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LBFE 
IN SUNSET PARK 

comprehensive, 
family-centered services 
on behalf of children and youth 

May 5, 1995 1AM L 1995 

Ms. Carol H. Rasco 
Assistant: tio the President 

f o r Domestic Policy 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Ms. Rasco: 

I too found the discussion at the conference sponsored by the Founda­
t i o n f o r Child Deveropmerit and the Milbank Memorial Fund e s p e c i a l l y 
h e l p f u l , and I believe the two foundations provided a f i n e o p p o r t u r i i t y 
to consider debated issues i n an even-handed way." 

In response to your expression of i n t e r e s t i n our perspectives, 1 am 
enclosing a b r i e f summary regarding the Center f o r Family L i f e and a map 
of the neighborhood s i t e s f o r our major a c t i v i t i e s , I would be very 
happy to send you a much longer, d e t a i l e d "Progress Report" which gives 
much more d e s c r i p t i v e m a t e r i a l about our community as w e l l as an account­
ing of our various a c t i v i t i e s . We would be glad to keep you informed 
also about forthcoming reports of a 3-year research eval u a t i o n of the 
Center f o r Family L i f e , which has been funded by The Annie E. Casey 
Foundation i n Baltimore, and which i s being implemented by a team at the 
Columbia U n i v e r s i t y School of Social Work. 

Sincerely, 

S i s t e r Ma/y Paul, DSW 
Di r e c t o r of C l i n i c a l Services enclosures 

345 - 43rd Street 
Brooklyn, New Yo(k 11232 

(718) 788-3500 
Fax: (718) 788-2275 apionsored by St. Christopher - Ottille 
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Family Support Center (Main 
Office) 
• Family Counseling & Clinical 

Services 
• Infant/Toddler/ Parent Prograi 
• Group Therapy 
• Foster Grandparents & In-Hor 

Help 
• Psychological & Psychiatric 

Evaluations 

Dewey Middle 
Community Programs t^^t^ 
• "Life Lines" Community Arts 
• School Partners Project '̂ '-*'̂  

The Learning Center 
Community Service Club 

GREENWOOD 

C E M E T E R 
Emergency Service Center 
• Advocacy Clinic 
• Thrift Shop 
• Emergency Food 

..T~^ l \ . • coordin 

Beacon School at P.S. 314 
* School-Age Child Care 
* After School Recreation 
* Youth Leadership Programs 
* Teen Evening Center 
* Parent Night 
» Parent/Teen Advisory Council 
« Summer Day Camps 

Coordinator of Beacon Programs 

P.S. 1 Community School 
• School-Age Child Care 
• After School Recreation 
• Youth Leadership Program 
• Teen Evening Center 
• Parent/Teen Fashion Project 

Parent Advisory Council 
Summer Day Camps 



j^ipajg comprehensive, 
family-centered services 

IN SUNSET PARK on behalf of children and youth 

The Center f o r Family L i f e ' s services are i n the Sunset Park area of Brooklyn. 
Within t h i s very poor neighborhood of over 100,000 people, almost a t h i r d of 
whom are under the age 18, we have developed a service model that aims to 
sustain c h i l d r e n and youth i n t h e i r own homes by enhancing the capacity of 
parents, p r o v i d i n g developmental o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r family members, addressing 
c r i s i s i n p a r e n t - c h i l d or spousal r e l a t i o n s h i p s , or in t e r v e n i n g i n a v a r i e t y 
of ways to b r i n g f i n a n c i a l s t a b i l i t y or at lea s t adequate income to the family 
household. The continuum of our a c t i v i t i e s embraces a large amount of 
preventive work and early i n t e r v e n t i o n as w e l l as c r i s i s management and 
remediation i n instances of serious family d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n and dysfunction. 

