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Title I:
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Overview of Ways and Means Provisions
in the House Republican Welfare Reform Bill
February 1995

Block Grant for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families

Title II:  Child Protection Block Grant

Title TI: Restricting Welfare for Aliens

Title IV:  Supplemental Security Income Reforms
Title V:  Child Support Enforcement Reforms

Title I Block Grant for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
L. Purposes

b.

C.

. Provide assistance to needy families with children

End the dependence of needy parents on government benefits by promoting
work and marriage

Discourage illegitimate births

2. Eligible states; State plan. States must submit the following to the Department of
Health and Human Services and update the information every three years:

b.
c.
d.

A plan that contains an explanation of:

--their program for providing cash benefits to needy families

-~their welfare-to-work program, including support services

--how they are meeting the requircment of mandatory work after the family
has bcen on welfare for 2 years (or less at statc option)

--how and whcther they are meeting the requirement to place 2% of their
caseload in work programs in 1996, rising to 20% by 2003 and thereafter

--their program to reduce the incidence of illegitimate births

A certification that the state will operate a child support enforcement program

A certification that the state will operate 3 child protection program

A certification that the statc will operate a foster care and adoption program

3. Grants to states.

a.
b.

C.

The block grant money is an entltlcment to states

The amount of money in the block grant is $15.355 billion each year between
1996 and 2000

Each state receives the same proportion of the block grant each yecar as it
received of AFDC spending in 1994

Use of Funds:

--in any manner reasonably calculated to accomplish the purposes (see abave)
—in the case of families that have lived in a state for less than 12 months, statcs
may provide them with the benefit Jevel of the state from which they moved

--states may transfer up to 20% of the funds in any given block grant to other
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block grants

--states may, for up to 6 months, pay a reduced benefit to a needy family with
a child whose paternity has not been established

--gtates are encouraged to implement an electronic benefit transfer system for
providing benefits and are authorized to use block grant funds to set up and
conduct such a system

Penalties. States are subject to three possnble penalties:

—if an audit determines that states have spent money on activities not consistent
with the purpose of this legislation, the amount of misspent funds will be
withheld from the state’s payments during the following year (with the
restriction that not more than 25 percent of a quarterly payment can
be withheld)

--the annual grant would bc reduced by 3 percent if states fail to submit the
performance data required within 6 months of the end of the fiscal year so that
Congress can provide oversight

--states would be fined 1 percent of their annual grant if they fail to participate
in the Income and Eligibility Verification System designed to reduce welfare -
fraud

4. Prohibitions. Block grant funds cannot be used to provide:

a.
b.

Benefits to a family that does not include a minor child

Benefits to an individual receiving benefits from old-age assistance,

foster care, or Supplemental Security Income - cx. z

Benefits to noncitizens unless the individual is a rcfugee who has

resided in the U.S. for less than 5 years or is 8 legal resident over age 75
who has lived in the U.S. for more than 5 years

Cash benefits to a minor child bom out of wedlock to a mother under

age 18 or to the mother (Medicaid and Food Stamps would continue)

Cash benefits for additional children bomn to families alrcady on welfare
(Medicaid and Food Stamps would coatinue)

Cash bencfits for families that have reccived block grant funds for years.
(Mcdicaid and Food Stamps would continue)

Benefits to a family with adults not cooperating with the state child support
enforcement agency

Benefits to a family with an adult who has not assigned to the state the child’s
claim rights against a noncustodial parent

S. Data collection and reporting. States are required to submit annual data on several
important measures of their Temporary Assistance Block grant; e.g., the number of
families receiving benefits, the earnings of familics, other welfare benefits received
by families, and the number of months on welfare
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6. Audits. Each state must submit to an audit every second year under terms of the
Single Audit Act

Title I1: Child Protection Block Grant

1. Purpose. The purpose of funds provided to states in this block grant are 1o help
states:

Identify and assist families at risk of abusing or neglecting their children

Operate a system for receiving reports of abuse or neglect of children

Investigate families reported to abuse or neglect their children

Assist troubled families in providing the proper protection and nurture for

their children

e. Support children who must be removed from or who cannot live with their
families

f. Make timely decisions about permanent living arrangements for children who
must be removed from or who cannot live with their families

g. Provide for continuing evaluation and improvement of child protection laws,
regulations, and services

oo o

2. Eligible states. In order to be eligible for block grant funds, statcs must:

a. submit a written document to HHS that describes how they intend to pursue the
purposes described above '

b. certify that they have a state law requiring public officials and other
professionals to report actual or suspected cases of abuse or neglect

c. certify that they have procedures for determining quickly whether a rcport of

~ abuse or neglect is credible and for taking action if it is

d. certify that they have procedures for ensuring that children removed from their
families for protection are placed in safe and nurturing settings;

e. certify that they have procedures for ensuring that children removed from their
families have a written plan that specifies the goal for achieving a permanent
placement, that the plan is reviewed every 6 months, and that information about
the child is collected regularly and recorded in the case record

f. within three years of the date of passage, declare quantifiable goals of their
child protection program and report quantifiable information on whether they
are making progress toward achieving their goals

The Secretary of HHS can determine whether the state plan includes all of the

elements reviewed above but cannot add new elements or review the adequacy of

state proccdures

— e e
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3. Grants to states for child protection.
a. The block grant money is an entitlement to states for five years
b. The amount of money in the block grant is $4.145 billion in 1996, $4.308 L{%
billion in 1997, $4.471 billion in 1998, $4.631 billion in 1999, and $4.789 §
billion in 2000 A
c. Each state receives the same proportion of the block grant each year as it | '_,JJ‘LM'
received of payments to states by the federal government for child welfare At
programs in the average of the years 1991, 1992, and 1993
d. Use of funds. States can use block grant funds
--in any manner reasonably calculated to accomplish the purposes (see above)
~-to transfer up to 20% of the funds in any given block grant to other block
grants
e. Penalties. States are subject to two possible penalties:
--if an audit determines that states have spent money on activities not consistent
with the purpose of this legislation, the amount of misspent funds will be
~withheld from the state’s payments during the following year (with the
L restriction that not more than 25 percent of a quarterly paymcm can be
withheld)
--the annual grant will be reduced by 3 percent if states fail to submit within 6
months required data reports

4. Child protection standards. These standards are included in the bill to indicate what
states must do to assurc the protection of children and to provide guidance to the
citizen review panels:

3. The primary standard by which a state child welfare system shall be judged is
the protection of children

b. Each state shall investigate reports of abuse and neglect promptly with duc
regard to the potential danger to children

¢. Children removed from their homes shall have a permanency plan and a
dispositional hearing by a court or a court-appointed body within 3 months after
a fact-finding hearing -

d. All child welfare cases with an out-of-home placement shall be reviewed every
six months unless the child is already in a long-term placement

5. Citizen review paaels.
a. States must have a [east one citizen review panel for each metropolitan area of
their state
b. Panel members must be broadly representative of the cormunity from which
they are drawn
c. Panels must meet at least quarterly
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d. Panels are charged with the responsibility of reviewing cases from the child
welfare system to determine whether state and local agencies receiving funds
under this program are carrying out activitics in accord with the State plan, are
achieving the child protection standards, and are meeting any other child welfare
criteria that the panel considers important

e. Panels must produce a public report after each meeting and states must include
information in their annual report detailing their responses to the panel report
and recommendations

f. Panels must protect the confidentiality of individual cases

6. Audits. State expenditures are audited every second year; any funds spent for
purposes other than those stated for this block grant will be repaid to the federal
government

7. Data collection and reporting. States must annually report an exiensive set of data
to the federal government. The information that must be reported includes the
number of children reported as abused or neglected, the number of children
removed from families, the number of families that received preventive services,
the average length of stay in foster care, the number of children in foster care with
a goal of adoption, and several additional performance measures. States must also
include in their report a summary of the data measuring whether they are making
progress toward their goals (see above), a summary response to the findings and
recommendations of their citizen review panels, and, if funds were transferred to
another block grant, an explanation of why the funds wcre transferred. The
Secretary of HHS must prepare an annual report based on state reports and make
the report available to both Congress and the public.

Title ITI: Restricting Welfare for Aliens

1. Incligibility of aliens for most public welfare assistance. With the exceptions noted
below, noncitizens are not eligible for 41 means-tested programs (sec attached list)

2. In order to help noncitizens improve their job preparation skills, they remain
eligible for eleven programs that provide educational or training services. Adult
and children noncitizens are also eligible for emergency medical services and for
immunizations against preventable diseases (sec attached list); states can usc their
own funds to provide benefits to aliens as states see fit

" 3. Exceptions:
a. Refugees are not ineligible for means-tested programs until five years after their
date of arrival in the U.S.
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b. Noncitizens over the age of 75 who have lived in the U.S, for at least five ycars
may also continue receiving welfare benefits

4. Current resident exception. The incligibility for means-tested benefits of
noncitizens currently living in the U.S. does not take effect uatil one year after the
date of enactment of this bill

5. Notification. Each federal agency that administers a program from which
noncitizens are to be disqualified must provide general notification to the public
and program recipients of the eligibility changes

6. AFDC agencies required to provide information. Agencies administering the Aid to
Families with Dependent Children program must provide the name and address of
illegal aliens with children who are citizens of the U.S. to the Immigration and
Naturalization Service

7. Sponsorship agreements. The document by which individuals agree to sponsor
immigrants by making their income available to the immigrant is made legally
binding until the immigrant becomes a citizen (the agrecments are not now legally
binding and last for cither three or five years)

Title I'V: Supplemeptal Security Income Reforms

1. Denial of SSI Benefits to Drug Addicts and Alcoholics.
a. An individual shall nat be considered disabled if his primary diagnosis is that he
is addicted to aleohol or a drug
b. As a result drug addicts and alcoholics lose SSI benefits and Medicaid coverage
c. Part of the savings reslized will be block granted to States for drug treatment

2. SSI Benefits to Certain Children.
a. Restrictions on eligibility for cash benefits

—repeal "comparable severity” test for determining disability of children, so that
eligibility for cash benefits or new medical services will be based on medical
listings only, and not "individual functional assessment”

--children currently receiving cash benefits because of a disability specified in
the medical listings will continue to be eligible for cash benefits; howevcr,
children not already on SSI on enactment will only receive cash payments if
institutionalized or otherwise would be in the absence of the cash payment

--children considered disabled but not receiving cash benefits will be cligible for
additional medical services provided through block grant described below
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At least once every 3 years States must conduct continuing disability reviews for

children eligible for cash benefits (except those whose condition cannot

improve)

6 month grace period for current SSI recipients

Social Security shall issue regulations within 3 months of enactment

Social Security must notify within 1 month those whose eligibility will terminate

Block Grants for children with disabilities .

--Social Security to make grants; grants are an entitlement to States

--remove individual entitlemnent to benefits

—grants spent only on authorized medical and non-medical services for qualifying
individuals

-States decide which services from prescribed list may be paid for with grants

--“qualifying individual" means a child who is either (1) eligible for cash SSI
benefits under this title; or (2) who is not eligible for cash but is disabled by a
condition in the medical listings

--State grant based on number of children eligible for additional services
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Programs far Which Aliens Would Be Ineligible:

Medicaid

Matemnasl & Child Health Services Block Grant Programs
Community Health Center Scrvices

Family Planning Methods and Services

Migrant Health Center Sexvices

AFDC

Child Welfaro

SSI

Foster Care and Adoption Assistance

10. Feod Assistance Block Grant Programs

1. Rental Assistance

12. Public Housing :

13. Housing Loan Program

14. Housing Interest Reduction Program

15. Loans for Rental and Cooperative Housing

16. Rental Assistance Psyments

17. Program of Assistance Payments on Behalf of
Homeowaners

18, Rent Supplement Paymeots on Behalf of Qualified
Tenants

1S. Loan and Grant Programs for Repair and [mprovement
of Rural Dwellings

20. Loan and Assistance Programs for Housing Farm Labor
21. Grants for Preservation and Rehabilitation of Housing
22, Grants and Loans for Mutual and Self-Help Housing and
Technical Assistance

23, Site Loans Program

24_ Granes for Screening, Referrals, and Education
Regarding Lead Poisoning in Infants and Children

25. Block Grants for Preventive Health and Health Services
26. Title XIX-B subpasts | and Il Public Health Service Act
27. Programs of Training for Disadvantaged Adults under
Title [I-A and for Disadvantaged Youth under Title [I-C af
the Job Training Partnership Act

28. Job Corps Program

29. Summer Youth Employment and Treining Programs
30. Older American Community Service Employment Act
Programs

31. Title 1T Older Americans Act Programs

32. Title II-B Domestic Volunteer Service Act Programs
33. Title U-C Domestic Volunteer Service Act Programs
34, Low-Income Energy Assistance Act Program

35. Weatherization Assistance Program

36. Sacial Services Block Grant Program (Title XX SSA)
37. Community Services Block Grant Act Programs

38. Legal Assistance under Legal Services Corporation Act
39. Emergency Food and Shelter Grants under McKinney
Homeless Act

40. Child Care and Development Block Grant Act Programs
41, Statc Progrum for Providing Child Care (section 402(i)
SSA)

DR N VA R

202 26@ 9345 P.@S

Programs for Which Aliens Would Remain Eligiblc:

Emergency medical services

Stafford student loan program

Basi¢c educational oppartmity grants

Federal wark study

5. Fedom! supplemental education opportunity grants

6. Federal Perkins loans

7. Grants to Sistes for state smdent incentiuves

8. Grants and fellowships for graduate programs ,

9. Special programs for students whose families are cngaged
in migrant and seasonal farm work

10. Loans and Scholarships for Education in the Health
Professions

11. Grants for [mmunizations Agaiust Vaccine-Preventable
Diseases

awN -

TOTAL P.@S
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What would be lost under the child welfare block grant?

Continuum of Services:

Services that are currently part of the continuum of child
welfare services appear to be excluded from the purposes of
this legislation, which dictates allowable uses of the block
grant funds. Specifically:

- There is no mention of family support services or of
child abuse prevention programs which would serve
families that are not "troubled" or in crisis in order
to help them avoid crises which would place their
children at risk of harm.

- There is no mention of independent living services,
which are designed to help young adults who have been
in foster care become self-sufficient, productive
members of society.

~ There is no mention of adoption assistance. This
severely penalizes families that have recently adopted
special needs children, and who were promised a subsidy
to help meet these children's unique needs.

The emphasis on investigating families reported for child
abuse and neglects may impede the ability of States to try
different types of interventions for less serious cases
(e.g. Missouri's new two track approach.)

Leadership, Technical Assistance and Knowledge Building:

There is no evidence of any role for the Federal government
in generating or sharing knowledge that could be useful to
the States to improve outcomes for children.

With the loss of CAPTA discretionary funds and child welfare
research and demonstration funds under Title IV-B, there
would no longer be Federal dollars dedicated to conducting
research, demonstrations or evaluations focused on the
problem of child abuse and neglect or effective
interventions to prevent or treat child abuse and neglect.
This would be a major blow to the field.

No funds would be available to provide technical assistance,

training or information to the States. There would no
longer be any national sources of information or expertise
(such as resource centers, clearinghouses, data archives,
etc.) for States, researchers or the general public.
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¢ The block grant proposal appears to renege on a Federal

commitment to provide enhanced funding for state automated
child welfare information systems. Such systems are
critical to improving both casework and policy-making at the
State and local levels. (The Block grant level is based on
expenditures in 1991-1993. Since FY 1993, 41 States have
received approval on Advance Planning Documents and have
begun planning or implementing their systems. Therefore, a
block granting of the IV-E administrative dollars would
result in the loss of 75 percent of the funding for this
activity.)

While the block grant proposal calls for the submission of
data by the States, it would, in fact, greatly impair the
ability of States and the nation to collect data needed to
make sound decisions at the local, State and national
levels. 1In addition to the potential loss of SACWIS
funding, it would eliminate the small amount of Federal
dollars now allocated to providing technical assistance to
the States in the area of data collection and systems
improvements (i.e. NCANDS and AFCARS Technical Assistance
and SACWIS Technical Assistance and Prototype development.)

Based on the information provided, it also appears that only
aggregated data, not case-level data would be submitted to
the Federal government, significantly limiting the nation's
ability to understand the dynamics and multiple variables
involved in ¢hild abuse and neglect and child welfare
services. This would be a major set-back in our ability to
understand these issues.

The requirement to report child abuse and neglect data would
actually be a new unfunded mandate, since currently
submission of NCANDS data is voluntary, supported only by a
technical assistance contract.

Protections and Quality Assurance:

The proposed block grant prohibits any reliable Federal
oversight of child welfare services. It allows for citizen

review panels to establish criteria for States, but does not
allow the Federal government to do so or to review State
procedures for accomplishing the purposes of the
legislation.

