9.1 percent. FP serves over 7,800 families annually. In 2022, the P&A
program served 6,621 DCFS-referred families without an open case and 7,575 families directly
from the community that were not referred to DCFS.
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Finally, the County would like to emphasize the critical role that the child welfare workforce
plays in our child welfare system. These dedicated professionals are on the front line in
addressing the complex needs of vulnerable children and families. The County noted the
emphasis and interest of Members in addressing issues associated with recruitment, training,
and retention of the child welfare workforce.

The County, in partnership with our labor organizations, has worked to closely monitor staffing
and reduce caseloads for our social workers.

As part of the working relationship with our labor partners, DCFS made a commitment to meet a
series of quantifiable performance goals relative to the current child welfare caseload.

These “yardsticks” included:

* Reducing the caseload for continuing services to 24;
* Reducing emergency responses to 18; and
* Reducing dependency investigations to 11.

DCFS is pleased to report that we not only met these performance measures, but we surpassed
them by:

* Reducing the caseload for continuing services to 14.7;
* Reducing emergency responses to 9.5; and
* Reducing dependency investigations to 6.0.

DCFS is also proud to note its improved staff retention rates. DCFS remains committed to
working with our labor partners to maintain current caseloads in the operations listed above and,
to establish and maintain similar caseloads in other operations throughout the Department.
Nonetheless, the County acknowledges workforce challenges, particularly in the area of skilled
mental health clinicians, the need for increased flexibility for caseworkers, and improved access
to mental health services to mitigate burnout and compassion fatigue.

In conclusion, | wish to again thank the Chairman, Ranking Member, and Members of the
Subcommittee for holding such an important hearing. On behalf of DCFS, I'm pleased to
respond to any questions or comments.
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Work & Welfare Subcommittee

House Committee on Ways and Means
1139 Longworth House Office Building
Washington D.C. 20515

Re: Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children Hearing on September 28, 2023
Submitted electronically to: VWM Submission@mail.house.gov

Dear Chairman Smith, Subcommittee Chairman LaHood and Members of the Committee,

Thank you for holding the recent hearing on Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children.
The testimony and Member reflections underscore the urgent need to better support children, youth,
and their families by preventing entry into the foster care system, ensuring high quality support and
resources if entry is necessary, and intensively supporting permanency through reunification, kinship,
guardianship or adoption.

We are writing in follow up to the hearing to share priorities and recommendations from young people
with lived experience in foster care. These priorities include:

e Support us, our families and caregivers from prevention services through post-permanency

o Ensure we receive trauma-responsive services and supports to address our mental health
needs. Our families and caregivers need this, too.

e Partner with us in service delivery and design from prevention services through post-
permanency

e Strengthen the protections of and implementation support for the Indian Child Welfare Act

e Increase peer-delivered services within child welfare and prevention programs for children,
youth, parents and caregivers

e Expand support for the workforce that includes investments in bringing individuals with lived
experience into the workforce

FosterClub is the national network for young people who experience foster care. FosterClub believes
when young people have the support they need and opportunity to drive change in their life, they
become self-determined and do better. We also believe when the system listens to young people, it
does better.

FosterClub has consistently heard from our network of young people how critical it is to not just support
the child or youth, but to also provide support to their families and caregivers. We have worked directly
with young people for twenty-three years to elevate their concerns about what is not working in foster
care, share what is working and collect their recommendations for improvement. Carrying this
knowledge, we signed on to support the consensus recommendations endorsed by an additional 25+
child welfare organizations.

HQ: 620 S Holladay Dr. #1 - Seaside, OR 97138 ph: 503-717-1552 fax:503-717-1702 web: fosterclub.org
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We value the critical insight provided by each witness into the challenges facing those who administer
and deliver services or provide technical assistance within and around the child welfare system; we
appreciate the opportunities to hear about programs and models that are working. We submit these
comments to elevate the perspectives and recommendations from young people who have experienced
foster care, and urge the Chair and Committee members to increase opportunities for young people to
be directly heard by the Committee.

Young people have developed specific recommendations on how they and their families can be better
supported in prevention and post-permanency. We believe these recommendations connect to topics
explored during the hearing, align and support the consensus recommendations. The detailed
recommendations are outlined in the rest of this letter.

e Engage with us when developing prevention services for my family. Young people hold valuable
information, and when developmentally appropriate, child welfare professionals should tap into
this knowledge in their efforts to provide services to families in crisis.’

e Substance abuse and mental health crisis is tearing our families apart, treat them with the
urgency and resources called for.?

e Connect our families to services, even when we are not removed from our family and after we
have been reunified with our family.®

e Explore the multitude of reasons why youth are “aging out” of adoptions and look at how it can
be prevented.Through a growing number of stories we hear from our peers, we believe there is
a problem with older youth being “let go” from their adoptive families once they turn 18 and
adoption subsidies end. We would like federal help in tracking how often this is really happening
and why.*

Several witnesses spoke about investing in community-level supports which provide trauma-responsive
resources, services and education directly to young people, their families and caregivers. The latest
recommendations from the National Foster Care Youth & Alumni Policy Council® outline key priorities to
address both these needs and larger issues that result when young people and their caregivers are not
supported with effective, accessible and appropriate mental health resources - including leading to
unnecessary interactions with law enforcement and increased possibility of young people experiencing
the juvenile or criminal justice systems.

e Those charged with our safety must remember that we are children and teenagers.

e Our caregivers need to understand our personal trauma and how that influences our behaviors.
We aren’t bad children or teens. We lived through bad things.

e \We ask policymakers and Child Welfare leaders to disrupt the foster care-to-prison pipeline with
intention and urgency.®

' Preventing Unnecessary Removal of Children from their Families

2 Preventing Unnecessary Removal of Children from their Families

3 Preventing Unnecessary Removal of Children from their Families

4 Youth & Alumni Priorities on Preventing Unnecessary Removal of Children from their Families
5 National Foster Care Youth & Alumni Policy Council

8 Decriminalize Being in Foster Care
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During questions from Congressman Davis, Dr. David Sanders reflected on the need to address
placements, particularly ensuring a much greater focus on and utilization of kinship caregivers and
relatives. Young people uplift an urgent need to support caseworkers in partnering with young people in
the kin-finding journey, recognizing that children and youth can provide resources and information to
support connecting with their relatives and those who care for them. One young person shared:

“I had a large extended family when | was taken into care, so | was frustrated when | was placed
and stuck in congregate care settings and non-relative foster homes for years. When | built
connections with those family members as an adult, they would say things like ‘I wish | would
have known - | would have taken you in’, and it broke my heart to think about all of the
heartache and trauma that could have been avoided if my caseworkers would have asked me
about my extended family instead of assuming | didn’t have any.”

— Brittany, alumni of care from Indiana

Members of the Committee and witnesses spoke of the need to provide for additional federal support
and oversight to ensure the Indian Child Welfare Act is fully implemented. Young people have
advocated for continued protection and implementation of ICWA, including sharing their perspectives at
the Supreme Court.” We implore you to strengthen the protections of and implementation support for
the Indian Child Welfare Act to address the disparities Native children and families continue to face in
child welfare.

Challenges with the workforce surfaced multiple times during the hearing and within the consensus
recommendations. These challenges are directly impacting not only those individuals delivering
services, but the children and youth who receive those services. In addition to many of the solutions
raised by the witnesses, there are two primary solutions that we have heard as clear recommendations
from our network of young people.

e Increase peer-delivered services within child welfare and prevention programs for children,
youth, parents and caregivers.

o Peer-to-peer services can provide a variety of supports, including:

m  Mentoring: Peers can provide support, inspiration and encouragement through
1:1 mentoring.

m Resource Navigation: Peers can often provide improved and more trusted
resource navigation and research indicates that peers are more effective than
degreed professionals at connecting kin caregivers to available benefits.

m  Support Groups: Peers can lead support groups in providing reflection and
connection to resources and to each other.

m Training: Peers can provide training for individuals experiencing the system or for
stakeholders providing services within the system

7 LEx Leaders tell the Supreme Court to ProtectiCWA
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m 1.1 Coaching for navigating systems and processes: Peers may provide one-on-
one coaching to individuals experiencing the system, specifically on how to
successfully navigate bureaucracy, process, procedures and complex systems,
including the court process, while experiencing difficulties and challenges.

m Advocacy: Peers may serve as advocates for individuals who are currently
involved in the child welfare system.

m  Outreach: Peers may be able to provide outreach to connect individuals
experiencing the system with resources, services, and opportunities to become
peer leaders themselves.®

e Expanding support for the workforce should include investments in bringing individuals with
lived experience into the workforce. Investments need to happen along a spectrum from
intentional recruitment, support and retention efforts to incorporating individuals with lived
experience into the training and ongoing capacity building for members of the workforce.

FosterClub submits this letter to share priorities directly informed by young people with lived experience
in foster care in follow-up to the recent Modernizing Child Welfare hearing. We urge the Chair and
Committee to consider and act on the recommendations outlined above to better support youth and
families impacted by the child welfare system.

Thank you for your consideration and for providing opportunities for youth voices to directly inform your
efforts. Please do not hesitate to contact us if we can provide additional insight from young people. We
appreciate your commitment to improving outcomes for our most vulnerable children and families. If
you would like to discuss further, please contact Binley Taylor at systemchange@fosterclub.com or
503.717.1552.