Accordingly, our model i s i n c l u s i v e of a number of access points by f a m i l i e s 
and c h i l d r e n to a wide range of supports we o f f e r d i r e c t l y to them. They 
can be s e l f - r e f e r r e d or referred by any school, c o u r t , p u b l i c or voluntary 
agency, church, community group, or neighbor. They may also enter one of our 
"open enrollment" programs i n the community, e s p e c i a l l y those that are school-
based, involve school-age c h i l d care and other a f t e r - s c h o o l and evening 
a c t i v i t i e s , etc. They may f i n d short-term, s t r a t e g i c help i n our s t o r e f r o n t 
center where we sponsor (together w i t h a membership of 19-20 churches and 
organizations) a community-wide emergency food program and other emergency/ 
advocacy services; or they may come to our employment services program f o r 
preparation to enter or re-enter the world of work and be placed in unsubsi-
dized, p r i v a t e sector jobs. Youth who are 14-19 years of age of low income 
f a m i l i e s can apply for summer employment, as we are a sponsor for the c i t y ' s 
Summer Youth Employment Program in which youth are o f f e r e d jobs w.Lthln one 
of many community organizatLons i n or near our neighborhood. Parents who 
are troubled by niari.tal or other i n t r a f a m i I. L.i L stresses are offered individual., 
group and/or family counseling by our s t a f f of experienced, q u a l i f i e d 
c l i n i c a l s o c i a l workers, aided by graduate socia.l work i n t e r n s , " f o s t e r 
grandparents", and a v a r i e t y of volunteers. 

I.n any of these service programs, we receive the c h i l d r e n , teens and parents 
with(~)iit fee, and without grouping them hy some p a r t i c u l a r problem category. 
Whether the presenting problem Is one of ma r i t a l c o n f l i c t , c h i l d neglect, 
learning d i s o r d e r s , a runaway c h i l d , or substance abuse, or dy K f unc t i ona .1 
chI I d - r e a r l n g practices that reach abusiveness, we i n d i v i d u a l i z e each familv 
s i t u a t i o n and the needs of family members, rather than grouping them In any 
ca tego ry. 

345 - 43rd Stteet 
Brooklyn, New/ York 11232 

(718) 788-3500 
Fax: (718) 788-2275 •pon»or»d by St. Christopher - Ottllie 
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As.sumptions In Our Service Model 

Our sense of mission is strongly rooted in the premise that c h i l d wellbeing 
and family strengths are (J) c l o s e l y i ii t (M're la ted; and (2) always are 
themselves the outcomes of a J.arge number of factors w i t h i n the family and 
w i t h i n the s o c i a l m i l i e u -- the community i t s e l f . 

On the f i r s t plane of c h i l d and famiiy well-being f a c t o r s , we consider that 
human development encompasses a t t r i b u t e s and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s that range from 
the h e r e d i t a r y , genetic, health and c u l t u r a l , to learned and deeply i n f l u e n t i a l 
"habits of mind" and values that come from a person's experiences w i t h 
parents, s i b l i n g s , r e l a t i v e s and other primary persons. The l e v e l of s e l f -
esteem, the sense of one's own p o s s i b l J i t i e s , s o c i a l a s p i r a t i o n s and 
a d a p t a b i l i t y / s t r i v i n g that an individuaJ achieves can be s t r o n g l y a t t r i b u t e d 
to " r o o t s " such as those mentioned above. Families, t h e r e f o r e , are uniquely 
sources of i n d i v i d u a l growth and develojiment, a primary source of personal 
s e c u r i t y , and the ground of attachment to others. 

I n c r e a s i n g l y , however, there i s a common consensus that family f u n c t i o n i n g 
i t s e l f i s not independent of each family member's i n t e r a c t i o n w i t h persons 
and groups to be found i n community " i n s t i t u t i o n s " such as schools, m u l t i p l e 
dwellings i n which f a m i l i e s are s i t u a t e d , and a large v a r i e t y of neighborhood 
associations. Children, teens and parents themselves are open to continuing 
development ( p o s i t i v e l y or n e g a t i v e l y ) through the bonding that occurs w i t h i n 
a community. Optimally, the bonds and developmental o p p o r t u n i t i e s t h a t occur 
when c h i l d r e n , teens or adults p a r t i c i p a t e i n schools or other neighborhood 
associations feed i n t o and strengthen the family i t s e l f : the family needs the 
energies and hopefulness, the resources and the a f f i r m a t i o n s , t h a t come out of 
belonging to a conmiunity. I t i s not j u s t a matter of i d e a l and of philosophy. 
There i s a very large l i t e r a t u r e and body of knowledge about the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
of personal success and a d a p t a b i l i t y , and s o c i a l outcomes, to how i n d i v i d u a l s 
p a r t i c i p a t e and are a c t i v e l y involved i n community. 