There is no mention of standards for children in out-of-home
care.

There is the potential loss of privacy for families that
come 1lnto contact with the child protective system, since
States would no longer be required to maintain the
confidentiality of child abuse records.
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¢ The proposal allows for a child to be put into long term
placement without any further court involvement or periodic
review. Long term placement generally means a child remains
in foster care until the child is emancipated or ages out of
the system. These situations were one of the major problems
prompting the establishment of PL 96-272.

¢ There is no mention of the need for case plan and case
review requirements contain some very important protections
which research shows bear a positive relation to the speed
with which children are reunified and the quality of care a
child receives. Examples of these protections include
placement in proximity to the parents' home, frequency of
visitation, involvement of the parents in developing the
case plan, the inclusion of medical and educational records
in the case plan, etc.

¢ The proposal states that the primary standard by which to
judge a state child welfare system is child protection.
While critical, this standard alone does not ensure positive
outcomes for children without a corresponding emphasis on
permanency and health and safety requirements.

e If the Federal government is not permitted to review State

procedures, who will be responsible for the audits and for
assessing disallowances?

o

f:\wp51l\docs\ggc\cwblock.tp
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OVERVIEW OF CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION AND TREATMENT ACT (CAPTA)

Component Description/purpose Funding Eligibility or Other Comments/Issues
Requirements
National Maintain, coordinate, Discretionary Operated under

Clearinghouse on
Child Abuse and
Neglect

(Section 104)

disseminate information on
promising practices and
programs related to the
prevention, identification and
treatment of child abuse and
neglect (CAN). Maintain and
disseminate information on
incidence of CAN and
relationship to various risk
factors.

Contract
FY 95 = $1.2 million
(Comes from NCCAN

Discretionary Funds
Totaling $15.4 million

“T'iaFY 95)

contract. Contract
must be for at least 3
years.

Research &
Assistance
Activities

(Section 105)

Generally directs NCCAN to
conduct research on the
causes, prevention,
identification, treatment and
cultural distinctions of CAN.
Establishes peer review
mechanism.

Specifically requires research
on national incidence of CAN.:

Mandates establishment of
data collection system
[NCANDS], which to the extent
practical is universal, case
specific, and integrated with
other case-based foster care
and adoption data [AFCARS].

Directs NCCAN to provide
technical assistance to the
field.

Discretionary Grants
and Contracts

{Come from NCCAN
Discretionary Funds
Totaling $15.4 million
in FY 95)

Sec. 110 state that
the Secretary shall
ensure that a majority
share of assistance
under the Act is
available for
discretionary research
and demonstration
grants.

Researchers want
research grant review
process changed to
follow NIH model (e.g.
standing review panels,
multiple reviews per
year, etc.) NCCAN took
incremental steps in

FY 94.




Component

Description/purpose

Funding

Eligibility or Other
Requirements

Comments/Issues

Demonstration
Grants

{Section 106)

NCCAN directed to make
grants for demonstration,
service and training programs
to prevent, identify, and treat
child abuse and neglect. All
demonstration projects must be
evaluated.

Specifically requires

establishment of resource |

centers serving "defined
geographic areas,” staffed by
multidisciplinary staff,
providing advice and
consultation to individuals,
agencies and organizations.

Discretionary Grants

{Comes from NCCAN
Discretionary Funds
Totaling $15.4 million
in FY 95)

2 Resource Centers
:ft{nded at $400,000
each in FY 95.

Sec. 110 state that
the Secretary shall
ensure that a majority
share of assistance
under the Act is
available for
discretionary research
and demonstration
grants.

Currently 2 national
Resource Centers (not
serving limited
geographic areas). One
focuses on physical
abuse and neglect and
the other on sexual
abuse.




Component

Description/purpose

Funding

Eligibility or Other
Requirements

Comments/Issues

Emergency Child
Abuse Prevention
Services Grant
Program

(Section 107A)

Purpose of grants is to provide
and/or improve services to
children whose parents are
substance abusers.

FY 94 Appropriation:
approx. $19 million

(Consolidated into
Community-Based
Family Resource

Program in FY 95)

Initial grants funded 2-3
year training, public
education and service
projects.

In FY 94, 41 grants (30
service and 11 training
grants) were funded for
17-months. Projects
are to tie into Family
Preservation and
Support Planning
process.

Human Services
Amendments of 1994
repealed this section,
folded funding into new
consolidated
Community-Based
Family Resource Center
Program,

How do we ensure that
lessons learned about
working with substance
abusing families are
picked up in new
program?




Component

Description/purpose

Funding

Eligibility or Other
Requirements

Comments/Issues

Basic State Grant
Program (Part |}
{Section 107)

As currently in effect, the
Basic State Grant program has
the broad purpose of assisting
States in carrying out,
developing and strengthening
CAN prevention and treatment.

[The 1992 Reauthorization of
CAPTA shifted purpose toward
strengthening CPS system in
areas of intake & screening,
investigations, case
management and service
delivery, automated systems
improvements. Also required
development of a State plan.
However these provisions were
subsequently delayed until
such time as appropriations for
the program reach $40 million.]

FY 95 Appropriation:
$19.8 million

Formula Basis for
distribution to States.
Currently, a floor of
$50,000 per State,
rest based on
population under 18.

I *Provision in 1992

reauthorization would
have based formula
on population only.
This provision is also
on hold.

Major eligibility
requirements:

-State law relating to
child abuse and
neglect.

-Reporting laws,
including immunity
from prosecution for
reporters.

-Prompt investi-
gations of reports.

-Provisions preserving
confidentiality of
records of children
and families.
However, required to
disclose information
to Federal, State and
local entity with a
need for such
information.

-Provide guardian ad
litem in cases
w/judicial
proceedings.

-Medical neglect
{Baby Doe} reporting
procedures.

Eligibility tied to State
laws and/or official legal
opinions from State
Attorney General, not
to practice.

Current controversy
around religious
exemption issue in regs.
as relates to medical
neglect provisions.

Statute also contains
provision forbidding
States from spending
Title IV-B dollars in child
abuse related activities,
unless they meet the
major Basic State Grant
eligibility requirements.

Regional Offices
involved in determining
eligibility and
monitoring.




Component

Description/purpose

Funding

Eligibility or Other
Requirements

Comments/Issues

Medical Neglect/
"Baby Doe"” Grant
(Part Il of Basic
State Grant)

[Section 107(g)]

Purpose is to assist States in
developing and implementing
medical neglect reporting
procedures; in providing
information and education to
parents and professionals
related to infants with
disabilities and life-threatening
conditions; and in coordinating
services for families of disabled
infants. '

FY 94 Appropriation:
$3 million

Funding formula
based on population
under 18.

Old provision
providing $15,000
per State floor still in

1e¥fect.

No eligibility
requirements (do not
need to be eligible for
Basic State Grant Part
1)

Separate application
required.

Many States now use
funds for purposes
broader than Baby Doe
requirements, e.g.
shaken baby syndrome
education, Healthy
Start, etc.

Original purpose has
been accomplished.
May want to fold this
grant either into the
Basic State Grant {Part
I) or transfer to ADD.

Training and
Technical
Assistance re:
Medical Neglect

{Section 108)

NCCAN required to establish
clearinghouse(s) providing
information regarding provision
of services and treatment to
disable infants with life-
threatening conditions.

Discretionary Grant
FY 95: $116,667

(Comes from NCCAN
Discretionary Funds
Totaling $15.4 million
in FY 95)

Statute limits funding
to no more than $1
million per year.




Component

Description/purpose

Funding

Eligibility or Other
Requirements

Comments/Issues

Children’s Justice
Act

{(Section 109)

Grants to States to improve
handling (including
investigation and prosecution)
of child abuse and neglect
cases, particularly cases of
child sexual abuse, so as to
minimize trauma to the child.
Also used to improve review of
child abuse-related deaths, and
to address interstate, State-
Tribal, and State-Federal case
management,

FY 95: $9.3 million

NOTE: Funding for
the Children’s Justice
Act comes from fines
collected under the
the Victims of Crime
Act administered by
the Department of

| Justice. (i.e. no
“appropriation is made

to HHS or DoJ.)

-Must be eligible for
Basic State Grant,
Part |.

-Must establish a task
force with specific
membership
requirements (e.g.
representation from
law, CPS, health,
parents, etc.)

-Task force must
conduct study every
3 years & make
recommendations re:
administrative,
investigative &
judicial procedures,
State laws, etc.

-State must adopt or.
otherwise respond to
recommendations.

-Submit annual
application and
report.

Oriented to systems
change, but little impact
due to low funding.

Some state grants are
to Attorney General's
Office or Criminal
Justice Plans and
Analysis (vs. child
welfare agencies).




Component

Description/purpose

Funding

Eligibility or Other
Requirements

Comments/Issues

State Community-
Based Family
Resource Program

(Title ll, Section
201)

Provides assistance to States
to support a broad range of
child abuse and neglect
prevention activities and family
resource programs. These
programs should provide
community-based services that
support families.

Each State must designate a
body, which could be a Trust
Fund or other pooled funding
mechanism, to receive funds.

N Al

FY 95 Appropriation:
$31.4 million
{including
continuations of FYSB
Family Resource
Grants and Family
Support Center)

Authorization:
§50 million

Funding Formula:

50% of the
appropriation will be
distributed to States
based on population
under 18 (with a floor
of $100,000 per
State).

The other portion of
the grant award will
be a 25% Federal
match of the amount
collected in the Trust
Fund or other pooled
funding mechansim
by each eligible State
for integrating family
resource services. |f
the aggregate of
these 25% matches
exceeds 50% of the
apporpriation, the
amounts for this part
will be reduced pro
rata.

-State must submit
application.

-State must have
established or
maintained a trust
fund or any other
mechanism that pools
State, Federal, and
private funds for
integrated child,

.|. youtha and families

service resources;

-Such trust fund must
include provisions
making funding
available for a broad
range of child abuse
and neglect
prevention activities
and family resource
programs.

This consolidated
Family Resource
Program was authorized
for one year in the
Human Services
Amendments of 1994,
and incorporated as
Title |l of CAPTA.

Three previously
existing programs
(CAPTA State
Community Prevention
Grants, Emergency
Services Grants and
FYSB Family Resource
and Support grants
were repealed and
consolidated.)

Some advocates would
like to see this
reauthorized outside
CAPTA.




Component

Description/purpose

Funding

Eligibility or Other
Requirements

Comments/Issues

Inter-Agency Task
Force on Child
Abuse and Neglect

(Section 103)

The task force, chaired by the
Director of NCCAN, is charged
with coordinating Federal
efforts with respect to child
abuse prevention and
treatment programs.

CAPTA also says IATF is to
coordinate adoption related
activities.

No specific funding.

Does IATF address
adoption?

Advisory Board on
Child Abuse and
Neglect

(Section 102)

Members appointed by the
Secretary. Must reflect
specific disciplines, including 2
representatives from Inter-
Agency Task Force.

Advisory Committee is required
to submit annual reports to the
Secretary and NCCAN.

FY 95: $289,000

(Separate
appropriation from
NCCAN)
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II. Analysis of National Data

A. Reports of Abuse and Neglect in the United States

In 1992 there were nearly 1.9 million reports received and referred for
investigation on approximately 2.9 million children who were the alleged subjects of
child abuse and neglect.

As is apparent from Figure 1, the long-term trend in the rate of reporting for
children is one of major growth. Trend data from 1976 to 1987 are based on data from
the American Association for Protecting Children (1989), data from 1988 to 1989 are
based on data from the National Committee for the Prevention of Child Abuse (1992),
and data from 1990 to 1992 are based on the spc.

Figure 1
Trend in Child Reporting Rates
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4  American Association for Protecting Children, Highlights of Official Aggregate Child Neglect and Abuse Reporting, 1987
(Denver: Author, 1989). ’

Bureau of the Census, State Population Estimates by Age and Sex: 1980 to 1992, by ER. Byerly, Current Population Reparts,
P25-1106 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1993), table 5.

National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect, National Child Abuse and Neglect Data System: Working Paper 2—1991
Swnmary Data Component (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1993).

National Committee for Prevention of Child Abuse, Current Trends in Child Abuse Reporting and Faalities: The Resulis of
the 1991 Annual Fifty State Surneey (Chicago: Author, 1992).
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The overall change since 1976 has been a growth of 331 percent, up from an
estimated 10 children reported per 1,000 in 1976 to 43 children reported per 1,000 in
1992. While this increase constitutes an average annual growth rate of 10 percent,” the
annual growth rate has declined in recent years. For example, the annual growth rate

between 1976 and 1980 was 20 percent, compared to the 6-percent growth rate between
1988 and 1992.

B. Source of Reports

Educators were the source of 16 percent of reports received by 45 States; they
were the most frequent source of reports in 21 States. Representatives of law
enforcement and justice agencies accounted for 12 percent of reports and were the most
frequent source in nine States. Social services professionals accounted for 12 percent of
reports and were the most frequent source in three States. Anonymous reporters
accounted for 11 percent of reports and were the most frequent source in nine States.
Professionals accounted for nearly 52 percent of reports. Friends, parents, and other
relatives accounted for 27 percent. Victims, self-identified perpetrators, and anonymous
and other reporters accounted for 21 percent (Figure 2). The percentages and frequencies
are similar to those reported in 1990 and 1991

C. Investigations of Child Abuse and Neglect Reports

Forty-nine States provided data on approximately 1.6 million investigations.
Figure 3 shows the percentage of investigated reports by type of disposition. Fifty-four
percent of the investigations resulted in a disposition of not substantiated. Forty-one
percent of the investigation dispositions were either substantiated or indicated. Five
percent of investigation dispositions were closed without a finding or unknown or other
dispositions.

4

D. Child Victims of Maltreatment

Fifty-one jurisdictions reported that maltreatment of 992,617 children was
substantiated or indicated. Based on data from a sample of States, it is estimated that 39
percent of children were substantiated or indicated, S8 percent were not substantiated,
and 3 percent had other dispositions (Figure 4).

With the use of data for 1990 to 1992, the rates of maltreatment for substantiated
and 1ndicated children were examined. The maltreatment rate was determined for the 34

5 To calculate the average growth rate for the 16-ycar period. the percentage change for cach year must be taken into account,
The formula is:

GoA
Rix
Ry
X
v

(ln(R,,()—ln(Rn-))
%A = ((e Ty )“’) r 100%

9% change
Rate at ime x
Rate attime y
time x

time v
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II. Analysis of National Data

Figure 2
Source of Reports
(45 States Reporting)
~ (Total Number of Reports = 1,464,153)
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Figure 3
Investigation Dispositions
(49 States Reporting)

(Total Number of Reports = 1,535,701)
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Figure 4
Children by Disposition
{43 States Reporting)
(Total Number of Children = 2,115,901)
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States that submitted data on unsubstantiated dispositions, as well as substantiated or
indicated dispositions. Over the 3-year period from 1990 to 1992, the rate of

maltreatment for these 34 States increased from 14 per 1,000 to 16 per 1,000 (Figure S).

Number per 1,000 children

o

. Figure 5
Rate of Maltreatment in Two-Tier and Three-Tier States
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E. Types of Maltreatment

NS : | | | S i |
Medical Neglect §\§ 3'?6 ‘ . . 1

— -

Sexual Abuse 514%
Physical Abuse 23:%-

Forty-nine States provided data on the types of abuse and neglect that 918,263

" victims suffered. Forty-nine percent of substantiated or indicated child victims suffered

from neglect; 23 percent suffered from physical abuse. Fourteen percent of children

were victims of sexual abuse, and 5 percent were victims of emotional maltreatment.

Three percent were victims of medical neglect; 9 percent were victims of other types of
maltreatment (Figure 7). Many States count victims in more than one category when
more than one type of abuse or neglect has occurred, and therefore the total percentage of
victims by type of maltreatment is greater than 100 percent. '

Figure 7
Victims by Type of Maltreatment
(49 States Reporting)
(Total Number of Victims = 918,263)
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With the use of data for 1990 to 1992, the trend in the rate of substantiated or
indicated victims for each of the four major maltreatment types was examined (Figure 8).
Neglect had the highest rate, followed in descending order by physical abuse, sexual
abuse, and emotional maltreatment. Despite a minor decline in these rates in 1991, they
have remained relatively stable over the 3-year period.

The Summary Data Component of NCANDS does not collect data on types of
alleged maltreatments. Instead, data on the type of substantiated maltreatments are
collected. A comparison of the numbers of alleged maltreatments by tglpe o
substantiated maltreatments by type has been done by North-Carolina.” From 1988 to

O N

b4

ariir Caroling Division of Socral Services, Selecied Staristical Daia (Raleigh: Departinent of Human Resources, 1988-1992).
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number of reports alleging abuse, which includes both physical and sexual abuse,
_remained relatively constant over the same period, as did the number of substantiated
abuse reports.