Sincerely,

Binley Taylor
Director of System Change

8 Promoting Peer Support in Child Welfare
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October 12, 2023

The Honorable Jason Smith The Honorable Darin LaHood
Chairman Chairman

House Committee on Ways and Means Subcommittee on Work and Welfare
1011 Longworth HOB 1424 Longworth HOB

Washington, DC 20515 ‘Washington, DC 20515

The Honorable Richard Neal The Honorable Daniel Davis
Ranking Member Ranking Member

House Committee on Ways and Means Subcommittee on Work and Welfare
372 Cannon HOB 2159 Rayburn HOB

‘Washington, DC 20515 ‘Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Smith, Subcommittee Chairman LaHood, Ranking Member Neal, and Ranking Member
of the Subcommittee Davis,

On behalf of the American Public Human Services Association (APHSA), a bipartisan
membership association representing state and local human services agencies, and its affiliate the
National Association of Public Child Welfare Administrators (NAPCWA), we extend our sincere
appreciation for the opportunity to contribute to the conversation regarding Title IV-B of the Social
Security Act. APHSA is dedicated to advancing the well-being of all individuals and families by
promoting innovative, effective, and efficient policies and practices in human services.

We are grateful for the Committee’s commitment to modermizing the child welfare system and
promoting the well-being of our nation's children. The recent hearing on "Modernizing Child Welfare to
Protect Vulnerable Children" held on September 28, 2023, highlighted the urgent need for Congress to
address the reauthorization of Title IV-B. The funds allocated under Title IV-B play a pivotal role for
state, local and tribal child welfare agencies in providing vital and diverse supports to children and
families. Importantly, the flexibility within Title IV-B offers child welfare agencies the ability to support
the well-being of children and families beyond the narrow confines of Title IV-E, the primary source of
federal child welfare funding. While Title IV-E addresses the needs of children in foster care, adoptive
families, and children at imminent risk of foster care, Title IV-B plays a crucial role in proactive,
upstream interventions that can prevent children from entering foster care and support families directly. A
comprehensive and effective child welfare system must strike a balance between preventing family crises
and providing essential support for children when foster care is required.

The testimonies presented during the hearing, notably Tracy Gruber’s, Executive Director of
Utah’s Department of Health and Human Services, provided a stark portrayal of the challenges
confronting child welfare agencies across the nation. The challenges articulated by Ms. Gruber are
compounded by complex and antiquated funding structures. The intricacies of Title IV-B funding, while
crucial, often create complexities that hinder the efficiency and impact these funds could have for
families. Specifically, Ms. Gruber emphasized the necessity for increased flexibility in fund utilization.
The limitations in the use of funding currently in place often limit agencies' ability to adapt swiftly to the
unique and evolving needs of the families they serve. This lack of flexibility not only impedes the
agencies' responsiveness but also hampers their capacity to provide tailored, effective support to children
and families.



231

American Pubic Human Ser

Furthermore, Ms. Gruber highlighted the need for streamlined reporting requirements. The
existing bureaucratic processes, while intended to ensure accountability, often result in an overwhelming
administrative burden for child welfare agencies. Simplifying and optimizing these reporting mechanisms
would not only enhance accountability but also free up valuable time and resources. These resources,
once redirected toward direct services, could significantly increase the impact of services for countless
families. Addressing these structural challenges and fostering increased flexibility and efficiency within
Title IV-B funding mechanisms are pivotal steps toward ensuring the stability and well-being for children
and their families across the nation. Addressing these challenges requires a comprehensive
reauthorization of Title IV-B.

‘We urge the Committee to consider the following key points in the reauthorization process:

v Enhance Operational Efficiency:
The current web of statutory requirements and funding structures creates substantial challenges for
agencies on the ground. By simplifying Title IV-B, significant improvements in operational
efficiency can be achieved. Streamlining the processes will ensure that the funds reach the families
who need them promptly.

v Alleviate Administrative Burden:

Excessive and complex administrative tasks divert valuable resources away from families. A
comprehensive reauthorization should focus on alleviating the administrative burden and simplifying
reporting requirements, allowing agencies to dedicate more time and resources to providing direct
services to children and families or invest in the workforce. Implementing transparent reporting
mechanisms will enable better tracking of the allocation and utilization of funds, ensuring that they
are directed where they are needed most. Congress should partner with ACF to review and improve
IV-B reporting requirements and processes, aligning them with other federal child welfare programs.

v' Expand Flexibility in Fund Utilization:
Flexibility is key to addressing the unique needs of diverse cc ities. By providing ics with
increased flexibility in utilizing IV-B funding, Congress is fostering a more adaptable and responsive
approach. The freedom to allocate funds flexibly and adjust investment levels empowers child
welfare agencies to create interventions precisely attuned to the unique needs of the families they
serve. This tailored approach directly enhances child well-being and safety.

v' Increase Total Funding
To fully realize the potential of Title IV-B, increased funding is paramount. Adequate financial
resources empower child welfare agencies to expand outreach, intervene preventively, and
strengthen community services. Enhanced funding facilitates comprehensive training for
professionals, ensuring a high standard of care. Additionally, it fuels innovation, driving initiatives
that can revolutionize child welfare practices. Advocating for increased funding isn't just a fiscal
necessity; it's an investment in the future well-being of vulnerable children and families, amplifying
the impact of Title IV-B and ensuring a robust support system.

1300 17TH STREET NORTH, SUITE 340, ARLINGTON, VA 22209 TEL (202) 682-0100 FAX (202) 204-0071 VWVW.APHSA.ORG
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We urge the Committee to consider these points and pass a comprehensive reauthorization of
Title IV-B that is responsive to the needs of children, families, and the agencies dedicated to serving
them. By simplifying Title IV-B and addressing the concerns raised, agencies can be empowered to fulfill
their vital mission effectively. Thank you for your unwavering dedication to sound policymaking and
your commitment to the well-being of families nationwide. We cagerly anticipate the positive impact of
your efforts to comprehensively reauthorize Title IV-B and we stand ready to support and partner in any
way we can. For more information, please contact, Meg Dygert at mdygert@aphsa.org or (202) 823-
3200.

Sincerely,
Matt Lyons

Senior Director, Policy & Practice
APHSA

1300 17TH STREET NORTH, SUITE 340, ARLINGTON, VA 22209 TEL (202) 682-0100 FAX (202) 204-0071 VWVW.APHSA.ORG
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Journey to Success
Testimony for the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Ways and Means Subcommittee on
Work and Welfare Hearing: “Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children”
Submitted October 12, 2023

Thank you for your September 28 hearing on Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect Vulnerable Children
as part of the committee’s work to reauthorize Title IV-B of the Social Security Act. As a policy advocacy
campaign focused on improving outcomes for all who experience foster care, Journey to Success is
encouraged by the productive, solutions-oriented hearing.

Thirty child welfare-focused organizations have previously offered consensus recommendations for
Title IV-B reauthorization. Priority recommendations include: increasing funding for families; supporting
families’ mental health; and building the workforce families need.

In addition to uplifting these consensus recommendations, we would also like to highlight two key
themes rightly called out by the hearing’s expert witnesses as warranting the committee’s urgent focus:
e First, the unique needs of older youth in foster care. This includes the nearly 20,000 youth who
“age out” of foster care each year — meaning they exit foster care alone without adequate
support and a forever family.
e Second, the pressing need for policies that better support family ties and permanence. Family
connections are a solid foundation for success in life. As evidenced by the number of youth who
are, unacceptably, left to “age out” alone each year, there is much more work to do.

As the committee takes up Title IV-B reauthorization, Journey to Success offers complementary and
interconnected policy guidance to support these older youth and strengthen their family connections.
To inform our recommendations, the Journey to Success campaign brings together a diverse network of
local, state, and national organizations and involves young leaders with lived experience in foster care in
every aspect of the campaign.

Our recommendations, detailed in this issue brief, are consistent with the goal of Title IV-B to support
thriving families. Each recommendation is shaped by years of data and the real-life experiences of youth
in and from foster care.

Our recommendations include:

1. Strengthening efforts to ensure youth live with relatives or in a family setting when they’re in
foster care and that these families are well-supported. Data shows that family-based foster care
placements are associated with better permanency outcomes.

2. Improving the effectiveness of permanency planning by ensuring that youth are meaningfully
engaged.

3. Increasing the number of older youth finding permanency by creating stronger incentives for
agencies to prioritize permanency outcomes for youth.
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4. Improving access to behavioral health services and expanding and improving the type of
treatments and interventions available to young people to help them heal from trauma.

We are grateful for the bipartisan focus on this issue that touches the lives of so many of your
constituents. The Journey to Success team stands ready to support the committee’s ongoing work as its
members continue Congress’s commitment to champion our vulnerable yet resilient youth — creating
better outcomes, more opportunities, and stronger communities.

For questions or more information, please see the campaign’s website at www.journeytosuccess.org or

contact us at info@journeytosuccess.org
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Thank you for providing us with this opportunity to submit comments as part of your hearing on
modernizing the child welfare system.

Lawyers For Children (LFC) is a not-for-profit legal corporation based in New York City that
represents individual children in abuse, neglect, voluntary foster care, termination of parental
rights, adoption, guardianship, custody and visitation proceedings. We also advocate for system-
wide reform to improve the lives of children in child welfare matters, and have participated in

a number of New York City and New York State task force groups charged with improving
various aspects of the child welfare system. Using our experience in over 30,000 individual cases
since LFC was founded, we have successfully participated in numerous class-action lawsuits
challenging child welfare laws and practices.