Further, there i s a wide support f o r the f i n d i n g ( J u l i u s Wilson and many 
others) that s o c i a l problems abound when f a m i l i e s and c h i l d r e n are extruded 
from a supportive community. Ghetto-i.zed neighborhoods not only i n s u l a t e 
c h i l d r e n and parents from needed personal and s o c i a l resources, but they r e ­
i n f o r c e i n d i v i d u a l experiences of low s e l f - w o r t h and a l i e n a t i o n that then 
c o n t r i b u t e to such s o c i a l problems as school dropout, teenage pregnancies, 
hedonistic behaviors i n c l u d i n g substance abuse or s e l l i n g , and even predatory 
o r i e n t a t i o n s to delinquencies. 

Our conclusion: The s o c i a l services, i n c l u d i n g personal s o c i a l services 
to f a m i l i e s and c h i l d r e n , are fundamentally important in any community, 
but p a r t i c u l a r l y i n poor neighborhoods. They need to "be there" f o r 
f a m i l i e s s t r a i n i n g to raise c h i l d r e n i n s i t u a t i o n s of duress and s c a r c i t y , 
p a r t i c u l a r l y . They need to open doors for such f a m i l i e s , and to resolve 
problems before they harden. There is aJ.so a great need for family service 
centers to pJay a dynamic and c a t a l y t i c roJe i n the community, encouraging 
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the community i t s e l l to embrace and take res|)ons i b i I i ty for i t s f a m i l i e s . 
A strong community ( l i k e ;i strong school) does not extrude problem members 
but finds ways to i n t e g r a t e , i n r i u e i u e and leail. We have repeatediy ex­
perienced that when persons in the helping profess ions work with schooJs and 
community groups, there are very irany less throwaways that are l a t e r counted 
as t r u a n t s , dropouts, dc I ln(|uents, etc. 

The family service center, such as we have been developing, that has the 
s k i l l s and competencies needed to remediate and address serious problems that 
are found i n i n d i v i d u a l s and f a m i l i e s (concentrated In some areas more than 
others) needs to see i t s e l f as a community I n s t i t u t i o n , responsible f o r 
c o n t r i b u t i n g to neighborhood ci.imate, responsiveness and capacity to s o c i a l i z e 
toward good c i t i z e n s h i p and personai. hap])iness. 

F i n a l l y , while engaged in prevention and early i n t e r v e n t i o n as f u l l y as 
possible by working w i t h other organizations and groups, a family s o c i a l 
service center such as ours takes r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r f a m i l i e s where problems 
have accrued and advanced s e r i o u s l y , and t r i e s not to send f a m i l i e s outside the 
neighborhood. As an example of t h i s , the Center f o r Family L i f e has recently 
added a small neighborhood f o s t e r family program to i t s span of services. 
Therefore, when family dysfunction reaches a c r i s i s point and c h i l d r e n do have 
to be removed from t h e i r own home, the Center f o r Family L i f e maintains a 
modest number of f o s t e r f amily homes w i t h i n the same neighborhood. Thus, the 
c h i l d r e n can maintain t h e i r normal school and f r i e n d s h i p associations and the 
continuous experiences of bonding that are a f f i r m i n g , u n t i l family r e u n i f i c a ­
t i o n can take place. 

Program Components and A c t i v i t i e s of the Center for Family L i f e 

The personal s o c i a l services we provide f o r f a m i l i e s and c h i l d r e n are i n c l u s i v e 
of the f o l l o w i n g : 

1. Seven-day-a-week a v a i l a b i l i t y (8:00 A.M. to 11:00 P.M.) to f a m i l i e s 
and c h i l d r e n of Sunset Park without regard to race or f a i t h and 
without c l a s s i f i c a t i o n according to any symptomatic or presenting 
problem. In a d d i t i o n , there i s a telephone a v a i l a b i l i t y of the 
Project D i r e c t o r and D i r e c t o r of C l i n i c a l Services (who are l i v e - i n -
s t a f f ) f o r emergency response, from 11:00 P.M. to 8:00 A.M. 