F. Characteristics of Victims

The Summary Data Component of NCANDS collects data on characteristics of
victims for whom the allegation of maltreatment has been substantiated or indicated.
Data items include age, sex, race/ethnicity, service actions taken, and number of deaths
due to child maltreatment.

Age of Victims

Forty-six States reported on the age of victims. Twenty-seven percent of children
were ages 3 and under; 52 percent were ages 4 to 7. The median age of child victims was
6 years. As shown in Figure 10, the percentage of victims decreases as age increases.
The distribution of victims by age has remained similar over the past 3 reporting years.

Figure 10
Age of Victims
(46 States Reporting)
(Total Number of Victims = 951,495)

Unknown THITMTIINY 1.6%
18+ YO 0.8% -
17 2.4% :
H OUOEOEOSSGOGOOOSOOOOO ase
15 4.3% , ;
14 4.6% . %
7T OEOOOOGOGOGOGOGGOGOGSrUroree gs% '
12 4.9%
11 '4.9%
10 5.1%
9 5.4%
r IOEOGOGEGEGEOEOEEOEE E hh h h uisies s sz«
7 W\WWWWWWW 6.0%
6 6.2%
5 6.3%
4 6.5%
3 6.8%
2 6.8%
1 6.3%
<1 7.1%
! 1 { \ :

Age of Victims

0.0% 1.0% 2.0% 3.0% 4.0% 5.0% 6.0% 7.0% 8.0%

Percent of Victims

Sex of Victims

Based on data from 46 States, Figure 11 shows that 53 percent of child victims

were female, and 46 percent were male. These percentages have remained constant for
all 3 reporting years.
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MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS:
Alliance of Genetic Support Groups

Alpha, Anutry psin Deticiency National
Association

ALS Associalion

American Brain Tumor Associaton
American Porphyria Foundation

American Soctety of Adults with Pseudo-
Obstruction, Inc. (ASAP)

American Syringomyelia Alliance Project, Inc
Aplastic Ancrmia Foundation of Amenica
Association for Glycogen Storage Disease
Bauen Disease Support & Research
Associalion

Bengn Essanual Blepharospasm Research
Foundation. Inc

Carpal Tunnel Syndrome/R3I Association
Charcol-Marie-Tooth Association
Chromesome 18 Registry and Research
Society

Comnelia de Lange Syndrome Foundation, Inc.
Cysunosis Foundation, Inc.

D\ sautonomia Foundation, Inc.

Dystonia Medical Research Foundation
Dyswrophic Epidermolysis Bullosa

Research Assoc (D.EBRA)

Fhlers-Danlos Nauonal Foundation

Epilepsy Foundation of America

Familics of Spinal Muscular Awophy
l-anconi Anerrua Research Fund, Inc.
Foundauon for Ichthyosis & Related Skm
Types, Inc. (F.LR.S. 1)

Gullan-Barre’ Syndrome Foundation
Inwemauonal

Hemochromatosis Research Foundation, Inc.
Hereditary Disease Foundation

HlSUOC\‘lL)SlS Association of America
Hurmnan Growth Foundaton

Huntingion's Disease Society of’ America, Inc.
Immune Deticiency Foundation

Inclusion Body Myositis Association
Intemational Fibrodysplasia Osstiicans
Progressiva (F.OP.) Assoc . Inc.

Iriemanonal Joseph Diseases Foundation, Inc.
International Ret Syndrome Associaton

Intersutial Cvsttis Association of Amenica, Inc.

Lowe’s Sy ndrome Association
Malignant Hyperthemmia Association of the
United States

Sjogren’s Syndrome Foundation, Inc.
Tourette Syndrome Association, Inc.
Trigeminal Neuralgia Association
Unuted Leukodystrophy Foundation, Inc
United Parkinson Foundation

United Patients’ Association for
Pulmonary Hypertension, Inc.
Vestibular Disorders Association
VHL Family Alliance

Wegener's Granulomatosis Support
Grouplnc

Williams Syndrome Associabon
Wilson's Disease Association

ASSOCIATE MEMBERS:
Alcardi Syndrome Newsletter, Inc.

ALS Associauon/Greater Phuladelphia
Chapler

American Behcet's Associaton, Inc.
American Pseudo-Obstruction &
Hirschsprungs Disease Society, Inc.
Amencan Self-Help Cl ouse

Aurc of Ohio

Associauon for Children with Russell-
Silver Syndrome, Inc.

Atawa Telangiectasia Children’s Project
Center for Research m Sleep Disorders
Charcot-Marie-Tooth Iniemational
Chidren's Leukemia Foundation/Ml
Children's PKU Network

Christina Lazar Foundation for Juveule
Laryngeal Papillomatosis

Chrorue Granulomatous Disease Assoc.
Inc

Congenital Adrenal Hyperplasia
Support Assoc.. Inc. (CAHSA)

Eart} Goldberg Aplasuc Anemia
Foundation

Family Caregrver Alliance

Fooisteps Insuuie

Freeman-Sheldon Parent Suppon Group
Help Hospitalized Children’s Fund
HHT Foundaton Internanonal, Inc.
Hydrocephalus Association
Intemational Foundation for Altamating
Hemiplegia of Childhood

JCM Resource Center

Just for the Kuds of NPC, Inc.

.out of the darkness,

into the light...

Wi . What Is NORD"?
Yy

»..‘bmmsion Statement

- The National Organization for Rare Disorders
,u (NORD) is the federation of voluntary health
organizations dedicated to helping people with
rare “orphan” diseases and assisting the organi-
zations that serve them. NORD is committed to
the identification, treatment, and cure of rare
 disorders through programs of educkmon,
advocacy. research, and service.

ORD-The Beginning

Begun in 1983, NORD was an outgrowth of a
unified effort by rare disease support groups who
7t were determined to solve the “orphan drug”

'+ dilemma. Treatments for these disorders were not
< being developed by the pharmaceutical industry
‘@ .. because they were “drugs of limited commercial
“value.” Consequently, voluntarv health agencies
s - ¥4 and support groups banded together to urge
%{; / passage of federal legislation that would en-

Y

¥ Please war here 9

Please detach form and mail
membership dues/contributions to:

s N e F\
* Mauae's N (EAR Founda o Kennedy Krieger Instinnt ABEOD ) ] . .
. \xi?“a?g\ulﬁ gr\;?'lr:Domdaug)LrT o . E:?Z?’é‘n?;"%’ﬁ‘} }S]Su%pfmdc“;x;?up Q\f : & & courage pharmaceutical companies to develop
. cratn It . ay-Sachs Foundation NS . .
+ Narcolmey Metwork e « Lathbridge Sotiey for Rare N m 4 “orphan drugs.” In 1983, when the Orphan
* Nauona Adrenal Diseases Foundation DisordersCanada " T
* Nauonal Alopecia Areata Foundaton o LIE.T. (Living in Fauth Together) & - v - Drug Act was enacted, NORD formalized into a
* Nauonal Alaia Foundation » Lyme Disease Foundauon . 7,,> N
* National Chronic Fatigue Syndrome and o Mt Rogers Community Mental Health ":3\ n d[londl non- ])lOﬁ[ hedl[h 1(’GI]C\ dE(llC'lled (8]
Fibromyalgia Associaton ?\Jnd_?\/lerl'nl{a\ls'}siodla;udau?n Service Board ‘77/
* N, al Foundation for Ectod I = Nauona. clauon for 0- ;
Rationd Fon tion for Ectoderma Natonal Association for Pseud ///; the welfare of those with rare disorders.
Nauonal Fragile X Foundation « Natonal Coalition for Research m

National Leigh's Disease Foundation
National Marfan Foundation

National Mucopotysacchandoses Society, Inc.
National Multiple Sclerosis Society

National Neurofibromatosis Foundation
Naiional PKU News

National Retinitis Pigmentosa Foundation. Inc.
Navonal Sjogren’s Syndrome Association
National Spasmodic Torticollis Associauon
(NSTA)

National Tay-Sachs & Allied Diseases
Association. Inc

National Tuberous Sclerosis Association. Inc.
National Urea Cycle Disorders Foundation
National Vitlligo Foundation, Inc
Naurofibromatosis, Inc.

Obsessive Compulsive Foundation
Osteogenesis Imperfecta Foundation
Oxalosis and Hyperoxaturia Foundation
Paget Foundation

Parkinson’'s Disease Foundation, Inc.

PRR Foundation

Neurological & Communicative
Disorders

National Cushings Association
National Niemann Pick Disease
Foundation

Parent to Parent of GA, Inc.

Parent 1o Parent of New Zealand
Recurent Respiratory Papiflomatosis
Foundation

Research Trust for Metabolic Diseases in
Children/England

Restess Legs Syndrome Foundanon
Sarcoidosis Research Instinze
Shy-Drager Syndrome Suppont Group
Sickle Cell Association of the Texas Gulf
Coast

Society for Progressive Supranuciear
Palsy. Inc.

Sotos Syndrome Support Group
Sturpe-Weber Foundation

Towene Syndrome Association of MDD,
DC. & VA

d \ //4{ ome Facts
g Each rare disorder aftects fewer than 200,000
== peopleiin the United States.

n’

> /" There are more than 5,000 orphan diseases
< //7 affecting some 20 million Americans. One out

‘?,\ "~ e X of every 12 people suffers from a rare disorder.
e o . o
22 . . NORDis unique. Itis the only organization of
NN kind—a federati : e than 135 \
g - \_{Y_r its kind—a federation of more than 135 not-for-
%\%\ .-+ = profit health organizations, and thousands of

‘

Prader-\Willi Syndrome A o T Syndrome Association of OH \\)i \\ ivicl) - e . inmale_ B
s mon: Asccinion » Towete Syndrome Assocaion o NORD® : &y S Indl\'ldllills and m.edlctll professionals—serving
gmdmmc Association » Tuberous Sclerosis Association of 1L RD <{‘ \l 5 people with rare disorders throughout the world.
. . . . cleroderma Fedaation. Inc o Unted Scleroderma Foundauon - . . , O
National Organization for Rare Disorders Scleroderma Info Exchange, Inc. + Vancre les Maladies Lysosomales/ National Organization for Rare Disorders . .
i - Sickle Cell Disease Assnciation of France ] > g_ R :n\ .« =
PO Box 8925 Amenicalnc. West Central Head Start PO Box 8923 3)/\’ .
® New Fairfield, CT 06812-8923 ® New Fairfield, CT 06812-8923 .; PR
“eheran ™ Phone: (203) 746-6518 1195 mhingezes Phone: (203) 746-6518 : f’
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"NORD Programs and Services
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S Q;éyducatlon

* 2w . NORD'sprimary program is education of the

\Ns\\\/‘ \\\}: public and medical professionals. NORD is a
¢ worldwide clearinghouse for information about
\§/ ;7‘ :» orphan diseases, answering more than 75,000
Q- 7 . inquiries each vear from throughout the world.
- - The rare disease information is written in simple,

\\" %, - understandable language so that patients and
v % ¢ 7 families can understand it. NORD's information
“% . " sisalso made available to the public through

, our Rare Disease Database (RDB) which is
’ * available on the CompuServe electronic
information svstem.
N "~ » The NORD literature order form lists more
A / than 1,000 rare disorder entries from NORD's
¥ Rare Disease Database.
"L NORD's book, Phvsicians’ Guide lo Rare
LB, o Diseases, is a printed version of the database
Q\‘\ A : : i :far :

= - S witten in technical terminology for medical
'\i‘j“/ ,.,( plofesslomls

N

\.>esearch
* Besides advocating for increased government
research funds, and referring patients to clinical

. < trialsand genetic investigators, NORD funds
~7 .- granis on new treatments for rare diseases. Clin-
a RN vy

#y ical research has historically been underfunded,
s }’Z> - %2 and NORD attempts to fill this void, creating

- = ¢ = hopefor millions whose disorders are presently
N

= hopeless and untreatable.
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< amily Programs

<” . =1 > NORD's “Networking Program’” puits

-y, families with the same diagnosis in touch with

k. each other. This helps people find mutual

%‘" /> - ( support and encourages the formation of new
/’ = voluntary health agencies for specific diseases.

- /' "> NORD’s Patient Services Program provides

N counselmg and advice to people seeking help

" & with accessing social services and learning about

@; ff. ", appropriate programs for people with disabilities.

.

\L
> s‘

S é}’»}
(d

[eA
’% ~al } > NORD's Medication Assistunce Programs
; ’\‘ Ny plo\lde several free prescription drugs to needy
*\J ' < patients w ho cannot afford treatments.

\ ?nformatlon & Referral

-(\‘\

:i - 52 NORD provides information to medical profes-
7. .0 sionals, libraries, educators, corporations and
/\"\ . ,/, X individuals. NORD refers patients and families
A _,-‘,‘;‘. i 10 appropriate sources of assistance and support.
F -_ i;;\; ~ When patients are needed for clinical trials, we
N ., tefer them to the researchers through NORD's
,4//0 e conﬁdenu.al patient registrv. NORD can usuallv
s % locate patients with even the rarest diagnoses.
TN T

upport Groups and Advocacy
_-ffi. { . » NORD provides technical assistance to
7 support groups, helping them to start and grow

: /r'f,:', with minimal waste of precious resources.

-<t_> .. % » NORD monitors implementation of the
Ol‘])h’ll] Drug Act and advocates for increased
*M ». ,,' government funding of medical research. NORD
TRV 7 participates in efforts to assure that people with

Fﬁ‘\? ' disabilities maintain the rights and services

o VL OANS

< e - V

@ 7. ,‘,“ ‘lhe deserve.

. » NORD is an advocate for the interests of all

B people with orphan diseases. helping to assure that
s -7 government programs and services are available
=~ . and accessible to patienis and families.

) More than 75,000 people contact NORD
7 directly each vear for information and help.

o “\; /” » More than 210,000 people access NORD's

) "\ / < Rare Disease Database (RDB) each vear through

4 A Compubewe or on touch-screen computers in
plmnmaes and medical waiting rooms.

%> Through NORD’s Networking Program more
% ..,,\ than 7,000 families are linked to other families
N (NG
@\ ' /? . = each year who have similar disorders.

. EEESY S

- o 22 More than 4,000 financially needy individuals
" 25, areprovided critical, life-saving drug therapies
v« through NORD’s Medication Assistance Program

(4// #7each vear

M

', $' /; ’
/WVMG‘ : F' » NORD's newsletter, Orphan Disease Update,
& \S‘?/‘/ . ispublished three times annually. This newsletter
~ > s is mailed to thousands of people throughout
‘_ﬁ>n'<-,/ - O\ the world.

= 22;_; ;- . » NORD publishes the Physicians’ Guide fo
NS 2 Rare Diseases. This book enables physicians to

5o A * find accurate and timely diagnostic information.
7 / ’/ ‘\S One out of three individuals with a rare disease

- LV does not receive a correct diagnosis for up to five
~ vears, and one out of six wait more than six vears.

= ?
-
l}
S z: » Sponsorship of an Annual Patient/Family
< )
A - Conference, which is aimed at providing help to
- DU ssatiainte s d Lo iliac colsa sayiict Aneas it s
o, pautems and (amiigs wno nust cope witn tne
~ - impact of living with a rare disease. Information.
- * networking opportunities and creating an envi-
,7/' 2", < ronment of hope are the principal goals. NORD
4

\ / dlSO convenes an Annual Membership Conference
e ’/ providingtrainingand technical assistance

P '.-/ « % 1o leaders of support groups and voluntarv

°

) <
N hefxllh agencies.

{\

7\030 Membership and Support
?\‘ﬁ j / @ NORD is reliant on membership and charitable
} , contributions to continue providing its programs
-i/ of education, advocacy, research and services to
E people with rare disorders. NORD spends vour
. contribution dollars wisely: less than 15 cents
=%, of every dollar donated to NORD is spent on

a

.+ 4, fundraising and administration.
8y

é} ‘r/é Your membership in NORD will insure that you
-~ .2 continue to receive the NORD newsletter, Orphan
e * Disease Update, which reports on:

Y

7 &7 /// - » Progressin research on rare disorders.
S P \\\\> Recent government, health-related industries
. ?\ * 7, and scientific community activities.
"%“ ‘i/’f » Personal accounts of courageous struggles by
s : people with orphan diseases.
% p - Q
Q\ TS
:‘\;’ . Z.‘\“ -
N2
[‘;'% =

. <

N

Q

D

°

Yes, | do want to join in the effort to help conquer rare
diseases. My membership/contribution will help continue
NORD'’s programs of education, research, advocacy

and services.