We appreciate the Subcommittee’s commitment to making investments across the child welfare
system, which is heavily dependent on federal assistance. We would like to call attention to the
two issues that we urge you to address by taking the actions described below.

Congress Must Ensure that Children in Foster Care Receive the Social Security Benefits to
Which They are Entitled

No young person should be forced to pay for their foster care placement. And yet, the vast
majority of states require that the most vulnerable children in foster care — those who have lost a
parent and those who are disabled — do exactly that. Those states either have themselves
appointed as the representative payee of the children’s Social Security benefits and use the funds
to reimburse themselves for the cost of the child’s care, or forego collecting SSI benefits on the
child’s behalf, so that the state can collect Title IV-E funds to pay for the child’s care.!

Social Security benefits could provide a crucial lifeline for eligible children in foster care. Young
people whose parents have died may have no family to turn to upon aging out of foster care. If
Social Security Survivor’s benefit payments were made on their behalf and set aside for them,
the funds could later be used to pay for housing, vocational training, tuition, or transportation to
a job upon discharge from foster care.

e For one of our young clients, the benefits could have been used to finance her placement
in the private day care that she attended before her parents died, providing important
stability to her upended life.

e For another client, the benefits could have been used to pay college tuition, so that she
did not have to take out costly loans.

o For disabled clients, SSI benefits can help provide crucial medical and therapeutic
services at a time when Medicaid-funded resources are scare and waitlists are impossibly
long.

o The benefits might help upgrade a wheelchair, fund afterschool programs, and cover the
cost of child care services so that an overwhelmed foster parent could get a little break.

! https://www .npr.org/2023/09/12/1197610205/foster-care-social-security -benefits
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There are three critical steps that we urge Congress to take to help ensure that young people in
foster care receive the benefits that they so desperately need:

1. Prohibit States from Using Children’s Social Security Benefits to Pay for Foster Care
In general, Social Security benefits provide an important financial supplement for an eligible
child’s caretaker. For children who are eligible for survivor’s benefits, the supplement is
intended to assist the caretaker by providing resources to compensate for the loss of income upon
the death of one or both of the child’s parents. For children who are eligible for SSI, the
supplement is intended to assist the child’s caretaker by providing additional resources to help
meet the child’s special needs. When states take the funds in order to reimburse themselves for
the cost of the children’s basic care, they completely subvert the intended purpose of those
payments. Just this week, in vetoing a bill that would have required California to set aside
children’s benefits, Governor Newsom declared that the funds were necessary to meet a budget
shortfall. He noted that if Social Security funds could not be used to cover the cost of foster care,
payment for the children’s care would have to come from the state’s “General Fund.”? It will
take an act of Congress to ensure that a child’s eligibility for benefits is not treated as a windfall
for the State.

2. Exempt IV-E Foster Care Payment from Income in Determining SSI Eligibility
Because Title IV-E foster care maintenance payments are counted as income in determining SSI
eligibility,® payment of Title IV-E foster care maintenance payments on behalf of an eligible
child may reduce the amount of the child’s SSI payment or make the youth ineligible for SSI
altogether.* As a result, children in foster care lose the important benefits that they so desperately
need in order to help meet their special needs, but without getting any compensatory benefit from
the state in return. Instead of getting the additional services and supports that Social Security
benefits were intended to provide for them, they receive the same services as all other children in
foster care.

3. Eliminate the SST Asset Cap for Children/Youth in Foster Care
Attempts to set aside and preserve SSI benefits for children in foster care have been thwarted by

the $2,000 asset cap for SSI eligibility. While certain savings vehicles (such as special needs
trusts and ABLE accounts) are available for maintaining savings in excess of that amount, they
are difficult to set up for children in foster care. The challenges the City of New York has had in
setting up these accounts has prevented children from keeping these savings.. As a result,
children and youth are deprived of the ability to save money that can provide them with essential
assistance both while they are in foster care and after they leave. While we understand that SSI
benefits are intended to assist only individuals who are truly needy, there can be no denying that
even with a bank account funded by SSI payments, children in foster care are among the neediest
in the country, and may need to draw down from it at any given time to pay for costs beyond
their basic care.

2 https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/AB-1512-VETO.pdf
®5100830.410 Foster Care Payments
451 00830.170 Income Based on Need
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Congress Must Provide Title IV-E Funding to Improve Outcomes for Youth Transitioning
Out of Foster Care

Youth aging out of foster care face tremendous obstacles in the quest to achieve independence.
Only 65% of youth in foster care complete high school by age 21 (compared to 86% of all youth)
and only 3-10% of foster care alumni attain a bachelor’s degree (compared to 32% of all other
youth.> The unemployment rate for youth aging out of care is between 47% and 69%.° And,
researchers have found that between 31% and 46% of youth exiting foster care experience
homelessness by age 26.7 These youth often rely on costly public systems for shelter and
support.

We urge Congress to take the following steps to fund the programs and services that help young
people transition to safe, stable lives on their own:

1. Commit Title IV-E Funding to Ensure that No Youth is Discharged from Foster Care to
Homelessness
As a result of a successful class action lawsuit filed by Lawyers For Children and the Legal Aid
Society, no young person in New York City is discharged from foster care into homelessness.
Instead, the City’s child welfare agency extends foster care beyond age 21 for any young person
who does not have stable housing that is expected to last for at least one year. By investing in
young people before they age out of care, and committing to ensuring that no young person is
discharged without a safe and stable place to live — regardless of their age — New York City has
dramatically reduced the number of young people who become homeless after leaving foster
care. We urge you to make Title IV-E funding available across the country to ensure that every
young person is able to remain in foster care until they have a safe and permanent place to live.

2. Invest in Guaranteed Income for Youth Aging Out of Foster Care
We urge you, as well, to help ensure that all young people leaving foster care have a reliable
source of income. During the COVID-19 pandemic, Congress authorized Chaffee Funds to be
used to provide one-time cash payments to young people aging out of foster care. Those funds
provided critical assistance to our clients, who were (and continue to be) under-employed and
without the family supports that other youth may rely upon for assistance. Programs in New
York and California, have demonstrated the success of providing cash grants to youth who
recently aged out of foster care®. Youth who have received the grants have reported higher
overall well-being, with measurable improvements in credit, income stability, employment, and

* National Working Group on Foster Care and Education, Fostering Success in Education National FactSheet on the
Educational Outcomes of Children in Foster Care, April 2018, https://fosteringchamps.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/04/NationalEducationDatasheet2018-2.pdf

6 The Annie Casey Foundation, The Economic Well-Being of Youth Transitioning from Foster Care, 2017,
https://assets.aecf.org/m/resourcedoc/aecf-theeconomicwellbeingofyouth-2017.pdf

7 A. Dworsky, L. Napolitano, M. Courtney, Homelessness During the Transition From Foster Care to Adulthood,
American Journal of Public Health, December 2013.

® hitps:/youthnpower.org/faq/; see also: https:/www.childwelfare. gov/pubPDFs/div-x/product7-direct-financial-
assistance.pdf, and https://abcnews.go.com/US/guaranteed-income-programs-growing-nationwide-
popping/story?id=100243617 ;




240

housing, among other benefits such as having more time to spend with their own children—with
the goal of reducing multigenerational involvement in the child welfare system.®

3. Improve Access to Education and Vocational Training for Youth in Foster Care
It is no secret that education and vocational training provide the greatest pathway to long-term

success for former foster youth. Federally-funded Education Training Vouchers have allowed
countless youth in foster care to purchase books, computers and other items needed for higher
education. Unfortunately, those vouchers do not go far enough to ensure that youth are able to
successfully complete higher education without incurring crushing debt.

New York City has invested in two programs that provide a model to help improve educational
outcomes for youth in foster care. The College Choice Plus program provides youth in foster
care with $15,000 each year for tuition and other costs not covered by financial aid.'” The
program also provides youth with a daily stipend to assist with transportation, course
fees/materials, and food for students living in a dorm. This allows youth to attend public
universities without taking out loans, and provides youth with greater access to private
universities. Through the Fair Futures program, New York City has committed to connecting
young people from age 11 through 26 (even after discharge from foster care) with life coaches
who provide tutoring, academic guidance, career counseling, and life skills. The documented
success (1)f this evidence-based program should provide a model for programs across the
country.!!

Congress should make federal funds available to programs like College Choice Plus and Fair
Futures that have had had proven success in improving outcomes for youth in foster care.
Investment in these programs can help reduce long-term dependence on other publicly funded
programs, and reduce intergenerational child welfare involvement. Funding and flexible use of
Title IV-E funds authorized Congress for programs such as these is a worthy investment in
disadvantaged youth. 2

If we can provide you with any additional information regarding our recommendations, do not
hesitate to contact us

° County of Santa Clara, County of Santa Clara Expands Guaranteed Basic Income Pilot Program to Additional
Vulnerable Populations, Press Release, August 15, 2023, https:/news.santaclaracounty.gov/county-santa-clara-
expands-guaranteed-basic-income-pilot-program-additional-vulnerable-
populations#:~:text=%E2%80%9CInvesting%20%244%20million%20in%20the,0f%20going%20back%20t0%20jai
1.%E2%80%9D

19 hitps://www.nyc.gov/office-of-the-mayor/news/719-22/mayor-adams-administration-children-s-services-college-
choice-program-help-cover#/0

1 The Center for Fair Futures, Overview and Impact Report, September 2023,
https://resources.fairfuturesny.org/2023ImpactReport

12 https://adoptioncouncil .org/publications/the-human-social-and-economic-cost-of-aging-out-of-foster-
care/
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Chairman LaHood and Ranking Member Davis: Thank you for calling this hearing on child
welfare issues, your interest in the Title IV-B program, and your commitment to strengthening
and supporting families to keep children safe and thriving. We are grateful for the opportunity to
submit written testimony.