2. Comprehensive assessment and evaluation services i n c r i s i s s i t u a t i o n s , 
i n c l u d i n g psychological and p s y c h i a t r i c evaluations when needed; 
these evaluations are also used f o r ongoing treatment planning. 

3. Frequency and i n t e n s i t y of counseling services as needed, ranging 
from b r i e f term to long term, sustained help, using i n d i v i d u a l , 
group and/or family sessions as appropriate to the p a r t i c u l a r f a m i l y ; 
family l i f e education and discussion groups; women's support groups; 
and thera|5eutic a c t i v i t y groups f o r c h i l d r e n and teens, w i t h i n 
i n d l v i d u a i i y coordinated plans biised on family assessment. C l i n i c a l 
services may consist in more than one method of therapy and with as 
many inembers of the family who need the assistance. 
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A. In-home aid and support through our Foster Crandparent program i n 
which older, experienced men and women, who cooi'din.ite t h e i r work 
with our professionaJ counselors, .'ire se.I.ected in i" t i cu 1 a r cases 
to model e f f e c t i v e parenting and give support. 

5. Connecting i n d i v i d u a l s and f a m i l i e s w i t h community agencies and 
service systems f o r medical, Jegal, v o c a t i o n a l , soclaJ and r e l i g i o u s 
helps, and for income supjjort, housing, day care or homemaker 
services. 

6. Assistance i n assessing and remedying school problems and le a r n i n g 
d i s a b i l i t i e s ; help to parents in understanding and using the services 
of guidance personneJ., school-based support teams. Committees on 
Special Education; shared evaluation and p.lanning w i t h these school 
personnel i n the l o c a t i o n of a specialized educational program a 
p a r t i c u l a r c h i l d may need, as w e l l as w i t h means toward malnstreaming. 

7. Sponsorship of an Advocacy C l i n i c and an Emergency Food Program, i n 
concert w i t h other community groups, churches and c o l l a b o r a t o r s , 
w i t h i n the Center f o r Family L i f e T h r i f t Shop 6. Service Center (a 
s t o r e f r o n t center at h l l k - 5th Avenue, Brooklyn), f o r a v a r i e t y of 
b r i e f term forms of c r i s i s i nformation and assistance. 

8. Comprehensive, enriched school-age c h i l d care and extended day 
a c t i v i t y programs which we provide on-site at P.S. 1 and P.S. 314, 
f i v e days a week, 3:00 to 6:00 P.M., f o r c h i l d r e n 5-12 years of 
age, who have working or student mothers, or who are youngsters w i t h 
p a r t i c u l a r needs f o r enrichment of r e l a t i o n s h i p s and experience. 
Programs include dance, drama, a r t s and c r a f t s , sports, cooking, and 
homework help, as w e l l as a c t i v i t i e s f o r parents. 

9. Peer t u t o r i n g programs (older c h i l d r e n t u t o r i n g younger c h i l d r e n ) 
at P.S. 1, P.S. 314 and Dewey Middle School (renamed from Dewey Junior 
High). Also, a Learning Center at Dewey Middle School. 

10. Summer day camps f o r c h i l d r e n 5-12 years of age, operating from 
the s i t e s of P.S. 1 and P.S. 314, as w e l l as a smaller camp f o r 
13-15 year-olds at P.S. 1. Also, there i s a pre-teen summer day 
camp focusing on drama and the a r t s f o r students of Dewey Middle 
School and other young teens, the " L i f e Lines" camp, led by the 
Dir e c t o r of our family l i f e theatre/community a r t s program. 

11. Extended day program at Dewey Middle School, c o n s i s t i n g of a range 
of afternoon a c t i v i t i e s , in a d d i t i o n to an in-school program i n which 
our a r t i s t s p a i r w i t h teachers to b r i n g a r t s i n r e l a t i o n s h i p to 
classroom subjects; aiso a lunch-hour option f o r students to 
p a r t i c i p a t e i n drama, dance and a r t . The p a r t i c i p a n t s i n these 
various a c t i v i t i e s during and a f t e r school hours also create 
productions and performances for fe l l o w students and the community 
at J.arge. 
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These students and those from P.S. I and P.S. '314 are also 
p a r t i c i p a n t s i n "performing a r t s n i g h t s " during weeks of e x h i b i t i o n 
,it Jeast twice annually by "Sunset A r t s " , a conmiunity c o l l a b o r a t i v e 
of a r t i s t s . 