Membership Annual Dues (Make checks payable to NORD)

(3 Contributing ... ... $100
O Friend ... $ 50
] Basic Individual/Family................ .. . § 25

(minimum gift for membership)

L1 I cannot afford dues at this time,
but please accept my contribution of: $

(] Please send me information on thoughtful ways
to include NORD in my will

[0 Check or Money Order Enclosed

Name:

Address:

City: State: Zip:

Daytime Phone: {___ )

Please detach form and mail membership dues/
contributions to;

National Organization for Rare Disorders (NORD)
PO Box 8923 o New Fairfield, CT 06812-8923
Phone: {203) 746-6518

A copy of NORD’s latest Financial Report may be
obtained by writing to:
New York State Dept. of Charities Registration
Albany, NY 11231

If you prefer to use your charge card, fill in box below:

Charge my: E] MasterCard [ V/sa
{Minimum $10. 00 charge p/ease}

| jCard Number:
Exp. Date:
""_Name ori Card (Print):

|
|
I
l
I
|

7 Signature:
Daytime Phone: {__) '




Clinton Presidential Records
Digital Records Marker

This is not a presidential record. This is used as an administrative
marker by the William J. Clinton Presidential Library Staff.

This marker identifies the place of a tabbed divider. Given our
digitization capabilities, we are sometimes unable to adequately
scan such dividers. The title from the original document is
indicated below.

FACT SHEETS
Divider Title;:




February 9, 1995

CHILD WELFARE SERVICES

OVERVIEW

child welfare services are generally conceived to include the
whole spectrum of services, activities and protections available
to the child and its family and which focuses on their safety,
health, stable living arrangements, and well being. Services
range from child and family support activities available on
voluntary basis, through child protective services, family
preservation services, substitute and out-of-homé care,
reunification activities, and on to adoption and post adoption
and reunification services and support programs.

The Federal, that is, the Administration for Children and
'Families', role in this does not include the direct delivery of
services to clients. Rather its mission is to assist other

agencies, mostly State and local, to improve their services in a
variety of ways:

e} by disbursement of funds through discretionary, formula
and entitlement grants;

o by providing training, consultation and technical
assistance and working with States and communities to
improve their service delivery systems;

o) by devéibping regulations, interpreting policy and
recommending legislative changes;

o] by defining principles, establishing standards and
monitoring State adherence to Federal laws and
regulations; and

o by partnering with States to identify major problems
and concerns and working together to resolve themn.

Through the various programs authorized by the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA), the National Center on
Child Abuse and Neglect funds a clearinghouse on child abuse and
protective services and provides both formula grant funds to
States and discretionary grants to fund a broad range of
organizations. It provides leadership and networking services
to State protective service agencies through State liaison
offices.
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The Children's Bureau implements most of the remaining child
welfare related programs:

(e}

Title IV-B of the Social Security Act is a formula
grant program which funds basic child welfare services
and has provided substantial incentives for the States
to provide major protections to all children in foster
care or at risk of coming into foster care;

1995 Funding level - $291.989 million

Title IV-E of the Social Security Act is an open-ended
entitlement program which assumed the AFDC foster care
program from title IV-A and also includes the adoption
assistance program for AFDC and SSI eligible special
needs children;

1995 Funding (Foster Care) - $3,128.023 million

1995 Funding (Adoption) - $399.348 million

Title IV-E also includes Independent Living, a formula
grant program, which provides funds to States to assist
in helping current and former foster care children
prepare to live independently as responsible adults;
1995 Funding - $70 million

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993
authorized the establishment of the Family Preservation
and Support Program, a capped entitlement, for five
years. It requires States to do a comprehensive
analysis of their child welfare programs and develop a
five year plan for improving their systems and putting
major dollars into prevention activities;

1995 Funding - $150 million

five discretionary programs provide funds to State and
local agencies, universities and other organizations
involved with child welfare for the purpose of
research, training, evaluation, demonstration projects
affecting special populations, and funding
clearinghouses, resource and technical assistance
centers and an adoption exchange. These programs are:

- Adoption Opportunities Program ($13.007 million),

- Abandoned Infants Assistance Program ($14.41 M),

- Temporary Child Care and Crisis Nurseries Progran,
($11.835 million)

- Section 426 Research and Demonstration Grant
Program ($6.408 million), and

- Section 426 Training Grant Program ($4.399 M).



child Welfare Services

Page 3

ISSUES

There are
the child
following:

(o}

many problems, issues and questions currently facing
welfare system. Among the more critical are the

the increasing numbers of children coming into the
system affected by new and more serious problems such
as: AIDS, fetal alcohol syndrome and “crack" cocaine;
the shortage of foster parents especially for special
needs children;

the excessive numbers of special needs children waiting
for adoption; .

the shortage of trained and qualified child welfare
service caseworkers;

high turnover rates among caseworkers;

the chronic .and increasing shortage of State and
Federal funds for prevention services;

rising administrative costs in the Federal foster care
program (title TIV-E);

the lack of flexibility and coordination among various
Federal programs impacting on and affecting the same
populations, such as titles IV-B and IV-E, Maternal and
Child Héalth, Housing, AFDC, EPSDT, Child Support
Enforcement, Education, CAPTA, prevention programs
under Départment .of Justice, etc.; and

the lack of reliable, consistent and timely information
on the child welfare population and its service
delivery system.

DDH\OVERVIEW. IVE



FOSTER PARENTS AND THE CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

Foster parents play a critical role in protecting children who have been removed from their
homes as a result of abuse or neglect. Foster parents are caring people who volunteer their
time, their homes and their love to some of the most vulnerable children in this country. In
return, foster parents receive reimbursement only for the actual expenses of caring for the
foster child.

Under current law, the Federal government pays about 54 percent of the actual costs of
caring for the very poorest foster children. In addition, current law also helps foster parents
by providing funds for training and supportive services. Seventy-five percent of training
costs are paid for by the Federal government, as are 50 percent of the cost of other
supportive services. o
For foster care to help children, foster parents need financial support, they need training to
help them understand the special needs of children in their care, and they need access to
services that provide treatment to the children and support to help them care for the children.

The proposed Child Protection Block Grant will undercut the ability of States to provide
foster parents and foster children with essential support and services.

e INADEQUATE FUNDING PLACES CHILDREN IN JEOPARDY: Funds to
support children in foster care would be severely limited, jeopardizing children’s care.
Under the current system, poor children in foster care are entitled to receive
maintenance payments, meaning that the resources grow as the number of children in
care grows. Under the proposed block grant, funding would be capped and given to
States. If more children need care, States will be forced to reduce funds available to
support foster children or even to leave children in abusive homes.

¢ FOSTER PARENTS LEFT WITHOUT SUPPORT: Because resources will no longer
be dedicated to training, States, facing the immediate demands of investigating reports
of abuse and neglect and maintaining children already in care, are likely to cut back
on the training of current and prospective foster parents. Capped resources will also
mean that fewer dollars are available to provide needed services to foster children and
families.

® NO COMMITMENT TO QUALITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY: The elimination of
requirements related to licensing and quality of care presents major dangers.
Licensing establishes an adequate level of care for children in state custody. The
removal of a licensure requirement could allow the level of care to decline. In the
absence of an acceptable standard and oversight, children may be hurt in the system
designed to help them.




ADOPTIVE PARENTS AND THE CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

Many of the children in foster care cannot return to their own families safely. These
children need families who can provide them with love and stability. Because of
mistreatment, many of these children have special needs: physical or emotional disabilities;
and/or developmental delays. Some children will need specialized services to help them
develop. Many children waiting to be adopted are hard to place because they are of school
age, or because they have brothers and sisters and are waiting to be adopted by families that
can keep them together. Nearly half of the children waiting for adoption are of minority
background.

Under current law, the Federal government promotes the adoption of children with special
needs by: helping to pay for the recruitment of adoptive parents; helping to fund subsidies
and supportive services for children and their adoptive parents; and supporting the
development of innovative adoption programs. Federal resources pay for 75 percent of
training costs, over 50 percent of subsidies for adopted special needs children and 50 percent
of recruitment, placement, and other related expenses.

Between 1988 and 1994, Federal expenditures for adoption subsidies alone more than
quadrupled -- a sign that the program has made great strides in finding permanent adoptive
homes for abused and neglected children. Yet, even with these supports, too many children
waiting too long to be adopted. During 1990, an estimated 17,000 children had their
adoptions finalized. That same year 69,000 children had a goal of adoption, of whom
20,000 were legally free and immediately available to be adopted.

The proposed Child Protection Block Grant will limit efforts to find abused and neglected
children permanent homes:

e CONTINUED NEED, DIMINISHED COMMITMENT: The proposal will eliminate
specific Federal funds for the recruitment and training of new adoptive families, for
meeting the ongoing special needs of adoptive children, and for supporting post-
adoption services that help adoptions succeed. With no targeted resources, and with
competing demands for funds for protective intervention and foster care placement,
the focus on adoption services is likely to diminish.

e BREAKING PROMISES TO ADOPTIVE PARENTS: Because adoption subsidies for
special needs children would no longer be an entitlement to the child, States could be
faced with the dilemma of breaking their existing promises to support adopted
children with special needs. The absence of this support may lead to the slowing
down of new adoptions, leaving children in the limbo of foster care.

¢ THE END _OF INNOVATION: Funds for innovative local and State programs
supporting adoptions would be terminated. In addition, agencies working to place
children would no longer benefit from Federally funded national resources, such as
the National Adoption Exchange, which helps match up special needs children with
available homes.
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SUMMARY BUDGET TABLE FOR
SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

This table summarizes the likely budgetary impact of the Shaw
proposal to block grant child welfare programs. As reflected in
the table, between FY 1996 and FY 2000, states will lose almost
$5.6 billion, or 20 percent of their funding.

Notes:

1. FY 1994 levels are actual expenditures. Levels for FYs
1995-2000 reflect projected outlays based on the President’s
current services baseline.

2. CAPTA Community Based Family Resource Program (CBFRP) was
first funded in FY 1995 as a consolidation of three programs: the
Emergency Protection Grants Program; the CAPTA Community-Based
Prevention Program; and the Family Resource and Support Center
Program. The FY 1994 level reflects the sum of the levels for
the three consolidated programs.



BUDGETARY IMPACT OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL

Current law estimates as compared to proposed block grant: Outlays in $ millions

13-Feb-95 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000 [5-year
[; Actual Estimate Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline |Total
IV-E Foster Care $2,655 $3,118 $3,506 $3,740 $4,090 $4,471 $4,884 | $20,691
IV-E Adoption Assistance 314 407 475 519 562 608 658 $2,822
IV-E Independent Living 61 71 70 70 70 70 70 $350
IV-B Child Welfare Services 267 304 301 308 318 328 338 $1,692
IV-B Family Preservation/Support 1 67 148 212 237 253 263 $1,112
IV-B Research and Demonstration 5 6 6 6 7 7 7 $34
IV-B Training 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 $24
CAPTA Commun. Family Resource Program 7 10 29 31 33 34 35 $162
CAPTA State Grants 17 22 23 23 24 25 26 $120
CAPTA Discretionary 12 16 15 15 16 17 17 $81
Family Violence Prevention and Services 24 28 32 34 35 36 37 $173
Social Services Research 10 15 15 15 16 16 17 $79
Abandoned Infants 12 15 14 14 15 16 16 $76
Adoption Opportunities 10 12 13 13 14 14 15 $69
Family Support Centers 3 10 7 8 9 9 9 $43
Family Unification Program (HUD) /a 77 76 78 81 83 86 88 $416
Missing and Exploited Children (DoJ) /a 7 7 7 7 7 8 8 $37
Children’s Advocacy Centers (DoJ) /a 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 $16
Prosecution of Child Abuse (DoJ) /a 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 $8
Total, Child Welfare programs $3,489 $4,192 $4,749 $5,107 $5,544 $6,006 $6,498 | $27,905
Shaw Block Grant Level /a $4,145 $4,308 $4,471 $4,631 $4,789 | $22,344
Difference -$604 -$799. -$1,073 ~-$1,375 -$1,709 | -$5,561
Percent lost -13% -16% -19% -23% -26% -20%6

FY 1994 figures are actual outlays. All other Figures are based on Administration baseline projections.

/a Assumes all funds outlay in the year they are appropriated.




CHILDREN'S BUREAU
Administration on Children, Youth and Families

With an annual budget of over $4 billion, the Children’s Bureau works
with State and local agencies to develop programs to assist America’s
children and their families.

Established in 1912, the Bureau then addressed such issues as child
labor, maternal and child health and juvenile delinquency. Today, the
Agency, located in the United States Department of Health and Human
Services’ Administration for Children and Families, focuses on:

¢ strengthening troubled families and helping them stay together;

L 4 improving State and local child welfare services;

¢ finding permanent homes for children who cannot remain in
their own homes;

¢ improving child welfare systems and the skills and quality of
staff; and

¢ improving the quality and availability of child care services.

The Children’s Bureau administers four entitlement programs, two formula
grant programs, one block grant program_and five discretionary grant

programs. The formula grant programs, the block grant program and each
- of the entitlement programs has its own legislatively mandated matching
requirements and formulas for allocation and all require that the funds go to
and be administered only by the State child welfare agency or in some
programs, Indian Tribes or Tribal organizations. The State agency can have
agreements and contracts with other public agencies and with private
agencies for provision of appropriate services. ~The Administration for
Children and Families policy requires a 25 percent match from the grantees
for all discretionary grant projects other than research.

For additional information, write or telephone:

Children’s Bureau, ACYF
P.O. Box 1182
Washington, D.C. 20013
Tel: (202) 205-8618



ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS

1.

Title IV-E Foster Care

Authorizing Legislation: Section 470, Title IV-E of the Social
Security Act, as amended.

FY 1993 Appropriation: $2,610,050,000
FY 1994 Approtriation: $2,605,500,000

FY Appropriation : Avgqg. Monthly Number of
Children

1992 $2,223,668,000 221,045

1991 $2,334,097,000 202,687

1990 $1,200,061,000 173,152

71989 $1,386,508,000 156,658

1988 s 658,178,000 132,757

Purpose:

This program provides funds to States to assist with: the costs of
foster care maintenance for eligible children; administrative costs to
manage the program, and training for staff, for foster parents and for
private agency staff. The purpose of the program is to help States
provide proper care for children who need placement outside their
homes, in a foster family home or an institution.

This program is an open-ended entitlement program. Federal financial
participation in State expenditures for foster care maintenance is
provided at the Medicaid match rate for medical assistance payments,
which varies among States from 50 percent to 78 percent. Monthly
payments to families and institutions made on behalf of foster children
also vary from State to State. Federal financial participation is made
at an open-ended 50 percent match rate for State administrative

expenditures and at an open-ended 75 percent for State training
expenditures.



ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS

2.

Iitle IV-E Adoption Assistance

Authorizing Legislation: Section 470, Title IV-E of the Social
Security Act, as amended.

FY 1993 Appropriation: $243,964,000
FY 1994 Appropriation: $317,400,000

FY Appropriation Avg. Monthly Number of
Children

1992 . $201,861,000 66,500

71991 $189,832,000 54,818

1990 $124,855,000 46,444

1989 $111,744,000 40,920

1988 $ 88,000,000 34,841

Purpose:

This program provides funds to States to assist in paying maintenance
costs for adopted children (AFDC or SS/ eligible) with special needs,
e.g., children who are older or handicapped. Funds are also used for
the administrative costs of managing the program and training staff.
The goal of this program is to facilitate the placement of hard to place
children in permanent adoptive homes and thus prevent long,
inappropriate stays in foster care.

Adoption Assistance is an open-ended entitlement program. Federal
financial participation in State maintenance expenditures is provided
at the Medicaid match rate for medical assistance payments, which
varies among States from 50 percent to 78 percent. State adoption
subsidy rates made on behalf of individual children also vary from
State to State but may not exceed comparable foster family care
rates. State administrative costs are matched at an open-ended 50

_percent match rate; training at an open-ended 75 percent match rate.



ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS

3.

In ndent Livin

Authorizing Legislation: Sections 470 and 477, Title IV-E, of the
Social Security Act as amended.

FY 1993 Appropriation: $70,000,000

FY 1994 Appropriation: $70,000,000

FY Appropriation
1992 $70,000,000
1991 $60,000,000
1990 $50,000,000
1989 $45,000,000
1988 $45,000,000
Purpose:

This program provides services to foster children who are 16 years or
older to help them to make the transition to independent living by
helping them earn a high school diploma or receive vocational training,
receive training in daily living skills such as budgeting, locating
housing, career planning and job finding; or otherwise make the
transition to independent living.