The National Child Abuse Coalition is composed of 28 national organizations focused on
preventing and addressing child abuse and neglect. The NCAC strongly supports the Title IV-B
Consensus Recommendations that have been endorsed by a wide range of organizations across
the field. The following recommendations offer additional detail related to prevention and
reunification and are intended to complement the Consensus statements. Our recommendations
also reflect the important steps Congress took on a strongly bipartisan basis to promote
prevention services and prevent re-entry into foster care with the passage of the Family First
Prevention Services Act (Family First) — implementation of which is still underway.

Background on Title IV-B: As you know, Title IV-B of the Social Security Act is a small but
important source of federal dollars that supports keeping families together. Although it represents
only about 4% of total federal child welfare funding, it is important due to its flexible structure
and focus on families. This flexibility complements the rigorous standards of the Title IV-E
Prevention Services program created by Family First to support time-limited, evidence-based
programs and services for candidates for foster care and their families, and Title IV-B also allows
states to serve families further upstream than when a candidacy determination under Family First
would be made. Combined, the Title IV-B and Title IV-E Prevention programs support a critical
array of services to meet the needs of families to prevent maltreatment and subsequent child
welfare system involvement. Title IV-B is therefore an important federal tool for supporting
prevention and reunification services for families.

Despite the important goals of Title IV-B, funding has not been increased in decades. While other
federal funding sources for child welfare agencies have remained the same or seen increases over
the past decade, Title IV-B funding for services for children and their families has decreased over
21% in the past 15 years from $739 million in 2008 to $610 million in 2023. This funding level
stands in stark contrast to the $6 billion in federal funding for Title IV-E foster care and $4.5
billion for Title IV-E Adoption and Guardianship Assistance — both of which serve children who
have already been removed from their families and placed into foster care. This funding
imbalance between funding streams that support foster care and those that support prevention has
long been a national concern. While Family First took a historic step towards increasing federal



242

dollars to support prevention, allowable programs and services that are eligible for Family First
reimbursement are limited and only available to children who are at imminent risk of entering
foster care and their families. FY23 funding for Title IV-E Prevention Services is at $183 million.

Recommendations for Title IV-B Reauthorization: The National Child Abuse Coalition
respectfully recommends that Congress build on the opportunities currently in Title IV-B to
further promote prevention and reunification. Child welfare leaders are increasingly exploring
new and innovative ways of braiding federal and state dollars to connect families to services that
prevent foster care by intervening further upstream from what Family first allows to prevent
families from coming into contact with child protective services (CPS) when they can be better
supported in other ways. Supporting families before a candidacy determination provided under
Family First does more to promote child and family well-being, bolster child safety, and save
public dollars that might unnecessarily be spent on CPS investigations and foster care. Family
First also made an important down payment on expanding support for families in the child
welfare system who reunify by eliminating the 15-month time limit on the use of Title IV-B
funds for family reunification services. Although family reunification is a core goal of the child
welfare system, the federal reinvestment and infrastructure to help families reunify and prevent
them from re-entering foster care is insufficient.

Increased funding for the prevention and reunification aspects of Title IV-B would better serve
children and prevent families from becoming involved — and for children who have been
removed and placed into foster care before, re-involved — in the child welfare system. More
funding can also help develop evidence-based prevention and reunification programs that will
eventually qualify for Family First eligibility.

Our specific policy recommendations are as follows:

1. Increase funding for Title IV-B to strengthen its commitment to supporting families
and community-based family supports. We urge Congress to encourage upstream
prevention in more states by enhancing Title IV-B’s current ability to fund community-
based prevention services and support the development of additional evidence-based
programs and services that will qualify for Family First.

e Increase discretionary funding to allow more child welfare agencies to use Title
IV-B for prevention services by requiring that a substantial portion of new Title
IV-B dollars flow through a non-child welfare community partner, such as a state
children’s trust fund or other mechanism that pools funding to support resources
and services for children and families that build protective factors which could
then flow through to other partners at a local community level, such as family
resource centers.

e Require the Administration on Children and Families to provide technical
assistance to help states strengthen and develop the infrastructure and other
strategies to support families before they become involved with the child welfare
system.

e Promote innovative approaches to creating off-ramps for families who come to
the attention of child welfare for reasons better addressed elsewhere — for
example, pre-petition legal services that help families access housing or economic
support or assistance with obtaining a protective order.
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Build the evidence base for child welfare prevention services by leveraging Title
IV-B to support the evaluation of programs that do not yet meet the evidentiary
standards outlined in Family First, but could be approved by the Clearinghouse in
the future.

Emphasize a strong child welfare services approach for infants and toddlers, who
represent one-third of children entering foster care each year, and their families.
Encourage states to use Title IV-B for domestic violence services, including
programs that work with abusive partners to change their behavior, as a means to
prevent and address domestic violence — the most prevalent risk factor for child
abuse.

2. Strengthen Title IV-B’s commitment to reunification services. We recommend that
Congress build on the reunification reforms in Family First in two ways:

Increase the Title IV-B investment in reunification services, particularly for
concrete reunification support that families identify as most critical for success.
Leverage existing models for coordinating and navigating reunification services
and connecting parents to peer mentors.

(98]
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Please accept the testimony of the National Indian Child Welfare Association (NICWA) regarding the
Ways and Means Subcommittee on Work and Welfare hearing on Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect
Vulnerable Children. NICWA is a nonprofit Native-led organization headquartered in Portland, Oregon.
We are dedicated to the well-being of American Indian and Alaska Native (AlI/AN) children and families
and carry out our mission through public policy and advocacy, research, community development, and
training and technical assistance with tribal, state, federal, and private agencies. We have extensive
knowledge and expertise in federal child welfare programming, including Department of Health and
Human Services programs under Title IV-B and Title IV-E of the Social Security Act. Our testimony will
focus on tribal child welfare programming and implications for reauthorization of the Title IV-B, Subparts
One and Two programs.

Overview of Tribal Child Welfare

American Indian and Alaska Native nations have always had systems of government that addressed
internal conflict and provided for the needs of their families. Historically, these systems were informal,
unwritten, and based on a holistic philosophy that sought to create and encourage a balanced way of life.
These governing systems are acknowledged in the U.S. Constitution, hundreds of treaties, and some of
the earliest Supreme Court cases, as well as more recently in Haaland v. Brackeen (see Haaland v.
Brackeen, United States Supreme Court, No. 21-376). Over the course of time, a fundamental contract
between tribal nations and the federal government has been created: tribal nations ceded millions of
acres of land and enabled the U.S. to expand its territory, and in return tribal nations have been given a
guarantee that their continued existence and inherent right to self-govern will be protected.

For much of our history this relationship was not well honored by the federal government who actively
worked to extinguish tribal self-governance and tribal people in some cases. It wasn'’t until the Indian Self-
Determination and Education Assistance Act of 1975, and later the Indian Child Welfare Act of 1978, that
the federal government formally recognized and pledged to support the inherent right of tribes to provide
for, among other things, their children and families through their own child welfare programs and courts.
These laws do not provide privileges or promote special treatment; they simply codify the existing federal-
tribal relationship that respects and empowers tribal sovereignty.

This formal recognition of tribes’ authority to exercise self-determination provided the space and
resources necessary for tribes to exercise their self-determination and revive or establish courts and child
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welfare systems. Tribal child welfare programs range in scope and capacity, from those that have one
tribal child welfare specialist who works primarily with state agencies and courts to ensure compliance
with the Indian Child Welfare Act for tribal children under state jurisdiction and provide placement
resources or other supports, to others that have complex systems that include a court and provide a full
range of services from prevention to child protection, in-home services, foster care, and permanent care
for children that can’t return home. The more complex tribal child welfare systems exercise jurisdiction for
children and families on their lands while also working with states for children under state jurisdiction like
smaller tribal programs do. Current tribal courts that exercise jurisdiction over their tribal lands and
citizens have a variety of forms including traditional systems, sometimes known as peacemaking courts,
hybrid traditional/WWestern systems, problem solving courts, such as drug and alcohol rehabilitation court,
and courts designed in accordance with the Code of Federal Regulations in a Western model.

Historically, AI/AN children and families have not fared well in state child welfare and family court
systems. Prior to 1978, nearly 25% of all AI/AN children were being removed from their homes, 80% of
whom were being placed outside their families and tribal communities (Subcommittee on Indian Affairs,
1974). Today Al/AN children continue to be removed from their homes at rates 2-3 times greater than their
population and even higher in some states (NICWA, 2021). While more states and tribes are finding ways
to improve collaboration, these trends have intensified efforts to improve implementation of the Indian
Child Welfare Act for AI/AN children in state care and improving tribal child welfare capacity.