12. Planned soc ia.l.i za t i on and r e c r e a t i o n a c t i v i t i e s as family experiences, 
as w e l l as monthly teen dances. Also, we connect c h i l d r e n and teens 
w i t h other summer day camps, sleepaway camps, programs of the 
Fresh A i r Fund, and o u t - o f - s t a t e experiences. Year-round parent 
groups help to plan family days and family dinners, p a r t i c u l a r l y 
on days when a major performance by the c h i l d r e n and teens i s 
scheduled. 

13. Teen Evening Centers: one based at P.S. 1 on Tuesday and Thursday 
evenings from 6:00 to 9:00 P.M., and another at P.S. 314 on Monday 
and Wednesday evenings from 7:00 to 10:00 P.M., f e a t u r i n g a large 
range of a c t i v i t i e s ( b a s k e t b a l l leagues, open lounge, rap groups, 
poetry w r i t i n g , a r t s and c r a f t s , photography, dance, v o l l e y b a l l 
and other s p o r t s , "new games", e t c . ) . 

"Project Youth", an in-depth guided program f o r teenagers at P.S. 1 
and P.S. 314, p a r t i c u l a r l y those who are "Counselors-in-Training" 
(volunteers) or graduate i n t o a s s i s t a n t counselors, as an Integrated 
youth development p r o j e c t which includes counseling, mentoring f o r 
in-school r e t e n t i o n and academic progress, adolescent s e x u a l i t y 
education, and career o r i e n t a t i o n , w i t h ongoing follow-up. 

As w e l l , extensive youth leadership t r a i n i n g f o r teenagers i n a l l 
three school-sited programs of the Center. 

14. Community Service Club f o r pre-teens and teenagers who volunteer 
at a v a r i e t y of helping roles i n organizations w i t h i n the neighborhood, 
a f t e r school hours. This club i s led from our s i t e at Dewey Middle 
School, and has some members who volunteer at P.S. 1 and P.S. 314, 
as w e l l as at other neighborhood agencies. 

15. Infant/Toddler/Parent program, to provide early s t i m u l a t i o n and 
group play f o r I n f a n t s and t o d d l e r s , 6 months to 3 years of age, 
under the leadership of e a r l y childhood teacher aides, while the 
mothers meet i n an adjacent room i n group sessions, as a support to 
each other i n r e s o l v i n g personal and parenting needs. An 
experienced c l i n i c a l s o c i a l worker leads the sessions with the 
mothers. English-speaking and Spanish-speaking sessions, r e s p e c t i v e l y , 
are held two mornings a week: a t o t a l of 4 mornings from 9:30 A.M. 

to 11:30 A.M. 

16. Workshops f o r parents, on a v a r i e t y of c h i l d - r e a r i n g and family 
l i f e t o p i c s , at nearby public schools and occasiona] J.y at other 
s i t e s , during the school year. The workshops are held in English 
and Spanish, and sometimes in Chinese. 
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17. Summer Y(.Hitli F.ni|ilnyment program, funded by the c i t y ' s Department 
ot l-lmpi oyment, which involves our enrollment of many hundreds of 
teens 14-21 years of age, .iiul i)lacing them in "work s i t e s " o f f e r e d 
by more than 40 n o n - i i r o f i t organizations in and near Sunset Park. 
Our role Includes arranging f o r the c i t y - j i a i d stipends to youth, 
supervision of work s i t e s , workshops given to a l l the youth during 
the summer, r e l a t i n g to the provider agencies, etc. 

18. Pre-Employment and ,lob Placement Program (Center for Family L i f e 
Employment Services) at 269 - 37th Street, Brooklyn, p r o v i d i n g 
counseling, ESL, short-term computerized vocational i n s t r u c t i o n , 
job search and job placement, f o r adult men and women (a minimum 
of 300 persons a n n u a l l y ) . 