This is an entitlement program with a fixed funding level. Funds are
awarded to States in the form of grants. Each State is eligible to
receive a portion of the funds appropriated that is equal to each
State’s proportion of the national total of foster children that received
maintenance payments under the IV-E Foster Care program in fiscal
year 1984. States are required to provide a 50 percent match for the
funds over their share of $45,000,000.



ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS

4, Family Preservation and Support Services

Authorizing Legislation: Section 430, Title IV-B, Subpart 2, of the
Social Security Act as amended by the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993

FY 1994 Appropriation: $60,000,000

Purpose:

To encourage and enable "each State to develop and establish, or
expand, and to operate a program of family preservation services and
community based family support services. "

"Family preservation services " typically are activities to assist families
in crisis, often families where a child is at imminent risk of being
placed in out-of-home care because of abuse and/or neglect.

“Family support services" are primarily preventive activities with the
aim of increasing the ability of families to successfully nurture their
children, most often provided at the local level by community-based
organizations.

State allotments are based on the number of children in the States
who received food stamps in the previous three years.

Grants may also be made to Indian Tribes which qualify under the

allotment formula; no Tribe may be funded if its allotment is less than
$10,000.

Authorizations

$ 60 million in FY 1994

$150 million in FY 1995

$225 million in FY 1996

3240 million in FY 1997

$255 million (or $240 million increased by the FY 1998
inflation percentage, whichever is greater) in FY 1998.



FORMULA GRANT PROGRAMS

1.

Child Welfare Services

Authorizing Legislation: Section 420, Title IV-B, Subpart 1, of the
Social Security Act as amended

FY 1993 Appropriation: $294,624,000
FY 1994 Appropriation: $294,624,000

FY Appropriation
1992 $273,911,000
1991 $273,911,000
1990 $252,647,751
1989 $246,679,000

1988 $239,350,000
Purpose:

This program helps State public welfare agencies improve their child
welfare services with the goal of keeping families together. State
services include preventive intervention, so that, if possible, children
will not have to be removed from their homes; services to develop
alternative placements like foster care or adoption if children cannot
remain at home; and reunification so that children can return home if
at all possible. '

Funds are distributed to States in the form of grants. Each State
receives a base amount of $70,000. Additional funds are distributed
in proportion to the State’s population of children under age 21
multiplied by the complement of the State’s average per capita
income. The State match requirement is 25 percent.

All States are eligible to receive a share of the first $141 million
appropriated for Child Welfare Services. However, as an incentive to
States, only those States which have implemented the specific
protections for children contained in P.L. 96-272, the Adoption
Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980, are eligible to share in any
amount appropriated for this program in excess of $141 million.

Small amounts of the basic grant and the incentive monies are
available to Indian Tribes and Tribal Organizations which meet the
requirements. '



DISCRETIONARY GRANT PROGRAMS

1.

Adoption Opportunities

Legislative Authority: Section 205 of the Child Abuse Prevention

and Treatment and Adoption Reform Act of
1978, as amended.

FY 1993 Appropriation: $12,459,520
FY 1994 Appropriation: $12,163,000

EFY Appropriation
1992 $12,687,000
19917 $12,687,000
1990 $6,763,203
1989 $6,027,000.
1988 $5,000,000
Purpose:

The Adoption Opportunities program eliminates barriers to adoption
and helps to find permanent families for children who would benefit
by adoption, particularly children with special needs. The five major
program areas, as mandated by the legislation, are: (1) the
development and implementation of a national adoption and foster
care data gathering and analysis system; (2) the development and
implementation of a national adoption information exchange system;
(3) the development and implementation of an adoption training and
technical assistance program,; (4) increasing the placements in
adoptive families of minority children who are in foster care and have
the goal of adoption with a special emphasis on recruitment of
minority families; and (5] post-legal adoption services for families who
have adopted children with special needs.



DISCRETIONARY GRANT PROGRAMS

2.

Child Welfare Training

Legislative Authority: Section 426 of Title IV of the Social
Security Act, as amended.

FY 1993 Appropriation: $4,441,184
FY 1994 Appropriation: $4,441,000

FY Appropriation
1992 $3,559,000
1991 $3,5659,000
71990 $3,646,844
1989 $3,696,000
1988 $3,660,000
Purpose:

Discretionary grants are awarded to public and private non-profit
institutions of higher learning to develop and improve
education/training programs and resources for child welfare service
providers. These grants upgrade the skills and qualifications of child
welfare workers through their participation, full-time or part-time, in
programs focused specifically on child welfare services.



DISCRETIONARY GRANT PROGRAMS

3.

Child Welfare Research and Demonstration

Legislative Authority: Section 426 of Title IV of the Social
Security Act, as amended.

FY 1993 Appropriation: $6,479,744
FY 1993 Appropriation: $6,467,000

FY Appropriation
1992 $6,652,000
1991 ~ $7,807,000
71990 $7,517,000
1989 $4,976,500
1988 $5,338,000
Purpose:

The Child Welfare Research and Demonstration program strengthens
the family as the primary agent responsible for the developmental
needs of children and youth. The Administration for Children, Youth
and Families funds research, demonstration, dissemination, utilization
and technical assistance activities in four basic areas: child welfare,
child care, youth development, and child and family development.
The resources budgeted for these four areas address the needs and
problems confronting some of the most vulnerable children and
families in the country: children in foster care, children in need of
adoptive homes, children from poor families who require child care,
and vulnerable youth who are runaways or homeless.



DISCRETIONARY GRANT PROGRAMS

4.

Te It hild Care and Crisis Nurseri

Legislative Authority: Temporary Child Care for Handicapped
Children and Crisis Nurseries Act of 1986.

FY 1893 Appropriation: $11,941,696
FY 1994 Appropriation: $11,942,000

FY Appropriation

1992 $11,055,000
19917 $11,055,000
1990 ' $8,327,750
1989 $4,940,000
1988 $4,940,000
Purpose:

This program is intended to demonstrate the effectiveness of assisting
States to provide temporary non-medical child care for children with
special needs to alleviate social, emotional and financial stress among
children and the families of such children and to provide crisis
nurseries for children who are abused and neglected, at risk of abuse
and neglect or who are in families receiving child protective services.



DISCRETIONARY GRANT PROGRAMS

5.

Abandoned Infants Assistance Program

Legislative Authority: Section 104 of the Abandoned Infants
Assistance Act of 1988

FY 1993 Appropriation: $13,562,624
FY 1994 Appropriation: $14,563,000

FY Appropriation
1992 $12,557,000
1991 $12,557,000
1990 $9,867,000
71989 o
7988 0
Purpose:

Grants are made to public and nonprofit private entities for
development, implementation and operation of projects to
demonstrate how to (1) prevent abandonment; (2) identify and
address needs of abandoned infants, especially those with AIDS; (3)
assist these children to reside with their natural families if possible, or
in foster care; (4) recruit, train and retain foster parents; (5) carry out
residential care programs for abandoned children and children with
AIDS; (6) establish programs of respite care for families and foster
families; (7)recruit and train health and social services personnel to
work with families, foster families and residential care staff.
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RES "ONSE:

SUM [ARY:

VEATTF

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services

NGA Resolution on Child Care

The policy statement highlights the governor’s belief
that the expansion of quality child care opportunities
is vital to the economic growth of the nation and
critical for the well being of the Nation’s children
and families. The resolution states that the child
Care and Development Block Grant. is a highly

sucessful program which has substantially increased the
supply and quality of child care services for low-
income families. They recommend: moving to a more
seamless sytem by incorporating all federal child care
programs into a single system using the CCDBG as the
foundation, increasing flexibility to the states,
providing additional funds for automation and
coordination and using state standards for child care.

HHS POSITION:

SUGC ESTED

Over the past year the Administration has worked to
ensure increased resources for child care, streamlined
operations, increased our technical assistance to the
states, and provided more flexibility to the states:

0 The President’s budget for the last two years
included increases for child care. Our welfare reform
package included funds to continue the child care
guarantee for families moving towards self-sufficiency
and an increase of $1.5 billien for working peoor
families.

o We have streamlined ocur operations, replacing
multiple offices with a single administrative
structure, the Child Care Bureau, at the federal level.

o We proposed new rules that would provide states
flexibility in how they spend their child care dollars.

© We convened the states to share promising practices
around key issues such as: ensuring health and safety
in child care, infant care and school age care.

RESPONSE:

HHS believe that any legislative proposal for child
care should include and build upon core elements in the
Child Care and Development Block Grant. We are
interested in working with the Congress and the
Governor’s on consolidation efforts that would build on
the following principles:
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A targeted child care fund should be available teo
support families who are working, in training or
education, and children in need of protective services.

Minimum health and safety protections for child in
child care must be assured.

Continuity of care for children should be provided.

Parents must be able to choose quality child care from
a range of options, including in-home care, family
child care and center-based care.

Consumer education must be provide in order to
encourage informed choices.

Mechanisms should be in place to build the supply and
improve the quality of child care.

Provisions should be made to encourage community input

in plannlng and linkages between child care and other
agencies.



CHILD CARE
HR - 28

The governors are recommending that the Child Care
Development Block Grant (CCDBG), which distributes funds to
states to provide child care services for low-income families, as
well as support activities to improve the overall quality and
supply of child care in the state, be reauthorized with the
following modifications:

. Create a seamless child care system. Incorporate all of the
federal child-care programs and establish the CCDBG as the
foundation for a seamless system. This system - operated by
the states - would consolidate programs such as Title 1V-A,
Title XX, and programs for "at-risk" children with the CCDBG
to form a single system.

. Increase state flexibility. States will be given the
flexibility to pay providers less than the local market rate
when qualified care is available and / or when the local
market rate has artificially inflated child-care prices.
States would also be given flexibility in setting different
limits for categories of child-care.

. Egprove program administration. In order to reduce
administrative costs, the federal government would enhance
funding to automate child-care tracking and payment systems.

. Use state standard. The states would be required to comply
with health and safety standards as prescribed under state
law, not federal law.

CONCERNS :

Create a seamless child care system. Which programs will be
consolidated?

State Flexibility. What will be the criteria for determining
rates? '

HHS SUGGESTED RESPONSE:

Any legislative proposal for child care should include and build
upon core elements in the Child Care and Development Block Grant.
We are interested in working with the Congress and the Governor's
on consolidation efforts that would build on the following
principles:

A TARGETED CHILD CARE FUND

MINIMUM HEALTH AND SAFETY PROTECTIONS
CONTINUITY OF CARE

CHOICE OF CHILD CARE

CONSUMER EDUCATION

MECHANISMS TO BUILD SUPPLY AND IMPROVE QUALITY
COMMUNITY INPUT IN PLANNING
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Trend in Child Reporting Rates
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Children by Dispostion

(43 States Reporting)
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Victims by Type of Maltreatment
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Foster Care Census per Year
Five State Archive Counts, VCIS, and IV-E
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Distribution of Age at
First Admission to Foster Care
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ADOPTION OPPORTUNITIES PROGRAM

The Adoption Opportunities Program was authorized by the Congress in section 205 of the
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment and Adoption Reform Act of 1978. The
appropriation for the program in Fiscal Year 1994 was $12,163,000.

PROGRAM PURPOSES: The purposes of the Act are to eliminate barriers to adoption and
to find permanent families for children who would benefit from adoption, particularly
children in the child welfare system. The legislation mandates:

®  The operation of a national adoption and foster care data gathering and analysis
system, and the development of a national adoption information exchange system,
which helps to match children waiting to be adopted with families waiting to adopt.

®  The development and implementation of an adoption training and technical assistance
program.

® Increasing the placement of minority children waiting in the foster care system, with
an emphasis on the recruitment of minority families.

®  Providing post legal adoption services for families who have adopted children with
special needs.

CURRENT NEED: As of 1990, there were 69,000 children in the foster care system with a
goal of adoption. Of these, approximately 20,000 were legally free and waiting for families.
That same year, 17,000 children had their adoptions finalized. Given the dramatic need
reflected in these figures, the effort to find families for these children must be escalated.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS: This program has allowed the Federal Government to exercise a
leadership role with the States in facilitating the adoption of children with special needs.
Among the initiatives supported by the program are:

®  Grants to public and private agencies focusing on the development of successful
models for the recruitment of families, especially for minority children, the provison
of post legal adoption services, support for parent groups, and the development of
training curricula.

®  The development of the first national database on children in out-of-home care.

®  National and regional leadership conferences that build the capacity of of public and
private agencies to facilitate the adoption of minority and special needs children.

®  Funding of the National Adoption Exchange, the Adoption Clearinghouse, the
National Resource Center for Special Needs Adoption and support for the Interstate
Compact on Adoption and Medical Assistance.



Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act
(P.L. 93-247, as amended)

The Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA) provides national leadership to the
field in the development of knowledge, data and best practices related to child abuse and
neglect prevention, identification, intervention and treatment. Activities authorized by
CAPTA include:

Generating knowledge by funding research, evaluation, demonstration and
service improvement projects. Grants are awarded on a competitive basis to State
and local organizations nationwide.

Collecting national data about the scope and nature of child maltreatment.

Facilitating information dissemination and exchange, and supporting the
education of professionals in the field through the funding of the National
Clearinghouse on Child Abuse and Neglect Information and two national resource
centers.

Assisting States to meet their responsibilities for the prevention of and
intervention in cases of child abuse and neglect.

The Basic State Grant provides assistance in developing, strengthening, and
implementing child abuse and neglect prevention and treatment programs, with special
emphasis on State child protective service agency improvements.

The Medical Neglect/Disabled Infants State Grant helps states respond to
reports of medical neglect, including the withholding of medically indicated treatment
from disabled infants with life-threatening conditions.

The Children’s Justice Act Grant helps States to improve the handling,
investigation and prosecution of child abuse and neglect cases, particularly cases of
child sexual abuse and exploitation, and suspected child abuse or neglect-related
fatalities. Funds for this program are allocated from the Department of Justice’s
Victims of Crime Fund.

The Community-Based Family Resource Programs Grant supports statewide
networks of local child abuse and neglect prevention and family resource programs.
To receive these funds, States must have established or maintained, in the year prior
to the funding request, a trust fund or other funding mechanism that pools Federal,
State, and private funds and makes them available for child abuse and neglect
prevention and family resource programs.

FY 1995 Funding:

Research, Demonstrations and

other Discretionary Activities: $15.4 million
Basic State Grant: $19.8 million
Medical Neglect Grant: $ 3.0 million
Community-Based Family Resource Program: $31.4 million

Children’s Justice Act Grant: $ 8.5 million (Victims of Crime Fund)



ABANDONED INFANTS PROJECTS

90-CB-0003 (Drugs/HIV) Service Demonstration
(60 mos.)
Georgia Department of $450,000 FY 90
Human Resources 450,000 FY 91
Division of Family and 450,000 FY 92
Children Services 450,000 FY 93
878 Peachtree Street 450,000 FY 94
Suite 417

Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Gerald Gouge, MSW, Principal Investigator
(404) 894-5672 .
Donna P. Carson, MSW, Project Director
(404) 616-7732 or 616-4924

(404) 525-2208 (FAX)

90-CB-0004 (Drugs/HIV) Service Demonstration
(60 mos.)

Hahnemann University $450,000 FY 90

Broad and Vine Streets 450,000 FY 91

Mail Stop 404 450,000 FY 92

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102 450,000 FY 93
. 450,000 FY 94
69,997 FY 94 Supp.
Michael Spence, MD, Principal Investigator
(215) 246-5420

Penny Ettinger, Program Coordinator SPARK Program

(215) 246-5426 201 No. Broad Street

Maria Frontera, Project Director MS 976

(215) 557-2110 Philadelphia, PA (215)

557-2100 (FAX) 19107

90-CB-0005 (Drugs/HIV) Service Demonstration
(60 mos.)

Children's Mercy Hospital $449,395 FY 90

24th at Gillham Road 499,645 FY 91

Kansas City, Missouri 64108 449,869 FY 92
450,000 FY 93

Alice Kitchen, LMSW, Prin. Investigator 69,279 FY 94 Supp.

(816) 234-3670 69,279 FY 94 Supp.

Oneta Templeton McMann, ACSW, Project Director
(816) 234-3113
(816) 842- 7420 (FAX)



90-CB-0007 (Technology-dependent
drug-exposed Infants)

Ken-Crest Centers

Children and Family Services

3132 Midvale Avenue

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19129

Service Demonstration

(60 mos.