Because tribal child welfare systems have a deep understanding of the issues specific to AI/AN children
and families, they are able to provide the most effective and appropriate care to their children and families
(Bigfoot et al., 2005). The result of this is that tribal nations provide more effective and efficient child
welfare services, ultimately reducing cost and increasing positive outcomes for AI/AN children and
families. Furthermore, many states need assistance from tribes to effectively serve tribal children in state
foster care. States see tribal governments as important resources in their efforts to find appropriate
services and placements from tribal children (GAO, 2005).

Title IV-B and Tribal Child Welfare Programs

Tribal funding for child welfare services comes from a variety of sources with almost all of these being
discretionary and most providing allocations that are very small. When you look at the total amount of
federal funding that is allocated for child welfare services to states and tribes each year, tribes receive
less than one-half of 1% even though their child population is closer to 2% of the United States child
population. Unless tribes have direct access to operate the Title IV-E program, which currently includes
only 16 tribes, all of the funding sources available are discretionary, compared to states which have
access to entitlement funding sources such as Medicaid and the Social Services Block Grant that tribal
nations are not eligible to operate directly. The amounts of funding available from these discretionary
sources are typically very small and not all tribes are eligible to receive the funds. For example, Title IV-B,
Subpart One is available to all tribes, but almost half of the tribes receive less than $10,000 per year. Title
IV-B, Subpart Two has a larger amount of funding available for tribes, but the statutory funding formula
only allows tribes that qualify for at least $10,000 to be eligible to receive an allocation, leaving over half
of the tribes in the United States unable to receive these funds. Title IV-E is the only federal child welfare
funding that is entitlement based that tribes are eligible to receive directly, but the program administrative
and match requirements are overly burdensome and outsized for many tribes resulting in few tribes being
approved to operate the program directly from the federal government. Many more tribes have opted to
operate the Title IV-E program through an agreement with a state, but this is discretionary for states so
not all states offer this opportunity or require additional state requirements that go beyond the minimum
federal requirements making the program more difficult to administer in tribal communities.

Tribal general revenue is a source of funding for tribes that have reliable and significant sources of
capital, but this is the exception and not the rule. Most tribal communities are located in very remote
geographic areas where economic opportunities are extremely limited, combined with significant
challenges related to community infrastructure like housing, employment, educational opportunity,
technology, energy, public safety, transportation, and workforce. Raising capital in Indian Country is often
daunting given the infrastructure challenges, so many tribes do not have the ability to raise significant
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amounts of revenue through economic development or taxation and fees. In tribal child welfare, a public
safety concern, many tribes have few options beyond the federal funding they receive to operate basic
child welfare services.

While the Title IV-B programs provide a small amount of funding to tribes overall (Title IV-B, Subpart One
$6 million each year and Title IV-B, Subpart Two $13 million each year), the funding is nevertheless
critical to supporting basic services for tribal children and families that need assistance, whether in tribal
or state child welfare systems. Title IV-B can be one of the larger sources of support for services in small
tribes where they don’t have other tribal general revenue or Title IV-E funding available. These tribes use
the funding to support prevention or reunification services in the community, to help states provide
culturally appropriate services, or to locate out of home placements when tribal children and families are
in state systems. The funds may also serve as a primary source of funding to help tribal child welfare
professionals secure culturally appropriate training. These professional development opportunities are
critical to onboarding new staff, maintaining existing staff, and supporting professional growth. Title IV-B
funds are also helpful for tribes that are working on finding permanent homes for children that cannot
return home to their parents. Tribal extended families are an important resource for these children and
Title IV-B funds can help support guardianship or adoptive home recruitment and licensing, especially for
the majority of tribal nations that do not operate the Title IV-E program.

Title IV-B, Subpart Two funding also provides $1 million each year in grants to approximately seven to
eight tribal court systems to support capacity building for tribal family court systems. This funding supports
improved data collection, training to judicial staff, innovation in court procedures and design, and
collaboration with state court systems. Tribal court systems, like child welfare programs, have need of
additional funding from Title IV-B to expand access to this program and receive needed assistance.

Overall, Title IV-B funding is a crucial component of the tribal child welfare finance system that supports
tribal child welfare services and allows tribes to partner effectively with state child welfare systems that
are working with AI/AN children and families. When tribes are given the resources to fund their child
welfare systems adequately, they produce amazing outcomes. In the state of Oregon, the Confederated
Tribes of Umatilla Indian Reservation used a portion of their Title I\V-B funds to reinvent their program after
several community-wide meetings that examined how they could improve support to families and reduce
foster care rates in their community. The changes they made refocused their program on prevention and
ensuring no family was ever turned away that needed help. They also improved their collaboration with
education, health, law enforcement, and recreation programs in their community to ensure community
partners were informed of the efforts of the child welfare program and were aware of how they could
support families more effectively. Child welfare staff were also retrained on how to engage families more
successfully and the program underwent a redesign that grounded the program in tribal cultural values
more solidly. The result was a reduction in foster care rates of nearly 70% and fewer families coming back
into care after leaving the child welfare system among other notable achievements. Today, over eight
years later, the tribal child welfare program is still removing far fewer children from their homes than they
were previously and have created a valued program in the community that keeps children safe and
strengthens families while keeping them connected to their tribal culture and extended family
relationships. Other tribal nations are also redesigning their programs and achieving these types of
results and more could with additional funding support. The Title IV-B program allows states and tribes to
support system innovation within a broad array of services and flexibility to address the unique needs of
Native children and families.

Title IV-B Legislation in the 118" Congress That Addresses Tribal Child Welfare
Effectiveness

Legislation in the 118th Congress that addresses Title IV-B issues for tribes is contained in the two bills
described below. These are bipartisan bills that have been developed to address concerns related to the
current operation and requirements of Title IV-B funds by tribal nations. The proposed legislative solutions
are designed to improve the administration of Title IV-B programs for tribal nations overall by streamlining
administrative processes where it makes sense, clarifying the Department of Health and Human Services
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role in working with tribes and states on implementation of the Indian Child Welfare Act, and emphasize
what is working in Indian Country to help AlI/AN children find permanency more efficiently and effectively.
The National Indian Child Welfare Association supports these bills and encourages Congress to consider
these provisions as they develop their Title IV-B reauthorization approach.

Tribal Family Fairness Act (H.R. 2762, Rep. Sydney Kamiager-Dove (D-CA-37), 7 co-sponsors)

e Increases tribal set-aside from 3% to 4.5% from the mandatory spending under Title IV-B,
Subpart 2 and increases overall mandatory funding for states and tribes from $345 million to $356
million to ensure state allocations aren’t reduced after tribal increase.

e Increases tribal court improvement funding (tribal child welfare family courts) from $1 million to $5
million per year.

e Recognizes tribal customary adoptions and use of Title IV-B funds for those placements.

e Streamline reporting requirements for tribes that receive grants under $50,000.

e Allows use of in-kind payments to meet non-federal match requirements (Title IV-B, Subparts 1
and 2).

e Allows tribes to use their federally negotiated indirect rates as opposed to administrative caps in
Title IV-B.

Strengthening Tribal Families Act (H.R. 3461, Rep. Don Bacon (R-NE-2), 12 co-sponsors) *

e Requires state Title IV-B agencies to work with their tribal partners in efforts to comply with the
Indian Child Welfare Act (amends Title IV-B Subparts One and Two).

o Describes key data elements for the Department of Health and Human Services to collect data on
to inform efforts by states.

e Encourages collaboration between Department of Health and Human Services and Department
of Interior on how to improve implementation of the Indian Child Welfare Act.

e Requires biennial reports to Congress.
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Prevent Child Abuse America (PCA America) is the nation’s oldest and largest national nonprofit
organization working to prevent child abuse and neglect before it happens. Healthy Families
America (HFA), PCA America’s signature program, is one of the most widely implemented
evidence-based home visiting programs. PCA America is a network, representing forty-seven
chapters across as many states, and over six hundred Healthy Families America sites.

For more than fifty years, PCA America has been leading efforts to support the primary, or

upstream, prevention of child abuse and neglect.

Exposure to trauma as a child has immediate physical effects, but also has longer term negative
health outcomes, including effects on mental health, chronic pain, and higher risk-taking
behaviors (Leeb, 2011). In addition, a 2018 report estimated the lifetime economic burden of
substantiated child abuse and neglect cases and child fatalities is approximately $592 billion
nationwide. While these data are stark, the U.S. continues to spend significant funding on the
child welfare system and very few resources on the primary prevention of child abuse and
neglect. In fact, the U.S. spends billions on child welfare services, while funding for prevention

is a fraction of that.

States are completely overwhelmed with increasing demands on the child welfare system and
supporting children once they enter child welfare. Yet child abuse and neglect are preventable.
PCA America supports the decreased focus on child welfare and an increased focus on
prevention. In turn, this approach will save the country billions of dollars. It will also ensure
our children are protected, supported, and thriving. While prevention efforts reduce negative
outcomes, including child abuse and neglect, prevention efforts also focus on increasing
positive childhood experiences, or PCEs. PCEs can build resilience in children and help mitigate
the effects of adverse childhood experiences, or ACEs, for those who have experienced trauma

and those who may in the future (Bethell C, 2019 173(11)). PCA America supports the
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implementation of programs and activities that reduce the risk for child abuse and neglect and

promote the presence of safe, stable, nurturing relationships and environments.