19. Active p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n a Human Services Cabinet convened by 
Community Board //7 and comprised of representatives of public and 
voluntary agencies and community groups, to coordinate services 
and to plan f o r community events as w e l l as f o r timely responses 
to the neighborhood's c h i l d r e n and family needs. The Cabinet 
meets monthly and spins o f f topics and a c t i v i t i e s i n which 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g agencies and groups work f u r t h e r . 

20. A small number of " s a t e l l i t e f o s t e r family homes", p r o v i d i n g 
care f o r neighborhood c h i l d r e n i n instances of serious c r i s i s , so 
that c h i l d r e n do not need to be removed from t h e i r own neighborhood, 
school, f r i e n d s , and other close t i e s . The matching of n a t u r a l 
and f o s t e r f a m i l i e s i n the same neighborhood permits c h i l d r e n to 
experience less of the trauma of separation, and f a c i l i t a t e s more 
intensive services toward family r e u n i f i c a t i o n . A f t e r discharge 
from f o s t e r care, the c h i l d r e n and t h e i r parents are able to 
continue r e c e i v i n g the regular supports of the Center. 

Significance of Our Model 

The Center f o r Family L i f e i s more than an aggregate of a c t i v i t i e s , though i t s 
span i s very large and reaches thousands of people i n the community year by 
year. I t makes a c o n t r i b u t i o n to community development and i s a dynamic i n 
neighborhood consciousness. I t i s e f f e c t i v e because i t can take hold of 
problems on a scale that i s possible only at a l o c a l l e v e l , since bureaucratic 
s t r u c t u r e s i n a very large c i t y are almost impossible to coordinate. The 
s o c i a l problems we encounter are indeed l a r g e , and i n many instances, very 
serious but they can b e t t e r be approached w i t h i n a given community because 
smaller scale permits I n t e g r a t i o n and cohesive a t t e n t i o n among service providers 
and community i n s t i t u t i o n s . Our issues are " g l o b a l " ; our strategy i s " l o c a l " . 

There i s growing r e c o g n i t i o n of the p r i n c i p l e s a r t i c u l a t e d above, and a growing 
consensus that models l i k e ours ( w i t h adaptations f o r the special character 
and requirements of each community in need) do correct for the fragmentation 
and weakness of many c a t e g o r i c a l ("name brand") approaches for one problem at 
a time: programs such as dropout j i r e v e n t i o n , truancy prevention, teenage 
pre>z.nancy prevention, dru^j, abuse prevention, neglecting or abusing mothers. 
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etc:., since these jiroblems and many others are i n t e r a c t i v e , occur in the 
same population, and are i n e v i t a b l y connected w i t h the social and economic 
issues of the conmiunity. 

lA'idence of t h i s consensus can be found in recommendations such as: 

Elizabeth Schorr's book. Within Our Reach (New Y(Trk: Anchor 
Press, 1.988) 

Manhattan Borough President's Advisory Council on ChiJ.d Welfare, 
"Failed Promises, Child Welfare in New York C i t y : A Look 

at the Past, .-i Vision f o r the Future," ,luly 1989. 

lirenda McCowan et a I . , The Continuing C r i s i s : New York's 
Response to Families Requiring Protective and Preventive 
Services. (New York: Neighborhood Family Services C o a l i t i o n , 
1986.) 

State of the State Message by Governor Mario Cuojno, January 
1990. Reference also to E d i t o r i a l , New York Times, January 7, 
1990. 

Report and Recommendations of the Task Fource on Preventive 
P o l i c i e s for At-Risk Children Aged Seven and Younger, New 
York Governance i n the 21st Century. Project of New York 
City Partnership, Nelson A. Rockefeller I n s t i t u t e of 
Government, State Academy f o r Public A d m i n i s t r a t i o n , Albany, 
January 1989. 

Making the System Work f o r Poor Children, by Richard Weissbourd, 
f o r the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard U n i v e r s i t y , 
November 1991. 

A New Agenda for C i t i e s , by Richard P. Nathan, Rockfeller 
I n s t i t u t e of Government, State U n i v e r s i t y of New York, 
September 1990. 