$449,732 FY
449,976 FY
450,000 FY
450,000 FY
450,000 FY

Mary Ellen Caffrey, PhD, Principal Investigator

(215) 844-4620
(215) 844-4610 (FAX)

90-CB-0012 (Drugs/HIV)

New York State Department
of Social Services

Division of Family and
Children Services

40 N. Pearl Street

Albany, New York 12243

Patricia Perfetto, Project Director
(518) 474-3963

(Project site:

Brooklyn, NY 11203

90-CB-0013 (Drugs/HIV)

Leake & Watts Children's Home
Specialized Foster Home Program
487 S. Broadway, 2nd Floor
Yonkers, New York 10705

Phyllis Gurdin, MSW, Principal Inves.
(914) 963-5220 Ext. 123

Pickens Moore, MSW, Project Director
(914) 376-0106

90-CB-0016 (Drugs/HIV)

Yale University

School of Medicine

Child Study Center

333 Cedar Street

New Haven, Connecticut 06510

Jean Adnopoz, MPH, Project Director
(203) 785-2513

)
90

91
92
93
94

Service Demonstration

(60 mos.)
$450,000 FY
450,000 FY
450,000 FY
Offset FY
(450,000)
450,000 FY

90
91
92
93

94

Service Demonstration

(60 mos.)
$399,900 FY
399,900 FY
20,000 FY
47,475 FY
450,000 FY
25,123 FY
450,000 FY
449,982 FY

90
91
91
91
92
92
93
94

Supp.
Supp.

Supp.

Service Demonstration

(60 mos.)
$440,147 FY
440,147 FY
57,702 FY
447,797 FY
41,963 FY
450,000 FY
77,720 FY
450,000 FY

90
91
91
92
92
93
94
94

Supp.
Supp.

Supp.
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90-CB-0017 (Primairly drugs/some HIV)
University of New Mexico

School of Medicine

915 Camino de Salud, N.E.

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87131

Andrew Hsi, MD, Principal Investigator
(505) 272-6843

Bebeann Bouchard, Project Director
(505) 272-6843

(505) 272-6847 (FAX)

90~-CB-0021 (Primarily drugs/some HIV)
Operation PAR, Inc.

McCormick Center

10901-C Roosevelt Blvd., #1000

St. Petersburg, Florida 33716

Service Demonstration

(60 mos.)
$448,835
448,835
449,875
449,875
449,875

FY
Fy
FY
FY
FY

90
91
92
93
94

Service Demonstration

(60 mos.)
$448,189
448,189
449,928
449,960
450,000

Randolph Ratliff, MA, Principal Investigator

(813) 570-5080 Ext. 109

Lori Evans, Project Director
(813) 572-6660 .

(813) 573-2728 (FAX)

90-CB-0022 ({Drugs/HIV)

San Joaquin County

Department of Health Care Services
500 West Hospital Road

French Camp, California 95231

Frances Hutchins, Project Director
(209) 468-3698
(209) 468-6826 (FAX)

90-CB-0024 (Drugs/HIV)
Protestant Community Centers,
19 James Street

Newark, New Jersey 07102

Inc.

Dorothy Knauer,
(201) 621-2273
Regina Marshall,
(201) 481-2855
(201) 481-1010 (FAX)

Principal Investigator

Project Director

FY
FY
Fy
FY
FY

90
91
92
93
94

Service Demonstration

(60 mos.)
$446,191
446,191
450,000
450,000
450,000

65,305

FY
FY
FY
FYy
FY
FY

90
91
92
93
94
94 Supp.

Service Demonstration

(60 mos.)
$450,000

(14

800,000
450,000
450,000

FY

920

mos.)

FY
FY
FY

92
93
94



90-CB-0037 (HIV only)
Children's AIDS Network Designed
for Interfaith Involvement (CANDII)
Suite F-116
222 West 21st Street
Norfolk, Virginia 23517

Judy Cash, MEd, Project Director
(804) 640-0929

90-CB-0038 (Primarily drugs/some HIV)
Kansas Children's Service League

P.O. Box 517

Wichita, Kansas 67201

Larry Brown, MSW, Project Director
(316) 942-4261

90-CB-0039 (Drugs/HIV)
Bienvenidos Children's Center
421 South Glendora Avenue
West Covina, California 91790

Jerome Sigler, PhD, Principal Investigator

(818) 919-3364 )
Lorraine Lima, MS, Project Director
(818) 919-3364

90-CB-0040 (HIV only)
Casa de Esperanza, Inc.
P. O. Box 66581
Houston, Texas 77006

Sister Kathleen Foster
(713) 529-0639
(713) 529-9179 (FAX)

1

Service Demonstration
(36 mos.)

$ 98,191 FY 92
103,084 FY 93
108,255 FY 94

Service Demonstration
(36 mos.)

$222,660 FY 92
231,557 FY 93
240,829 FY 94

Service Demonstration
(36 mos.)

$420,623 FY 92
437,447 FY 93
432,944 FY 94

Service Demonstration

(36 mos.)

$102,452 FY 92
102,452 FY 93
102,452 FY 94



90-CB-0041 (Drugs/HIV) Service Demonstration
(36 mos.)

Society for Seamen's Children $257,730 FY 92

25 Hyatt Street, 5th Floor 283,500 FY 93

Staten Island, New York 10301 311,818 FY 94

Michael Marks
(718) 447-7740
(718) 720-2321 (FAX)

90-CB-0042 (Drugs/HIV) Service Demonstration
(60 mos.)
Texas Department of Protective $450,000 FY 90
and Regulatory Services 450,000 FY 91
Protective Services for Children 450,000 FY 92
P.O. Box 149030 450,000 FY 93
Austin, Texas 78714-9030 70,000 FY 94 Supp.

450,000 FY 94
Judith S. Evans, PhD, Principal Investigator
(512) 450-3746
Miriam von Born, Project Director
(512) 834-3752
(Project site:
Project MPPACT
6434 Maple Ave
Dallas, Texas 75235
Carol Gardner, MSSW, Project Director
(214) 350-9711 Ext. 2057

90-CB-0043 (Drugs/HIV) Service Demonstration
(60 mos.)
Florida International University $449,999 FY 90
Institute for Children and 449,999 FY 91
Families at Risk 449,766 FY 92
Department of Social Work 449,766 FY 93
North Miami Campus 449,766 FY 94

Miami, Florida 33181

Scott Briar, PhD, Principal Investigator
(305) 940-5885

Shirley Cook, Project Director

(305) 948-4584



90-CB-0044 (Drugs/HIV)

Foundation for Children
with AIDS, Inc.

1800 Columbus Avenue

Roxbury, Massachusetts 02119

Geneva Woodruff, PhD, Princ.
(617) 442-7442
(617) 442-1705 (FAX)

Investigator

90-CB-0045 (Primarily drugs/some HIV)

Mount St. Joseph-St. Elizabeth

100 Masonic Avenue

San Francisco, California 94118-4494

Sister Estala Morales, MSW, Proj. Dir.

Joanna Chestnut, Admin. Ass't.

(415) 567-9121 Ext. 213

(415) 567-8370

90-CB-0046 (Drugs/HIV)

Maryland State Department of
Human Resources

311 West Saratoga Street

Room 931

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

Victor Groze, PhD, Principal Investigator
(319) 335-1250

Calvin Street, Project Director

(410) 333-0212

Angela Rave, Project Coordinator

(410) 333-0206

Service Demonstration

(60 mos.)
$379,983
398,628
450,000
450,000
90,000
450,000

FY
FY
FY
FY
FY

90
91
92
93
94 Supp.

FY 94

Service Demonstration

(60 mos.)
$379,896
379,896

59,009
450,000
246,877
(offset
450,000

FY
FY
FY
FY
FY

FY

90
91
91
92
93

Supp.

$172,542)

94

Service Demonstration

(72 mos.)

$325,677
325,677
449,970
450,000

FY 91
FY 92
FY 93
FY 94



90-CB-0047 (Drugs/HIV)

Illinois State Department of
Children and Family Services

406 East Monroe Street

Springfield, Illinois 62701

(72 mos.)

$449,383

449,383
450,000
(450,000

Glenanne Farrington, Principal Investigator

(217) 524-2404

Debra Bridgeforth, MA, Project Director
(312) 814-4111

(312) 814-5486 (FAX)

{100 W. Randolph, Suite 6-200

Chicago, IL 60601]

90-CB-0048 (Drugs/HIV)

Children's Hospital
219 Bryant Street
Buffalo, New York 14222

Carl Cook, Project Administrator

(716) 878-7624

Karen Blount, RN, Principal Investigator
(716) 878-7908

Kytia Balcarek, MD, Project Director
(716) 878-7908

90-CB-0049  (Drugs/HIV)

New Jersey State Department
of Human Services

50 East State Street

CN 717

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Service Demonstration

FY 91

FY 92

FY 93
offset FY 94)

Service Demonstration

(72 mos.)
$450,000
450,000
450,000
450,000

FY 91
Fy 92
FY 93
FY 94

Service Demonstration

(72 mos.)
$450,000
450,000
450,000
450,000

Michael C. Tomaszewicz, Program Development

(609) 292-5767

Juliet Borgensen, Project Director
(201) 977-4000

(201) 977-8942 (FAX)

(NJ Dept. of Family and

Youth Services

Northern Regional Offices

100 Hamilton Plaza, 7th Floor
Patterson, NJ 07050)

FY 91
FY 92
FY 93
FY 94
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90-CB-0050 (Primarily drugs/some HIV)
Delaware Department of Health
and Social Services
Division of Alcoholism, Drug Abuse
and Mental Health
1901 No. DuPont Highway
New Castle, Delaware 19720

Neil Meisler,
(302) 577-4461
Bob Klein, Project Director
(302) 577-4468

(302) 577-4468 (FAX)

Principal Investigator

90~-CB-0051 (Drugs/HIV)
Massachusetts State Department of
Public Health
Division of Perinatal and
Child Health
150 Tremont Street, 4th Floor
Boston, Massachusetts 02111

Service Demonstration

(72 mos.)
$304,623
304,623
337,220
100,000
450,000

Service Demonstration

(72 mos.)
$328,492
437,989
446,955
450,000

Deborah Klein Walker, EdD, Principal Investigator

(617) 727-3372

Beth Shearer, Project Director
(617) 727-2662

(617) 727-0880 (FAX)

90-CB-0052 (Primarily drugs/some HIV)
Child & Family Services of
Knox County
114 Dameron Avenue
Knoxville, Tennessee 37917

Judy Pack, MSSW, Project Director
(615) 525-4794
(615) 524~-4790 (FAX)

Service Demonstration
(72 mos.)

$397,000
397,000
440,000
75,000
450,000

FY
FY
FY
FY
FY

FY
FY
FY
FY

FY
FY
FY
FY
FY

91
92
93
94
94

91
92
93
94

91
92
93

Supp.
94



90-CB-0053 {Drugs/HIV)

Orange County Social Services
Agency

1055 N. Main Street

Suite 600

Santa Ana, California 927021

Sharon Zepel, MSW, Project Director
(714) 704-8500
(714) 937-4861 (FAX)

90-CB-0054 (Drugs/HIV)

Tarzana Treatment Center

18646 Oxnard Street

Tarzana, California 91356-1486
Albert M. Senella, Principal Admin.
(818) 996-1051

90-CB-0055 (brugs/HIV)

Children's Institute International
711 S. New Hampshire Avenue

Los Angeles, California 90005

Tony Walker, Principal Investigator
(213) 385-5100

Denise Godfrey-Pinn, Project Director

(213) 385-5100

90-CB-0056 (Primarily HIV/some drugs)

Children's Hospital of New Orleans
200 Henry Clay Avenue
New Orleans, Louisiana 70118

Michael Kaiser,MD, Principal Investigator

(504) 524-4611
Beth Scalco, Project Director
(504) 524-4611

Service Demonstration
(72 mos.)
$358,638 FY 91
358,638 FY 92
450,000 FY 93
68,916 FY 94 Supp.
450,000 FY 94

Service Demonstration
(36 mos.)

$449,413 FY 93
449,413

Service Demonstration
(36 mos.)

$450,000 FY 93
450,000 FY 94

Service Demonstration
(36 mos.)

$346,769 FY 93
392,092 FY 94
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90-CB-0057 (Primarily drugs/some HIV)
The Center for Drug-Free Living, Inc.

100 W. Columbia Street
Orlando, Florida 32806

Service Demonstration

(36 mos.)

$391,356
85,000
446,000

Donald J. Feulner, DPA, Principal Investigator

(407) 423-6606
Barbara McConnell, Project Director
(407) 423-6606

90-CB-0058

University of California
School of Social Welfare
Family Welfare Research Group
Berkeley, California 94704

Richard Barth, PhD, Principal Investigator
(510) 642-8535

Jeanne Pietrzak, MSW, Project Director
(510) 643-8390

(510) 643-7019 (FAX)

FY 93
FY 94
FY 94

Resource Center

(36 mos.)

$481,651
149,978
497,736
482,192
600,000

FY
FY
Fy
FY
FY

91
92
92
93
94

Supp.

Supp.
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ALABAMA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

1 2000; Current Shaw Percent
($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Laoss
Alabama ' $169 $86 -49% -$83
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for mate formuls grant programs are ostimated basod on the most recent expeaditure dats (FY 1994); for other sctivities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Titte IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the stats’s-percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
e e

BASI : Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S. Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 40,388 +2.4% 2,936,554
In foster care 3,938 -10.9% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 810 -16.1% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 225 +22.0% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 25 1,028

L ______________________________________________________________________ " ]
OTHER ISSUES:
In ntion in Chil Ifare; The State is operating under a consent decree in the

case of R.C. v. Hornsby, in which the State has agreed to major improvements with respect
to placement prevention, family reunification, and provision of home-based and community-
based services for children with disabilities.

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to-know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
the costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a suate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Alabama have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discreti Grants:
Program - Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding

CAPTA l $400,000



ALASKA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

(% in millions) Law! Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Alaska $82 $55 -33% -$27
U.S. Total ' $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law lovels for siate formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recont sxpenditure data (FY 1994); for other scuivitiss,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S. Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 9,920 +16.6% 2,936,554
In foster care 2,029 -47.3% 444110
In Federally subsidized foster care 303 -12.8% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 207 +522.6% 78,112
Died from maltreatment N/A 1,028
THER I :

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government wilil
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive and to track both
the cost and the results of these services. In addition this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a swte
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c)make up the lost federal funds with swute
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Alaska have received approval to plan or
implement an automated system.



ARKANSAS
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' _ Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Arkansas $194 $93 -52% -$101
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formuls grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other sctivities,
estimaltes arc based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based oa the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
S S

BA : Change
1993 Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 25,624 +19.6% 2,936,554
In foster care 2,296 +69.9% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 715 +121.4% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 244 +32.4% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 11 1,028

OTHER ISSUES:
Court Intervention in Child Welfare: The State is operating under two consent decrees:

R.T. v. Patterson and Angela R. v. Clinton,in which the State has agreed to comprehensive

child welfare reform. The legislature appropriated funds for implementation which began in
1992.

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a vate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Arkansas have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretion H
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA l $138,823

Adoption Opportunities 1 $98,029



ARIZONA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Arizona $323 $176 45% -$147
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law lovels for sate formulas grant programs are cstimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); foe other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the sats’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
L - A,

BASIC FACTS: Change '
1993 ~ Since 1990 U.S, Towl
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 51,068 +30.3% 2,936,554
In foster care 4,107 +21.5% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 1,774 +105.0% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 559 +60.3% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 23 1,028

OTHER ISSUES:

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
the costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a stase
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with stae
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Arizona have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Di ion :
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 2 $629,171

Adoption Opportunities 3 $270,060



CALIFORNIA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING KYs 1996-2000: Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
California $5,365 $4.302 20% -$1,063
U.S. Total $27,905 $22.344  -20% -$5.561

! Current law lovels for state formula grant programs are ostimated based oa the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimatss are based on the state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures. .
"

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S. Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 455,526 +8.1% 2,936,544
In foster care 88,262 +11.0% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 48,928 +21.5% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 10,638 +93.0% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 49 1,028
OTHER ISSUES:
Court Intervention in Child Welfare: The County of Los Angeles is negotiating settlement

of Timothy J. v. Chaffee, which will result in better supervision of children while in foster
care.

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w1l
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track boh
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a wate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with staie
dollars. Currently, 41 states including California have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system. California has issued contract for $49.7 million to
implement its system.