There are evidence-based prevention efforts for both prevention and risk reduction that are
available to all states and communities. When states and communities have the flexibility to
use funding on prevention, it allows efforts to be focused on supporting parents and children

before they are in crisis, giving them the best opportunity for success.

Title IV-B represents an important focus on strengthening families and preventing entry into the
child welfare system. The ability to have access to this funding and the flexibility it affords is
critical to the families PCA America’s network and our partners serve. It is imperative that
states and communities reduce the need for child welfare dollars. There is evidence to back
this up — investing in efforts that focus on prevention reduces child maltreatment episodes,
referrals to the child welfare system, and substantiated cases served by the child welfare

system (Ringel JS, 2018 Mar 30).

The prevention efforts supported by Title IV-B include important resources for families,
including (1) family resource centers, which are community or school based centers providing
programs and services supporting families, parents, and children; (2) parent education
programs, which can increase parent-child bond and protect children from violence and
maltreatment; and, (3) and early childhood home visiting programs, such as Healthy Families
America, which research shows improves child safety, prevents maltreatment, and achieves
many other outcomes for caregivers and children. These are a few examples of the
programmatic efforts that can be implemented with Title IV-B funding. It is critical that the
funding remain flexible so states and communities can determine the best use based on their

needs.
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Title IV-B funding also compliments the Family First Prevention Services Act (FFPSA). For the
first time, FFPSA allowed federal Title IV-E funding to be used to help prevent entries into foster
care. While groundbreaking, FFPSA largely restricts support to families who are already in crisis
and have come to the attention of child welfare. Title IV-B helps states and communities
implement strategies that are further upstream and support families before they are everin

crisis.

Prevent Child Abuse America thanks Chairman LaHood and Ranking Member Davis and the
entire Work & Welfare Subcommittee for holding this hearing on such a critical topic.
Prevention is possible. We must increase our investments in proven strategies that support
families, prevent their involvement in costly systems, and ensure children have the best

opportunity to thrive.
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Triple P America testimony submitted to the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Ways and
Means Subcommittee on Work and Welfare for the hearing “Modernizing Child Welfare to Protect
Vulnerable Children” held on September 28, 2023.

Thank you, Chair Smith, Ranking Member Neal, Subcommittee Chair LaHood, Ranking Member Davis
and members of the Work and Welfare subcommittee for holding this important hearing.

Stable families are the bedrock of society, and prevention services like those funded through Title IV-B
are a critical link of support for families who are facing a variety of challenges. A greater focus on
preventing child maltreatment now, yields significant cost reductions later, saving taxpayers from costly
long-term interventions, while simultaneously improving outcomes for children and families.

The Triple P — Positive Parenting Program® (Triple P) is one of the most effective parenting programs in
the world, backed by 40 years of proven results, particularly in large-scale child maltreatment reduction.
Triple P is a system of evidence-based parenting interventions designed to provide early, comprehensive
support to parents, reduce childhood behavioral issues, and increase family stability.

It is delivered in a variety of formats including group-based services, individual in-person (or virtual),
one-on-one coaching and support, and via a self-directed online program. Triple P has over 25,000
trained practitioners in over 45 states and can be delivered from multiple strategic and welcoming
access points within communities, including community health services, schools, early-childhood
settings, by faith-based providers, or local government service providers.

North Carolina, Georgia, Washington State, and Connecticut are some of the states that use their Title
IV-B funding on Triple P to help build a family-centered approach to improve parenting practices and
child outcomes.

The Triple P program has a significant return on investment. The Washington State Institute of Public
Policy (WSIPP) recently calculated that Standard Triple P provides benefits to state taxpayers,
participants, and others of up to $5,669 per participant, in areas such as criminal justice, labor markets
earnings, education and health care. It found that for every $1 spent on Standard Triple P upstream, it
provides $7.12 in benefits downstream across several human service sectors, with up to $7.78 of
benefits for every $1 spent on the entire Triple P System.’

A landmark study on Triple P conducted by the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
illustrated similar cost savings, demonstrating community-wide reductions of child maltreatment by
23.5%, foster care placements by 9.1%, and hospital-treated child maltreatment injuries by 10.5%.%
Additionally, a cost analysis estimated the costs for establishing the infrastructure for all five levels of
the Triple P system could be recouped in one year if a 10% reduction in child abuse and neglect was
achieved. This has the potential to create a self-sustaining pool of savings to provide funding for these

programs in the future."

Triple P programming looks different in every community, meeting families where they are, and finding
people best suited to do this work from the existing community. Trained providers help families identify
their needs, build on their strengths, and provide the supports that are relevant to their diverse desires
and interests.
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Historically, the vast majority of federal child welfare investment is limited to child protective services
and foster care. Laws like Title IV-B and the Family First Prevention Services Act (FFPSA) support earlier
intervention and evidence-based programs that help keep families together, aligning with broad public
support for investing in children and youth, preventing child abuse and neglect, and engaging local
communities in services. We urge Congress to maintain and increase the important thresholds provided
in Title IV-B; these investments are working, prevent human tragedy, and avoid unnecessary taxpayer
funded interventions.

Title IV-B Programs and Their History

Congress created Title IV-B Subpart 1: The Stephanie Tubbs Jones Child Welfare Services (CWS) program
in 1935 to provide federal funding with flexibility to meet the unique needs of states. Congress then
created Title IV-B Subpart 2: Promoting Safe and Stable Families (later renamed the MaryLee Allen
Promoting Safe and Stable Families, or PSSF) program in 1993 to ensure states fund certain critical
services outside the scope of larger funding streams like Title IV-E.

Title IV-B is an important funding source given its flexible structure and focus on prevention. There are
no federal eligibility rules for recipients of Title IV-B, so states and tribes have greater flexibility in
reaching more children and families and with a wider array of services that is unique and responsive to
their state needs.

As outlined in the Capacity Building Center for States brief here, the purpose of Title IV-B Subpart 2 is to
enable states and Tribes to operate a coordinated program of community-based services as follows:
e To ensure children’s safety within the home and preserve intact families in which children have

been maltreated when the family’s
problems can be addressed effectively Figure 2: Promoting Safe and Stable Families:
(family preservation services) FY 2022 Planned Expenditures

e To prevent child maltreatment among
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necessary so they can make a lifetime commitment to their children (adoption promotion).

The guardrails in Title IV-B are significant policy levers to stem the tide of children being removed
from their homes and placed into foster care. This strategic investment is proven to prevent child
maltreatment and unnecessary removal and keep children out of the child welfare system. Without
these practices in place, states feel the significant financial and time-sensitive pressures to address
removal, investigation, and foster care, and often shift their priorities to address immediate concerns.
The guardrails in IV-B enable states to concurrently invest in upstream support to keep families out of
the system.

Page
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Without these concurrent investments, the resulting financial and disease burden to society is high.
Studies show that the estimated average lifetime cost per child for non-fatal child maltreatment is
$210,012 USD (in 2010 dollars).' This figure includes the costs incurred to child health care, adult health
care, productivity losses, child welfare, criminal justice, and special education."

Exposure to violence or other adverse childhood experiences (ACEs), like child maltreatment, are linked
to chronic health problems, mental illness, and substance misuse in adulthood, among other negative
outcomes. People who have experienced toxic stress as a result of ACEs are at increased risk to have
behavior problems in school, become depressed, attempt suicide, and are more likely as adults to
struggle with forming healthy, stable relationships, criminality, finances, and unemployment."" The good
news is, ACEs are preventable.

Currently, Title IV-B invests in and emphasizes community-based family support services to keep families
from coming in to the child welfare system and addresses the complex needs of families. Title IV-B can
further serve as a launchpad to connect services and providers and integrate work across systems. By
intentionally building the structures to keep families together we are breaking down barriers,
allowing access to support, and saving millions of dollars in costs to systems, especially child welfare.

As you look at reauthorization, we encourage congressional leaders to think about incentives to ensure
child welfare continues to partner, co-create, and collaborate with successful community-based
organizations and those where families voluntarily access services. This helps with caregiver
engagement and how systems are perceived by parents and caregivers. This type of collaboration
provides child welfare agencies with more bandwidth and capacity to work on the calls that are most
severe, pulling away the estimated 70% of calls to CPS that are based on basic need or poverty related
issues." Until we further support and strengthen the successful community partnerships currently
happening through IV-B, we can’t stem the flow of children and families into the child welfare system.

Reimaging Child Welfare

Research has shown that the trauma that accompanies family separation often results in a lifetime of
emotional and psychological problems. Caregivers play an important role in a child’s life, and it is one of
the hardest things caregivers will ever do. Triple P at its core empowers parents and caregivers to build
strong relationships with their children and improve their confidence in parenting, leading to significant
reductions in rates of child maltreatment, better outcomes in school, less involvement in the justice
system and reduced foster care placements.

Over the last thirty years, as a country and a field, we’ve learned a lot about what works for families.
Recent policy reforms have centered around community-based support and working with families in
non-punitive ways whenever possible to provide front end supports before crisis. However, there are
still only a few small-scale federal programs that dedicate funding to the prevention of child
maltreatment and its consequences.