Handbook of Social Work w i t h Vulnerable Populations, ed. by 
Alex Gitterman, New York: Columbia U n i v e r s i t y Press, 1990, 
chapter 12, "Children in Foster Care", by Brenda G. McGowan 
and Emily Stutz. 

The Geography of Foster Care: Keeping the Children in the 
Neighborhood, by Steve Lerner, New York: Foundation for Child 
Development, 1990. 

Social Services for Children, Youth and Families in the United 
State, by Sheila 15. Kamerman and A l f r e d J. Kahn, The Annie E. 
Casey I'oundation, June 1989. 
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Comprehensive Services I n t e g r a t i o n Programs for At-Risk 
Youth, a study conducted by I'he Urban I n s t i t u t e of Washington, 
D.C. under contract to the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services, O f f i c e of the Assistant Secretary for Planning 
and Evaluation, 1992. I'his was a study of nine jirograms across 
the country, i n c l u d i n g the Center f o r Famiiy L i f e i n Sunset 
Park. 

The Center for Family L i f e and the Sunset Park Community, by 
Ethel Sheffer, a study c a r r i e d out f o r the Surdna Foundation 
and the Foundation f o r Child Development, 1992. 

The Center f o r Family L i f e was also featured i n a national documentary 
t i t l e d Our Children at Risk, produced by Roger Weisberg f o r public t e l e v i s i o n 
and supported by several n a t i o n a l foundations, i n 1991. 

E a r l i e r , i n 1985, i t was the subject of a cover story i n Time Magazine by 
Roger Rosenblatt. 

The Center f o r Family L i f e has been v i s i t e d by many s o c i a l workers and other 
p r o f e s s i o n a l s , as w e l l as government o f f i c i a l s and p o l i c y makers, across the 
country and from abroad, who have found i t s family-and-community centeredness 
to be h i g h l y t r a n s f e r a b l e to t h e i r s i t u a t i o n s and needs. In 1993 the Center 
also provided t e c h n i c a l assistance to representatives of s i x states who were 
engaged i n the "Family-to-Famlly" f o s t e r care reform i n i t i a t i v e of The Annie 
E. Casey Foundation. 
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Ms. Carol H. Rasco 
Assistant to the President for 

DoiiiCstic Policy 
The White House 
1600 PA Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20506 

Dear Carol: 

Thanks for your nice note about our mutual attendance at the(N^ilbank^^^~"'-^^^ 
conference on child welfare. Although we barely had a chance to tailed 1 wilTlook 
forward to a ftiture occasion when we can exchange more than a sentence or two. 

Ron Haskins 

RH/mp 
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May 8, 1995 

Carol H. Rasco 
A s s i s t a n t t o the President 
Domestic P o l i c y Council 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20506 

Dear Carol: 

We are w r i t i n g to thank you f o r your t h o u g h t f u l 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n and c o n t r i b u t i o n t o the recent meeting on 
"Caring f o r Children Who Need Out-of-Home Placement," and 
fo r the generous l e t t e r you sent us about the d i s c u s s i o n . 
We hope you agree t h a t the discussion provided a good 
beginning f o r the process of informing the n a t i o n a l debate 
about appropriate care f o r c h i l d r e n . 

As you know, the meeting was intended to r e s u l t i n a 
p u b l i c a t i o n t h a t w i l l describe areas of consensus as w e l l as 
dive r g e n t perspectives. Harry Nelson, the j o u r n a l i s t who 
was w i t h us at Westfields, has begun to compile h i s notes i n 
pr e p a r a t i o n f o r w r i t i n g a f i r s t d r a f t of the pam.phlet. I n 
the course of his work, he may need to c l a r i f y c e r t a i n 
statements and w i l l telephone those p a r t i c i p a n t s d i r e c t l y . 
When the d r a f t i s completed, you w i l l receive a copy and 
have an o p p o r t u n i t y to o f f e r comments and suggestions. We 
be l i e v e t h a t t h i s document w i l l be a us e f u l t o o l i n the 
c o n t i n u i n g dialogue on c h i l d welfare services. 