Discretionary Grants:

Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 10 $2,297,334
Adoption Opportunities 8 $805,000

Abandoned Infants 7 $3,416,578



COLORADO
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) | Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Colorado $277 $249 -10% -$28
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for stato formula grant programs are estimated based oa the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Tite [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percont share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASIC FA : Change
1993 Since 1990  ILS, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 52,257 -14.5% 2,936,554
In foster care 5,700 +46.5% 444 110
In Federally subsidized foster care 2,529 +25.7% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 622 +136.7 78,112
Died from maltreatment 29 1,028
THER 1 :

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government wiil

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Colorado have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system. '

Discretiona nts;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 5 $1,099,870

Adoption Opportunities 4 $364,961



CONNECTICUT
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' _ Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Connecticut ' $364 $132 -64% -$232
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent oxpenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the stale’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percont share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total

Children:

Reported as abused/neglected 27,710 +39.7% 2,936,554

In foster care 4,557 +10.6% 444,110

In Federally subsidized foster care 1,482 -26.1% 231,048

Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 899 +267.7% 78,112

Died from maltreatment 6 1,028
—

THE :

ion i ild Welfare: The Connecticut Dept. of Children and Families

(DCF) is operating under a consent decree in the case of Juan F. vs. O’Neill, requiring
major improvements in the child welfare system.

State Computer Systems; Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every dollar states
spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will reimburse 75

cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are placed while 1n
foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both costs and results
of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from processing paper and
allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a state to: a) terminate its
project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with state dollars. Currendy,
41 states including Connecticut have received approval to plan and/or implement an
automated system. Connecticut has in place a contract for $17.3 million to implement its
system.

Discretion nts:

Program - Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA l $10,000
Adoption Opportunities ! $100,000

Abandoned Infants l $527,720



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Losg
District of Columbia $ 154 $ 85 45% $ 69
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula Srant programs are cstimated based on the most recent oxpenditure data (FY 1994); for other sctivities,

estimates are based on thé state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 axpenditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change
1293 ~ Since 1990 U.S. Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 12,773 N/A 2,936,554
In foster care 2,145 -7.3% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 748 +26.1% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 280 +279% 78,112
Died from maltreatment N/A 1,028

12,8

i In LaShawn A. v. Kelly, the District Government
was found to be in violation of local law, federal law and the Constitution. Children were
placed in care without court orders, lacked case plans, administrative reviews and
permanency determinations. The Child Welfare program is in partial receivership as a result
of the agency’s failure to comply with the court order.

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive and to track both
the cost and the results of these services. In addition this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sute
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢)make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including the District of Columbia have received approval
to plan or implement an automated system.

Discretion nts;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 2 $397,586

Adoption Opportunities 1 $100,000



DELAWARE
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' _ Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Delaware $34 $20 42% -$14
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs are cstimated based on the most recent oxpenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates aro based on the sate’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the stats’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
L~ s S

BASIC FACTS: Change '
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 9,635 +30.3% 2,936,554
In foster care 707 N/A 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 183 +46.8% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 173 +45.7% 78,112
Died from maltreatment \ 1,028

D

OTHER ISSUES;

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government wall

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a wate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with suawe
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Delaware have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretion :
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA ! $337,785

Abandoned Infants 1 $550,000



FLORIDA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Florida $791 $454 43% -$337
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expeaditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based oa the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the sate's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S. Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 161,686 -11.5% 2,936,554
In foster care 9,568 -10.3% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 4,191 +21.3% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 2,507 +62.1% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 63 1,028
OTHER ISSUES:
Court Intervention in Child Welfare: In response to M.E. v. Chiles (alleging failure o0

provide therapeutic services to children in State custody) and Children A - F v. Chiles
(alleging failure to provide reunification or permanency efforts) the State has by developed
"Building Futures for Florida’s Children,” a comprehensive plan for child welfare reform.
The adequacy of this plan is before the court.

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w:il

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track bouh
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a vawe
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with stae
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Florida have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretion nts;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 2 $209,988

Abandoned Infants 3 $1,430,766



GEORGIA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Georgia $320 $271 -15% -$49
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law lovels for stats formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are basod on the state’s porcent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw lovel is based o the sate’s percent sharo of FY 1993 expenditures.
L T e e A

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993 Since 1990  ULS, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 85,118 -1.7% 2,936,554
In foster care 17,277 +13.8% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 3,254 +22.9% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 864 +40.6% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 28 1,028

L
OTHER ISSUES:
Court Intervention in Child Welfare; The state is implementing reforms related to

visitation and provision of services ordered by the court in J.J. v. Ledbetter.

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w:il
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Georgia have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretiona nts:

Program Num Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 1 $37,500
Adoption Opportunities 3 $334,970

Abandoned Infants 1 $450,000



HAWAII
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Hawaii $74 $24 -68% -$50
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based oa the most receat expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent sharo of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993 Since 1990  U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 4,862 +42.1% 2,936,554
In foster care 1,574 -5.1% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 326 +690.9% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 74 +126.0% 78,112
Died from maltreatment | 1,028

- -
OTHER ISSUES:

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a state
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states have received approval to plan and/or implement an automated
system. )

Di ion :
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding

CAPTA 1 $500,000



IOWA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Iowa $196 $151 -23% -$45
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs aro estimated based on the most recent oxpenditure data (FY_1994); foc otber sctivities,
estimates aro based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based oa the state's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S. Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 30,776 +9.8% 2,936,554
In foster care 3,411 -0.4% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 1,502 +26.3% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 1,122 +119.1% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 12 1,028

s
OTHER ISSUES:

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a state
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with staie
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Iowa have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system. Iowa has in place a contract for $5.6 million to
implement its system.



IDAHO
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

(3 in millions) Law' Block Grant’ Difference  Loss
Idaho $46 $28 -39% -$18
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formuls grant programs are estimatod based oa the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other sctivities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1997 expenditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change '
1293 Since 1990 U.S. Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 24,759 N/A 2,936,554
In foster care 1,342 +144.9% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 225 +62.9% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 148 +44.7% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 1 1,028

‘
OTHER ISSUES;

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child weifare systems, the Federal government wll

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Idaho have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system,



ILLINOIS
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

IN 1 2000; Current Shaw Percent
($ in millions) Law! Block ! Difference  Loss
Illinois $1,541 $1,029 -33% -$512
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Curreat law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
L - eraTarRee. i

BA : Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S. Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 126,960 +21.6% 2,936,554
In foster care 33,815 +62.9% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 11,514 +23.3% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 3,274 +41.6% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 70 1,028

L~
THER 1 :

Court Intervention in Child Welfare: The state is operating under seven consent decrees
relating to failures to (1) provide adequate food, clothing, shelter, medical care and other
treatment to foster children (B.H.); (2) provide necessaries to obviate the inappropriate use
of substitute care (Norman); (3) promote reunification through weekly visits (Bates); (4)
place sibling groups together (Aristotle P.); (5) provide timely 18 month foster care review
hearings in Cook County (Dana W.); (6) serve Spanish-speaking clients adequately
(Burgos); and (7) provide programs and placements for pregnant and parenting teens (Hil

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government wil
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track buwn
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a ‘e
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with swte
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Illinois have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretionary Grants;

Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 7 $1,329,227
Adoption Opportunities b) $580,000

Abandoned Infants 1 $£450,000



INDIANA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Indiana $680 $283 -58% -$397
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% _ -$5,561

! Curreat law levels for state formula grant programs are cstimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other scuviles,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Tie IV-B grants. The Shaw levoel is based on the state's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASIC FACTS; Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Touwl

Children:

Reported as abused/neglected 59,481 +17.1% 2,936,554

In foster care . 8,669 +15.7% 444,110

In Federally subsidized foster care 2,541 +39.5% 231,048

Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 1,364 +116.7% 78,112

Died from maltreatment 43 1,028
\
OTHER ISSUES:;

i A class action suit, B.M. v. Richardson, involving
failure to provide family preservation services, to protect the safety of children in foster care.
and inadequate reunification planning, was settled in 1992.

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government wil
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c¢) make up the lost federal funds with sate
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Indiana have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretionary Grants;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding

Adoption Opportunities ! $100,000



KANSAS
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law! Block ! Difference  Loss
Kansas $230 $170 -26% -$60
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 24,797 +29.1% 2,936,554
In foster care 4,593 +15.5% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 1,371 +23.3% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 971 +60.7% 78,112
Died from maltreatment . "9 1,028
OQTHER ISSUES;:

Court Intervention in Child Welfare;: The state is operating under a settlement agreement
in Sheila A. v. Finney which requires major changes in the child welfare system.

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a state
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Kansas have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system. Kansas has issued a contract for $1.9 million to
implement its system.

Discretionary Grants:
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding

Abandoned Infants 1 $240,829



KENTUCKY
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' _ Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Kentucky ' $394 $296 -25% -$98
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law lovels for siate formula grant programs sre estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the stato’s percent share of Tiue [V-B grants. The Shaw lovel is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
L - A

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990  U.S. Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 57,706 +18.6% 2,936,554
In foster care 3,363 -11.7% 444110
In Federally subsidized foster care 1,797 +17.0% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 693 +37.8% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 20 1,028
OTHER ISSUES:

In ion i ild Welfare; The state and the City of Louisville are operating
pursuant to court orders in three law suits: Meador v. Kentucky Cabinet of Human
Resources, Timmy S. v. Stumbo, and In Re P.

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a suate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with st
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Kentucky have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.



LOUISIANA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law! Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Louisiana $434 $317 27% -$117
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Curront law leveis for state formula grant programs are estimated based oa the moet recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other sctivities,
estimates are based on the state's percont shars of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the stats’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASI : Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 46,170 +7.6% 2,936,554
In foster care 5,607 +4.2% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 2,824 +7.9% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 1,401 +178.4% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 27 1,028
‘
OTHER ISSUES;
State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w.ll
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a state
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states have reccived approval to plan arfd/or implement an automaied
system.

Discretion nts;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding

Abandoned Infants l $392,092



MASSACHUSETTS
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000: Current Shaw Percent

(3 in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Massachusetts $821 400 -51% -$421
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates aro based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
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BASIC FACTS:; Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Totwal

Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 51,941 -10.4% 2,936,554
In foster care 13,382 +12.9% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 7,839 +112.1% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 1,513 +135.5% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 10 1,028
THER I :

Court Intervention in Child Welfare: The State is operating pursuant to the in Lynch v.

King regarding size of caseloads and delivery of services to children in the child protection
system.

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w:!l
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track ™
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a ute
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with swate
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Massachusetts have received approval to plan anc .«
implement an automated system.

Discretiona nts:

Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 3 687,500
Adoption Opportunities 7 $750,000
Abandoned Infants 2 $990,000



MARYLAND
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Maryland $550 $361 34% $189
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law lovels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates arc based on the stato’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
o ——————,—— AR

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 46,174 2.1% 2,936,554
In foster care 6,107 -5.7% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 3,073 +282.8% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 522 +49.0% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 30 1,028

L ™
ER 1 :

Court Intervention in Child Welfare; The State is operating under a consent decree in

L.J. v. Massinga requiring widespread reform of the State foster care system.

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w:ll

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track bow
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sute
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states have received approval to plan and/or implement an automaied
system.

Discretion nts;

Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA ! $167,844
Adoption Opportunities 4 $447,536

Abandoned Infants \ $450,000



MAINE
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000: Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Maine ' $135 $101 -25% -$34
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs ars estimatod based on the most rocent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities.
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
L - e

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 9,567 +3.2% 2,936,554
In foster care 2,150 +23.2% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 1,000 +29.1% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 430 +34.8% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 7 1,028
THE :

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a swate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Maine have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretion nts:
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding

CAPTA 2 $350,000



MICHIGAN
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

IN 1 2000; Current Shaw Percent
($ in millions) Law! _ Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Michigan $1,285 $1,001 -22% -$284
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,

estimates aro based on tho state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 axpenditures.
L - 7

BA FA : Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S. Total

Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 126,601 +9.4% 2,936,554
In foster care 10,382 +15.4% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 8,672 +5.5% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 6,528 +57.2% 78,112
Died from maltreatment N/A 1,028
THER 1

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w1l
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a state
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with »tate
dollars. Currently, 41 states have received approval to plan and/or implement an automated
system.

Discretion .
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 4 $967,908

Adoption Opportunities 8 $963,124



MINNESOTA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

IN 1 2000; Current Shaw Percent
($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Minnesota $387 $292 -24% -$95
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
cstimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
O S G

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990  U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 26,778 +13.3% 2,936.554
In foster care 9,700 +32.7% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 2,984 +42.1% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 801 +77.6% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 7 _ 1,028

OTHER ISSUES;

State Computer Systems;: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sute
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c¢) make up the lost federal funds with sute
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Minnesota have recexved approval to plan and/or
1mplement an automated system.

Discretion nts:

Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding

Adoption Opportunities 6 $726,713



| MISSOURI
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

1 2000: Current Shaw Percent
($ in millions) Law! Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Missouri $391 $263 -33% -$128
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law lovels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other sctivites,
cstimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw lovel is based on the sate's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
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BASIC FACTS: Change :
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Touwal
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 85,323 +16.2% 2,936,554
In foster care 8,625 +4.7% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 4,570 +89.7% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 2,124 +101.7% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 45 1,028
ER I :

In ion i ild Welfare: Jackson County, which includes Kansas City. has
been under a consent decree in G.L. v. Zumwalt for 11 years regarding placement prac::ces
and abuse of children in the foster care system.

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w:il
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track Mun
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a vuie
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with via:e
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Missouri have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretion nts;

Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 2 649,927
Adoption Opportunities 1 $100,000
Abandoned Infants I 69,279



MISSISSIPPI
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law! Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Mississippi $112 $67 -40% -$45
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

' Current law lovels for state formula grant programs are cstimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other sctivities,
estimates arc based on the state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent share of FY 199) expenditures.
L LA

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990  LLS, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 27,568 +69.3% 2,936,554
In foster care 3,293 +16.3% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 868 +20.1% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 236 +1.9% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 16 1,028

OTHER ISSUES;

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w:il
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a \ate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with suate
dollars. Currently, 41 states have received approval to plan and/or implement an automaed
system.

Discretion nts:
Program Number of Grants T 4 Fundi

Adoption Opportunities 1 $100,000



MONTANA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Montana $70 $48 -31% -$22
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expeaditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Tite [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
e

B TS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S. Totwl
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 13,713 +24.3% 2,936,554
In foster care 1,447 +18.2% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 557 +53.2% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 175 +127.3% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 4 1,028

L~ ]
ER I :

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government wiil

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sute
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with suae
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Montana have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system. Montana has issued a contract for $5.6 million to
implement its system.



NORTH CAROLINA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

(3 in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
North Carolina ' $311 $208 -33% -$103
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

' Current law lovels for state formula grant programa are estimaled based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
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BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990  ULS, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 92,739 +24.9% 9,326,554
In foster care 11,024 +53.8% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 2,983 -16.2% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 979 +5.3% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 40 1,028

L
THER 1 :

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government wii

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states have received approval to plan and/or implement an automated
system.

Discretiona nts;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 1 $617,993

Adoption Opportunities 1 $100,000



NORTH DAKOTA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law! Block Grant! Difference  Loss
North Dakota $65 $43 -34% -$22
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state's percent share of Title [V-B grants. Tho Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASI : Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total

Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 8,252 +37.0% 2,936,554
In foster care 805 +104.8% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 402 +30.6% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 95 +23.8% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 1 1,028
THE :

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w1il
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a ‘tate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with sute
dollars. Currently, 41 states including North Dakota have received approval to plan and or
implement an automated system. )



NEBRASKA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law! Block ! Difference  Loss
Nebraska $130 $103 -21% -$27
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BA : Change '
1993  Since 1990  ULS. Towl
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 17,481 +12.0% 2,936,554
In foster care 3,222 +108.8% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 1,291 +24.6% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 483 +45.5% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 4 1,028

L
THER 1 :

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w ..i

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track bow
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a vate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢c) make up the lost federal funds with st
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Nebraska have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretion nts: _
Program Number of Grants Tota] 1994 Funding



NEW HAMPSHIRE
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000: Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
New Hampshire $88 $73 -17% -$15
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law lovels for state formula grant programs are estimatod based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities.
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s porcent share of FY 199 expeaditures.
L -~ O

BASIC FACTS; Change
1993  Since 1990 ILS. Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 7,234 -23.9% 2,936,554
In foster care 2,509 +66.7% 444110
In Federally subsidized foster care 526 +27.0% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 328 +39.3% 78,112
Died from maltreatment N/A 1,028
OTHER ISSUES:
State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w:il
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a \ute
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with sute
dollars. Currently, 41 states including New Hampshire have received approval to plan
and/or implement an automated system.

Discretion nts:
Program Number of Granis Total 1994 Funding

CAPTA 1 $200,000



NEW JERSEY
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

(% in millions) Law! Block Grant! Difference  Loss
New Jersey $346 $286 -17% -$60
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Titlo IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S. Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 65,102 +19.7% 2,936.554
In foster care 7,673 -13.6% 444 110
In Federally subsidized foster care 3,873 +37.5% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 1,940 +152.9% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 28 1,028
OTHER ISSUES:
State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w.!|
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a ute
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with siate
dollars. Currently, 41 states have received approval to plan and/or implement an automated
system.