We applaud Congress for passage of the Family First Prevention Services Act (FFPSA) which changed the
way states think about and try to support children close to entering foster care. The FFPSA represents a
historic step toward better aligning federal child welfare policy with this critical vision for our nation’s
children and families. However, as constructed, FFPSA is narrow and only 23 programs across the entire
country are being utilized by states. This presents challenges in rural areas, small communities, and
those that need more culturally responsive programming.
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Title IV-B Subpart 2 enables families with enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s needs;
however, funding is small compared to the open-ended entitlement for foster care under Title IV-E. In
contrast to the $338 million distributed to states and tribes in FY 2022 for Title IV-B Subpart 2 services,
the federal government spent an estimated $4.6 billion on foster care and related administration and
training costs in that year. Triple P America and the National Child Abuse Coalition, which is composed
of 28 national organizations focused on preventing and addressing child abuse and neglect, ask Congress
to build on the opportunities currently in Title IV-B to further promote prevention, not remove these
important guardrails from statute.

1V-B Reforms Can Enhance IV-E Capacity

The flexibility of Title IV-B complements the rigorous standards of the Title IV-E Family First Prevention
Services Act which was created to support time-limited, evidence-based programs and services for
candidates of foster care and their families. Title IV-B allows states to serve families further upstream
than when a candidacy determination under FFPSA would be made. As of July 3, 2023, forty-two
approved state, jurisdiction, and Tribal Title IV-E prevention program plans identified 13 well-supported,
5 supported, and 5 promising evidence-based programs and services for reimbursement in the delivery
of Prevention services. That is 23 utilized programs for the entire country. IV-B can be used to be more
responsive to local flexibility and service needs, recognizing that local agencies are best suited to
address the needs of their diverse and unique service populations. Not all locations have access to the
23 programs currently utilized for FFPSA.

How Title IV-B Subpart 2 ‘Family Support Services’ is Used for Prevention

Title IV-B Subpart 2 can be used on child maltreatment prevention programming to reach out to families
who have been reported to child welfare agencies or county social services agencies, but whose cases
have been screened out at intake or closed with a decision of services recommended after an initial
assessment.

Through family support services, states contract with local providers, non-profit organizations, and
public entities to provide coordinated community-based programs and services. IV-B can be used with
robust flexibility and can include things like piloting services for evidence building and providing
culturally responsive services.

North Carolina’s Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PSSF) services are provided by community-based
agencies, which includes non-profit organizations as well as public agencies — county child welfare,
schools, public health departments, and cooperative extensions. All services are voluntary and free of
charge. North Carolina uses PSSF funds for primary and secondary children maltreatment prevention
programs, including Triple P.

In Washington state, IV-B is utilized in part for their Family Assessment Response (FAR) program, which
is a child protective service (CPS) alternative response to a screened-in allegation of abuse or neglect.
FAR focuses on children and youth safety along with the integrity and preservation of families when
lower risk allegations of maltreatment have been screened-in for intervention. Their service array
includes Triple P.

The Triple P program builds on existing parenting skills and builds confidence of caregivers through a
strength-based approach, helping to develop self-regulation in caregivers and children. Building a
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parent’s ability to self-regulate decreases parental stress and depression as well as children’s
vulnerability to emotional and behavioral problems.* These are just a few examples of current
investments through Title IV-B.

IV-B Recommendations

We urge Congress to encourage upstream prevention in more states by enhancing Title IV-B’s current
ability to fund community-based prevention services and support the development of additional
evidence-based programs and services that will qualify for FFPSA. This includes increasing discretionary
funding to allow more child welfare agencies to use Title IV-B for upstream prevention services by
requiring that a substantial portion of new Title IV-B dollars flow through a non-child welfare community
partner, such as a state children’s trust fund or other mechanism that pools funding to support
resources and services for children and families that build protective factors which could then flow
through to other partners at a local community level. Also, require the Administration on Children and
Families (ACF) to provide technical assistance to help states strengthen and develop the infrastructure
and other strategies to support families before they become involved with the child welfare system. This
action will increase access to services, minimize stigma, and build capacity.

Conclusion

Such large-scale issues need cost-effective, innovative solutions that work. A community-wide approach
that helps to stem the tide of children being removed from their homes and placed into foster care and
equips children and families with the skills they need to withstand this public health crisis is required.
Decades of research shows that parenting is a critically important protective factor.

With increased investments, we can expand and sustain existing parent education programming,
support community-based agencies’ implementation, and support capacity building to embed
programing into existing early childhood and school systems, public health, and other family support
services across the nation.

Congressional leadership and support of this approach reflects a commitment to prioritize upstream
prevention supports that limit families’ interaction with the child protective services system. Investing in
families before they come to the attention of child welfare not only preserves family well-being, but also
bolsters safety to prevent neglect, abuse, and child deaths from maltreatment.
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Early connections last a lifetime

Statement for the Record of Patrica Cole, Senior Director of Federal Policy, ZERO TO THREE

Mr. Chairman LaHood, Ranking Member Davis, and Members of the Subcommittee,

On behalf of ZERO TO THREE, | want to express our appreciation to the Subcommittee for holding this
hearing and drawing attention to the need to modernize the child welfare system, something that is
acutely important for infants, toddlers, and their families. Through its flexibility, Title IV-B of the Social
Security Act plays a role in preventing child welfare system involvement that offers great promise for
modernization, as well as funding child welfare services and supporting families. As a small but
important source of federal dollars that can be used to support keeping families together, we are
heartened to see bipartisan support and interest in modernizing Title IV-B to best meet the needs of
families.

ZERO TO THREE, the leading national nonprofit focused on the health and well-being of infants, toddlers,
and their families, has a deep-rooted focus on and expertise in the science of early development, child
welfare, and infant and early childhood mental health. During the first three years of a child’s life, their
brains develop faster than at any other point, supporting their cognitive, emotional, and physical
development.'It is during the first 36 months that the foundation is being laid for how a child perceives
the world around them. Yet, the State of Babies Yearbook shows that too many babies experience
conditions such as adverse childhood experiences (18.6 percent experience one adverse childhood
experience)' that can create chronic, unrelenting stress and undermine a critical ingredient of early
development: their social emotional development which is foundational to all later learning and
development. The stakes are high, but developmental neuroscience demonstrates that this is the best
time to intervene on behalf of very young children and their families, when they are also most resilient.™

We bring the perspective of what is most important for babies, toddlers, and their families as it pertains
to Title IV-B modernization and our testimony will be focused on the following five key points:

1. Title IV-B is distinctly different, and complementary to Title IV-E of the Social Security Act.

2. Modernization of Title IV-B must include a strong emphasis on infants and toddlers.

3. Prevention and promotion should be front and center when discussing how to best modernize
Title IV-B.

4. Modernization of Title IV-B must include additional funding to truly fulfill its promise.

5. States are thoughtfully using Title IV-B funds as the glue to fund programs and supports
critical to families with very young children.

1. Title IV-B is distinctly different, and complementary to Title IV-E of
the Social Security Act.

Title IV-B modernization offers the opportunity to continue aligning federal child welfare resources to
improve outcomes for families based on research and the insights of individuals who have experienced

the child welfare system. The flexibility of Title IV-B complements the more restrictive requirements of
the Title IV-E Prevention Services program, allowing states to serve families further upstream than when

Copyright © 2023 ZERO TO THREE. All rights reserved. 1



259

of ZER

tatement for the Rec THREE

a candidacy determination would be made and to take a more systemic approach to holistically working
with families. Such flexible uses complement and can render more effective the Family First orientation
to specific buckets of services." Title IV-B continues to fill gaps in the services of Family First and for
families prior to a candidacy determination being made as well as improving the child welfare system
itself for families involved with it. As such, its funds can support the application of science-based
principles around supporting families throughout the continuum of prevention and child welfare
services, including after reunification, to ensure families are able to address their own issues and
support the developmental and mental health needs of their children.

A key aspect of Title IV-B is that it provides funding to states to target root causes of maltreatment and
to provide families with connections to other systems for support. The very limited funding for
prevention services stands in contrast to the far greater federal investment in paying for the costs of
foster care, covered by Title IV-E, despite the widespread and agreed upon need to invest in upstream
prevention as discussed in the Subcommittee’s hearing. While the Family First Prevention Services Act
allows IV-E funds to be used for services that can prevent removal of a child from home, the flexibility of
IV-B allows states to devise the systems, both upstream and within child welfare itself, that approach
the needs of families in a more comprehensive way.

2. Modernization of Title IV-B must include a strong emphasis on
infants and toddlers.

The greatest opportunity to influence a child’s success is from the very start — their earliest years. Yet,
infants and toddlers are an outsized proportion of children in child welfare programs. Babies experience
abuse or neglect at higher rates than any other age group and comprise more than a third of children
entering foster care." The State of Babies Yearbook reports that the maltreatment rate for infants and
toddlers is 15.5 per 1,000, with the rate for infants alone being 25.3 per 1,000 — the highest rate by far
of any other age group, including toddlers." Babies in the child welfare system, who cannot process
what is happening to them, are found to have high levels of social and emotional disturbance,
particularly attachment disruption.*"," They are at great risk for cognitive delays as well, as the National
Survey of Child and Adolescent Wellbeing found more than half of children under age two at high risk
for developmental delays or neurological impairment. In addition,* ZERO TO THREE’s work in our Safe
Babies program has found parents of babies in the child welfare system often have significant past
trauma that frequently underlies substance use that may factor in removal. Addressing this past trauma,
along with its effects on their own parenting, must be a central focus in ensuring long-term family
stability.