Discretion nts;

Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 1 $10,000
Adoption Opportunities 4 $450,000
Abandoned Infants 2 $900,000



NEW MEXICO
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

1 2000: Current Shaw Percent
($ in millions) Law! Block Grant'! Difference  Loss
New Mexico ' $103 $67 -35% -$36
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,

catimates aro based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s perceat share of FY 1993 expenditures.
L. - "

BASI : Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 24,984 N/A 2,936,554
In foster care 2,097 +2.7% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 875 +20.0% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 594 +70.8% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 15 1,028
QTHER ISSUES:;

Court Intervention in Child Welfare; The state is operating under a consent decree in
Joseph A. v. N.M. Dept. of Human Services requiring improvements in all aspects of the
child protection system. Issues of non-compliance were still in litigation in 1994,

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for everv
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w1il
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a vue
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with sute
dollars. Currently, 41 states including New Mexico have received approval to plan and. or
implement an automated system.

Discretiona nts;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding

Abandoned Infants 1 $449 875



NEVADA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law! Block Grant! Difference  Loss
Nevada $46 $31 -31% -$15
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other acuvitics,
estimates are based on the sate’s perceat share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
. - R A

BASIC FACTS:; Change
1993~ Since 1990 U.S. Total

Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 19,730 -15.0% 2,936,554
In foster care 2,831 +10.3% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 620 +34.2% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 82 +146.6% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 8 1,028
THER 1 :

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w.iil
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sute
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with sute
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Nevada have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretion nts:
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 1 $500,000

Adoption Opportunities l $147,311



NEW YORK
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

IN 2000; Current Shaw Percent
($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Gain .
New York $5,112 $5,848 +17% +3$736
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimatod based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activites,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expeaditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change '
1993 Since 1990 U.S. Towl
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 230,916 +8.0% 2,936,554
In foster care 59,658 -5.9% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 53,475 +72.3% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 15,279 +494.9% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 56 1,028
OTHER ISSUES:;

Court Intervention in Child Welfare; The state is operating under a consent decree in
Baby Angel requiring placement of boarder babies with special needs in family settings.
New York City is operating under six consent decrees: Ana R. (removal of children from
their parents solely because of a toxicology result at birth); Cosentino and Martin A.
(failure to provide housing to families to prevent placement of the children); Doe (insufficient
foster care placements for children with special needs); Eugene F. (improvement in kinship
care placements); and Grant (failure to investigate child abuse reports within 24 hours)

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for everv
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government o |
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track ™«
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a4 e
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back. or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with e
dollars. Currently, 41 states including New York have received approval to plan and. .
implement an automated system.

Discretion rants;

Program Num i n Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA ] $658,347
Adoption Opportunities V] $564,603

Abandoned Infants 4 $1,661,800



OHIO
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Ohio , $1,302 $987 -24% -$315
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grani programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other sctivities,
estimates arc based on the state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the stato’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
L -

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993 ~ Since 1990 U.S, Totl
Children: '
Reported as abused/neglected 122,855 +14.5% 2,936.554
In foster care 15,922 -11.8% 444110
In Federally subsidized foster care 6,546 +26.8% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 5,883 +78.1% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 46 1,028

L _____________________________________________

OTHER ISSUES;
Court Intervention in Child Welfare; Hamilton County is operating under a consent

decree in Roe v. Staples, requiring extensive monitoring of the county child welfare ser :ces
by the State Dept. of Human Services.

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w.ll
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track bowh
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a ‘e
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with sue
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Ohio have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretion nts;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA ! $199,507

Adoption Opportunities 6 $695,911



OKLAHOMA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

(8 in millions) Law' _ Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Oklahoma $169 $86 -49% -$83
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates aro based on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw leval is based oa the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
-~~~

BA : Change
1993  Since 1990  U.S, Touwal

Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 26,349 +5.1% 2,936,554
In foster care 2,953 -14.0% 444 110
In Federally subsidized foster care 1,379 +54.3% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 422 +87.6% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 23 1,028
THER :

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government w1l
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sute
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Oklahoma have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system. Oklahoma has in place a contract for $13.7 millioa to
implement its system.

Discretign nts;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 1 $200,000

Adoption Opportunities 4 $340,000



OREGON
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Oregon ' $261 $144 -45% -$117
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure dats (FY 1994); for other sctivilies,
estimates arc bascd on the state’s percent share of Tile IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
L -~ e e

BASIC FACTS; Change
1993 ~  Since 1990  U.S, Total

Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 39,604 -5.0% 2,936,554
In foster care 4,119 -3.3% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 1,882 -15.1% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 1,492 +171.4% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 11 1,028
THER I :

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sute
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Oregon have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system. Oregon has in place a contract for $776 million to
implement its system.

Discretion nts;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 4 $1,354,651

Adoption Opportunities 3 $261,014



PENNSYLVANIA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) - Law! Block Grant'! Difference  Losg
Pennsylvania $1,649 $1,549 -6% -$100
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent cxpenditure data (FY 1994); for other activitics,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
e ey

BA : Change
1993  Since 1990  U.S, Touwl
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 24,909 +2.3% 2,936,554
In foster care 18,976 +13.9% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 14,760 +67.3% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 2,405 +108.7% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 54 1,028

L
THER I :

Court Intervention in Child Welfare; The State is currently operating pursuant to consent
decrees: In Re City of Philadelphia, requiring the Commonwealth to provide needs-based
budgets for child welfare services; In Re T.M., requiring provision of legal counsel for
children in dependency proceedings; and In Re Maher, requiring notice to parents when
changing or terminating medical benefits of their children in foster care.

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track bowh
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a vuie
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢c) make up the lost federal funds with swae
dollars. Currently, 41 states have received approval to plan and/or implement an automated
system.

Discretion nts;

Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 12 $2,983,356
Adoption Opportunities 5 $739,909
Abandoned Infants 2 $969,997



RHODE ISLAND
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law! Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Rhode Island $113 $93 -18% -$20
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based oa the most recent exponditure data (FY 1994); for other sctivities,
estimates aro based on the stats’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the mate’s percent share of FY 1993 expeaditures.
b T REEEERE———

B F : Change '
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Towl
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 13,065 +0.6% 2,936,554
In foster care 2,830 +5.6% 444 110
In Federally subsidized foster care 673 +55.4% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 524 +35.9% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 3 1,028

S
ER [ :

Court Interventiop in Child Welfare: The state is operating under a consent decree in
Office of the Child Advocate v. Rossi requiring the state to make reasonable efforts to
avoid placement of children.

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government «:li
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track “xn
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a e
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with e
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Rhode Island have received approval to plan ane .«
implement an automated system.

Di iona nts;
Program Number of Grants 4 Fundi
CAPTA l $500,000

tJ

Adoption Opportunities $150,000



SOUTH CAROLINA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' _ Block Grant' Difference  Losg
South Carolina $163 $117 -28% -$46
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formuls grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the sate’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
e

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Totwl
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 40,147 +40.3% 2,936,554
In foster care 4,656 +41.7% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 1,652 +36.6% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 570 +61.6% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 16 1,028

L ___________________________ "~ - =

QTHER ISSUES:;
State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government wil
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sute
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with sae
dollars. Currently, 41 states including South Carolina have received approval to plan and or
implement an automated system.

Discretion :
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 3 $548,628

Adoption Opportunities 2 $199,993



SOUTH DAKOTA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law! Block Grant' Difference  Loss
South Dakota $44 $28 -35% -$16
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
ostimatos are based on the state’s percent share of Titls [V-B grants. The Shaw leve! is based oa the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993 ~  Since 1990 U.S, Total

Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 10,284 -8.7% 2,936,554
In foster care 710 +25.2% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care . 225 +2.6% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 230 +32.6% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 5 1,028
THER

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every

dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will
reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a state
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including South Dakota have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Di ion :
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding

Adoption Opportunities 1 $90,000



TENNESSEE
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

IN 1 2000: Current Shaw Percent
($ in millions) Law! Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Tennessee $248 $166 -33% -$82
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percont share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based oa the state’s percent shars of FY 1993 cxpenditures.

BA : Change
1993  Since 1990  L.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 32,739 -1.9% 2,936,554
In foster care N/A N/A 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care N/A N/A 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 751 +53.7% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 8 1,028
OTHER ISSUES:

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a state
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with stae
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Tennessee have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretionary Grants:
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding

Abandoned Infants 1 $525,000



TEXAS
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) ‘ Law' _ Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Texas $1,069 $745 -30% -$324
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the staie’s percent share of Tite IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
L - e A

BASI : Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 177,328 +32.0% 2,936,554
In foster care 10,880 +62.4% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 4,920 +36.8% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 2,698 +70.9% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 108 1,028
OTHER ISSUES;

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a swate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Texas have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system. Texas has in place a contract for $102 million to
implement its system.

Discretiona nts:
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 3 $638,092

Adoption Opportunities $272,637
Abandoned Infants 2 $622,452

(o



UTAH
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Utah $99 $75 24% -$24
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

' Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other aclivitics,
estimates are basod oa the state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based oa the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
e

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total

Children:

Reported as abused/neglected 27,485 +13.5% 2,936,554

In foster care 1,465 +24.8% 444,110

In Federally subsidized foster care 454 +17.9% 231,048

Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 230 +99.6% 78,112

Died from maltreatment N/A 1,028
—
OTHER ISSUES:

Court Intervention in Child Welfare; The state is operating under a consent decree in
David C. v. Leavitt requiring the state to make extensive changes in all aspects of its chiid
welfare system.

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government wll

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a vate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or c) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Utah have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Di ion nts;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding

Adoption Opportunities 1 $75,000



VIRGINIA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000: Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Virginia $223 $161 -28% -$62
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are cstimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title IV-B gragts. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent share of FY 1993 sxpenditures.
L A A

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 55,937 +8.5% 2,936,554
In foster care 6,229 +0.2% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 2,100 +11.8% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 1,089 +96.3% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 30 1,028

L ]
OTHER ISSUES;

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government wili

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Virginia have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Di ion nts:

Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 2 $143,333
Adoption Opportunities 3 $324,950
Abandoned Infants l $108,255



VERMONT
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' _ Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Vermont $93 $69 -26% -$24
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Curront law levels for rate formuls grant programs are estimated based oa the inost recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for owber activities,
estimates are based cn the state’s parcent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw levzi is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
e S D

BASIC FACTS; Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 3,190 +18.3% 2,936,554
In foster care 1,236 +16.3% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 874 +1.6% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 322 +63.0% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 2 1,028

L. ]
OQTHER ISSUES:;

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a stae
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with stawe
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Vermont have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.

Discretion nts;
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 2 $627,221

Adoption Opportunities 2 $250,000



WASHINGTON
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Washington $258 $233 -10% -$25
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs arc estimated based on the most recent sxpenditure data (FY 1994); for other sctivities,
estimates are based on the state’s percers share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent shars of FY 1993 expeaditures.

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993 ~ Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 55,689 N/A 2,936,554
In foster care 8,394 -36.9% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 2,484 9.7% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 1,671 +101.9% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 4 1,028
OTHER ISSUES:;

Court Intervention in Child Welfare; The State is operating under a court under in
Washington Coalition for the Homeless v. Dep’t of Social and Health Services requinng
services to families and children to prevent placement of homeless children into foster care.

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a stase
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with stase
dollars. Currently, 41 states have received approval to plan and/or implement an automased
system.

Di ion nts:
Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 8 $3,207,020

Adoption Opportunities 3 $238,890



WEST VIRGINIA
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' _ Block Grant' Difference  Loss
West Virginia $88 $49 -44% -$39
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are cstimated based on the most rocent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates aro basod on the state’s percent share of Title [V-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percont share of FY 1993 expenditures.
L - T SRR

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993  Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 20,302 -18.4% 2,936,554
In foster care 2,483 +24.3% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 1,017 -12.7% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 62 +29.2% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 5 1,028
L -~ ]
OTHER ISSUES:;
Court Intervention in Child Welfare: The State is operating under a plan established by the

State Supreme Court for improving the child welfare system in State of West Virginia ex
rel S.C. v Chafin.

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a state
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states including West Virginia have received approval to plan and. or
implement an automated system.



WISCONSIN
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Wisconsin $487 $412 -15% -$75
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are catimated based on the most recent expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percent share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state's percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.

BASIC FACTS; Change
1993 ~  Since 1990 U.S. Total

Children:

Reported as abused/neglected 49,152 +26.5% 2,936,554

In foster care 7,045 +16.7% 444,110

In Federally subsidized foster care 4,834 -13.1% 231,048

Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 1,363 +35.0% 78,112

Died from maltreatment _ - 20 1,028
\
OTHER ISSUES:;

State Computer Systems; In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
Placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a state
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with state
dollars. Currently, 41 states have received approval to plan and/or implement an automated
system.

Discretionary Grants:

Program Number of Grants Total 1994 Funding
CAPTA 4 $1,329,535
Adoption Opportunities 2 $149,982



WYOMING
EFFECTS OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

FUNDING FYs 1996-2000; Current Shaw Percent

($ in millions) Law' Block Grant' Difference  Loss
Wyoming $18 $13 27% -85
U.S. Total $27,905 $22,344 -20% -$5,561

! Current law levels for state formula grant programs are estimated based oa the most recont expenditure data (FY 1994); for other activities,
estimates are based on the state’s percont share of Title IV-B grants. The Shaw level is based on the state’s percent share of FY 1993 expenditures.
e ———————————

BASIC FACTS: Change
1993 _ Since 1990 U.S, Total
Children:
Reported as abused/neglected 5,080 +55% 2,936,554
In foster care 620 +28.1% 444,110
In Federally subsidized foster care 97 +13.8% 231,048
Receiving Federal Adoptive Subsidies 26 +18.2% 78,112
Died from maltreatment 3 1,028

L.
OTHER ISSUES:

State Computer Systems: In 1993, Congress provided that through FY 1996, for every
dollar states spend to computerize their child welfare systems, the Federal government will

reimburse 75 cents. This essential investment enables states to know where children are
placed while in foster care, to know what services these children receive, and to track both
costs and results of these services. In addition, this investment frees workers from
processing paper and allows them to work with families. The block grant would force a sate
to: a) terminate its project, b) scale it back, or ¢) make up the lost federal funds with stase
dollars. Currently, 41 states including Wyoming have received approval to plan and/or
implement an automated system.
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Section 427

Section 427 of title IV-B of the Social Security Act requires that States must meet
specific requirements to be eligible to receive title IV-B incentive funds (funds in
excess of the base amount of $14l million; in FY 1994 this excess totalled
$1563,624,000). These funds are awarded to States as an incentive to provide
specific protections to children in foster care under their responsibility. In addition,
if States wish to transfer unused funds from their titie IV-E foster care programs to
their title 1V-B programs or to claim Federal matching under title I\V-E for the foster
care costs of children removed from their homes pursuant to voluntary placement
agreements, States must meet the section 427 requirements. Specifically, in order
to be eligible for incentive funds, States must:

o] have conducted an inventory of all children who have been in foster
care under the responsibility of the State...and [determined] the
services necessary to facilitate either the return of the child or the
placement of the child for adoption or legal guardianship; and

o) have implemented and be operating to the satisfaction of the

Secretary -

- a statewide information system...;

- a case review system...for each child receiving foster care
under the supervision of the State:
and

- a service program designed to help
children...return to families from which they
have been removed or be placed for adoption or legal
guardianship; and...a preplacement preventive service
program...to help children remain with their famiiies.

Since 1982, ACYF has been conducting eligibility reviews in order to confirm State
compliance with the section 427 statutory requirements. The criteria for such
reviews have been promulgated through the policy issuance system, not through
regulation. The purpose of these reviews is to verify compliance with the law and
regulations. Based on reviews of State policy and the case records of children in
foster care, a determination is made whether a State is, in fact, meeting the
established section 427 requirements. If it is determined that a State does not
meet the criteria, the funds that were given to the State on the basis of its
certification that it is meeting the criteria must be recovered. Accordingly, a
disallowance is assessed against the State and the title IV-B funds are recovered.
States have the right to appeal any such disallowance.




Section 427 Changed by HR 5252

HR 5252, now PL 103-432, eliminated section 427 of the Social
Security Act and moved the protections required under it to
section 422 (b) (9).

The effect of this move is to drop the incentive funding
characteristics from the protections and make them state plan
requirements, subject to state plan compliance reviews.

Under section 427, when the requirements were not met, the entire
amount of incentive funds had to be disallowed. Under section
422 requirements, a disallowance is the last resort. Prior to
that there are corrective action plans and hearings and, if a
disallowance is necessary, it can be made proportional to the
degree of the non-compliance.

This change is effective with respect to fiscal years beginning
on or after April 1, 1995.
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