This high level of developmental risk to infants and toddlers in and of itself argues for a strong focus on
supporting and strengthening families from the prenatal period and beyond. At a minimum, it calls for a
developmental focus when they come into the child welfare system. Yet, despite infants and toddlers
being the most vulnerable to child maltreatment and the earliest years being incredibly formative, the
child welfare system is neither oriented around the foundational developmental needs of infants,
toddlers, and their families, nor adequately funded to get beyond crisis intervention to truly supporting
families.

Federal funding plays an important role in supporting communities and families in creating the safe,
stable, nurturing environment that children need. Yet, families with young children often face challenges

Copyright © 2023 ZERO TO THREE. All rights reserved. 2
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stemming from economic insecurity, material hardship, and other stressful experiences that can
undermine healthy development. Building an integrated child and family well-being system includes
strength-based approaches to providing health and family well-being promotion and prevention
services, which were embedded in the original design of Title IV-B and for which many states and
communities continue to use Title IV-B funds. These sorts of systems promote early development health
and family well-being with a prevention lens to mediate risks and negative outcomes, including
preventing entry into the child welfare system. As discussed below, we strongly urge the Subcommittee
to consider how to bolster this aspect of 1V-B, because strengthening families in their ability to support
and nurture their young children’s development is the best possible course for babies.

Yet, prevention systems take time to take root and must be adequately resourced. Where young
children and families do become involved in the child welfare system, using a developmental lens in
devising that system and services is critical. Therefore, we urge the Subcommittee to promote a child
development and trauma-responsive lens for child welfare services for infants, toddlers, and their
families during in-home supervision, foster care placements, and post reunification while also
strengthening Title IV-B’s existing provisions to support families and prevent problems that can lead to
child welfare involvement. This would include:

e Use of community-based multidisciplinary approaches to address the needs of infants, toddlers,
and families in the child welfare system, including coordinating services and identifying service
gaps in the community.

e Assessments of parents’ health, mental health, and service needs, and assessments of the
parent-child relationship, including support for frequent family time for young children in foster
care;

e Developmental, health, and mental health assessments to be conducted by developmentally
appropriate professionals including infant and early mental health clinicians and pediatricians
and establishment of a medical home;

e Screening and referral for developmental delays and early childhood mental health needs,
continued developmental monitoring, and access to high quality early childhood services such as
Early Head Start; and,

e Family-centered services including decision-making approaches involving families, such as family
teaming or family/group decision-making.

3. Prevention and promotion should be front and center when
discussing how to best modernize Title IV-B.

Title IV-B has a strong focus on prevention that must not only be preserved but built on. The purpose of
Title IV-B subpart 2 of the Social Security Act, 11 42 U.S.C. § 629, is to enable states and Tribes to
operate a coordinated program of community-based services. To best serve families, services should be
oriented around families and the science of child development. This approach should be woven
throughout families’ experiences: from long before family involvement with child welfare becomes a
possibility, one that we should strive to prevent, to during child welfare involvement, all the way to
post-reunification, all of which can be and is done through Title IV-B.

Copyright © 2023 ZERO TO THREE. All rights reserved. 3
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Of the 7.2 million children in the U.S. referred to child protective services, children under the age of 3
enter the child welfare system more than any other age group (see figure 1).* Title IV-B can be leveraged
to meet families where they are in states and local communities to meet the urgent needs of babies and
toddlers even before they could come into contact with the child welfare system.

We encourage the Subcommittee to build on the opportunities currently in Title IV-B to further promote
prevention and reunification. Child welfare leaders across the United States are increasingly exploring
new and innovative ways to connect families to services that prevent foster care by intervening further
upstream to prevent families from coming into contact with child protective services when they can be
better supported in other ways. Supporting families before a candidacy determination does more to
promote child and family well-being, bolster child safety and positive development, and save public
dollars that might unnecessarily be spent on child protective services investigations and foster care.
Increased attention to the prevention and reunification aspects of Title IV-B would better serve children
while preventing families from becoming involved — and for children who have been removed and
placed into foster care before, re-involved — in the child welfare system. Much child welfare involvement
results from a finding of neglect, signaling that families’ lack of resources is a major driver of the system.
And families with babies are most likely to lack economic resources that undergird stability. This
Subcommittee could examine families’ access to resources such as cash assistance and housing at
critical times, while expanding the IV-B provisions that include community-based support to families in
tapping into such resources.

4. Modernization of Title IV-B must include additional funding to truly
fulfil its promise.

Despite the important goals of Title IV-B, funding has not been increased in decades. While other federal
funding sources for child welfare agencies have remained the same or seen increases over the past
decade, Title IV-B funding for services for children and their families has decreased over 21% in the past
15 years from $739 million in 2008 to $610 million in 2023. This funding level stands in stark contrast to
the $6 billion in federal funding for Title IV-E foster care and $4.5 billion for IV-E Adoption and
Guardianship Assistance — both of which serve children who have already been removed from their
families, placed into foster care, and in some cases had parental rights terminated.

ZERO TO THREE strongly supports the Consensus Recommendations around fully funding Title IV-B
submitted to the record during the hearing and would like to underscore the importance of some of
those recommendations in greater detail:

e Title IV-B needs increased funding for families with more resources to expand existing Title IV-B
community-based prevention supports that help families upstream before they ever come into
contact with the child welfare system combined with increased investment in reunification to
expand Title IV-B’s focus on reunifying families to help them succeed and prevent re-entry into
the child welfare system.

e Increasing investments in child and family well-being is especially important for families of
young children who have experienced trauma during early development. Many states and Tribes
use flexible Title IV-B funds for critical services that address families’ trauma and healing needs,
of particular importance for infants, toddlers, and their families. Infants’ and toddlers’ mental
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health is often overlooked, yet is the bedrock for all later learning and development and must
be fostered. Research shows that young children, including very young infants, can and do show
early warning signs of mental health disorders, presenting as developmental delays,
inconsolable crying, failure to seek comfort with caregivers, and a lack of curiosity among
others.* Best practice for infants and toddlers exposed to trauma is to be assessed by
developmentally appropriate professionals such as infant and early childhood mental health
clinicians and pediatricians.

e Increased investments in the workforce will be pivotal to modernizing Title IV-B for infants and
toddlers. The children in all of our communities deserve a child welfare workforce that is
equipped to address the myriad of issues facing them. Currently there is too little funding to
make important investments in the workforce. Robust funding focused on building and
strengthening the workforce should include education and training, including trainings around
the importance of developmentally appropriate interactions and support, and mental health
support that child welfare workers need for their complex work supporting children and
families. Further, a successful model that should be built on is the expansion of peer
support/navigation services which engage peer experts who have experienced the child welfare
system in supporting other families in the child welfare system.

5. States are thoughtfully using Title IV-B funds as the glue to fund
programs and supports critical to families with infants and toddlers.

Despite some of the challenges outlined in our statement, states are thoughtfully using Title IV-B funds
to fund creative and successful community supports critical to families with infants and toddlers. Often,
Title IV-B funds are used to fill a gap in the continuum of child maltreatment prevention programming.
In some states, Title IV-B funds are used to broaden the network of services available to families under
their differential response systems to allow child welfare agencies to respond to reports of child
maltreatment even earlier, with greater flexibility, and with services tailored to meet families’ needs.

States braid together a variety of federal, state, and philanthropic funding sources to fund their
prevention efforts, of which Title IV-B is a part. We agree that by nature, these funding sources come
with varying requirements that can be complex and pose administrative challenges for both service
providers and state agencies administering the funds. Restrictions and requirements for each funding
source may vary, as do the monitoring and billing systems used across agencies and divisions. It is out of
necessity that states are braiding together these multiple funding sources for sustainability, and the
flexibility in Title IV-B is something that we do not think can be lost.

As mentioned in the hearing, Family Resource Centers (FRCs) are a strong example of a support that can
be funded through Title IV-B.*" FRCs provide welcoming hubs of community services and opportunities
designed to strengthen families. Their activities and programs, which are typically provided at no cost to
participants, are developed to reflect and be responsive to the specific needs, cultures, and interests of
the communities and populations served. Currently six states (AL, CO, GA, MA, PA, and WI) are using
Title IV-B funding to help support their FRCs.

Another support funded through Title IV-B is the Tripe P-Positive Parenting Program, an evidence-based
program to increase the strength and stability of families and increase parents’ confidence and
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competence in their parenting abilities." North Carolina, Georgia, Connecticut, and Washington are a
few states that use Titel IV-B dollars on Triple P to help build a family-centered approach to improve
parenting practices and child outcomes.

Other states have used Title IV-B funding to support Help Me Grow™” implementation, a system of
supports for pregnant women, caregivers with new babies, and families with young children with

developmental delays and disabilities. Services and supports through Help Me Grow are provided
through both Home Visiting and Early Intervention.

Conclusion

We again thank the Subcommittee for your focus on the need to modernize Title IV-B and hope to
continue to work together to improve Title IV-B as part of a bigger system supporting families before
they ever come into contact with the child welfare system all the way to post-reunification support. To
discuss ZERO TO THREE’s recommendations in greater detail, please contact Patricia Cole

(pcole@zerotothree.org) or Mollyrose Schaffner (mschaffner@zerotothree.org).

Sincerely,

/

Patrica Cole
Senior Director of Federal Policy, ZERO TO THREE
pcole@zerotothree.org
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