Accompanying t h i s l e t t e r i s a l i s t of meeting 
p a r t i c i p a n t s w i t h addresses, telephone, and fax numbers. 
Under separate cover, we are sending any reference m a t e r i a l 
which you may have requested. 

We look forward to your comments on the forthcoming 
d r a f t and again appreciate your w i l l i n g n e s s t o take the time 
to be a p a r t of t h i s p r o j e c t . 

S i n c e r e l y , 

B a r b a r a Blum i T a n i e l M. Fox 

E n d . 
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A p r i l 7, 1995 

Carol H. Rasco 
Assistant t o the President 
Domestic Policy Council 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20506 

Dear Carol: 

We are delighted that you w i l l be p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the 
meeting on A p r i l 17 and 18 to discuss c h i l d placement issues. 
This meeting w i l l be held at the Westfields International 
Conference Center, 14750 Conference Center Drive i n Chantilly, 
V i r g i n i a . The telephone numbers are 800-635-5666 or 703-818-
0300. As mentioned i n our previous l e t t e r , the format w i l l be a 
roundtable discussion without formal presentations. The people 
who have agreed to pa r t i c i p a t e represent a wide range of 
perspectives and experience, and we expect a very stimulating 
exchange and discussion. 

We appreciate the thoughtful and prompt response t o our 
previous request for background material on current c h i l d welfare 
law, practice, and research. From the large amount of excellent 
material received, Kay Sherwood, consultant to the Foundation for 
Child Development, and Charlene Rydell of the Milbank Memorial 
Fund have selected a small packet of readings. These resources, 
along with an agenda and l i s t of participants, accompany t h i s 
l e t t e r . In order to provide a common basis for our discussions, 
we have chosen to include material with a broad perspective on 
out-of-home c h i l d placement rather than selections which focused 
on s p e c i f i c programs or models. Additional materials, samples of 
a l l submissions, and a reference l i s t w i l l be available at the 
meeting. 

Enclosed f o r your information i s a map with d r i v i n g 
instructions to the Westfields International Conference Center. 

I f you have any questions about arrangements f o r the 
meeting, please c a l l Gail Cambridge, the Milbank Memorial Fund's 
Administrative Officer, at 212-570-4800 extension 2001. 



We look forward to seeing you at what promises to be a 
stimulating and informative meeting. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Blum D2miel Wi Fox 
President President 
Foundation for Child Development Milbank Memorial Fund 

Ends. 
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CHILD PLACEMENT MEETING 
APRIL 13, 1994 

AGENDA AND SUGGESTED QUESTIONS 

10:00 - 10:45 HEAR FROM AGENCIES REGARDING WORK THEY ARE ENGAGED 
IN AS IT RELATES TO OUT OF HOME PLACEMENT 

HHS - ANNE ROSEWATER - t ^ - t f i ^ ^ r>iv'.̂ UÂ  Sex r̂ -lcvr̂  f\C P 
MICHAEL WALD 
MARY BOURDETTE 
PETER EDELMAN , ^>,^^\W, 
ANN SEGAL - ^ ^'''^*^cly 

ED - TOM PAYZANT ' S«̂ -̂'̂ +̂ ^̂  -OfR'' <e i ^ ^ - ^ 

DOJ - REGGIE ROBINSON - fitj... u.̂  h i f . v P f ' -

10:45 - 12:00 GENERAL DISCUSSION REGARDING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 
DIFFERENT PLACEMENT PROGRAMS 



SUGGESTED QUESTIONS: 

Several of the a r t i c l e s we read r a i s e d the issue t h a t data on the 
Ĉ̂  long-term outcomes of c h i l d r e n r a i s e d w i t h i n the c h i l d welfare 

system are sparse. I s HHS engaged i n any research t h a t would be 
h e l p f u l t o understand the outcomes of out of home placement? 

e can a l l agree t h a t o f t e n a l t e r n a t i v e s t o f a m i l y s i t u a t i o n s are 
needed. However, there are c l e a r l y d i f f e r e n c e s i n approaches. 
Group Care / Conventional Foster Care and I n t e n s i v e Family 
Treatment (as suggested by Jay B e r l i n ) a l l have very d i f f e r e n t 
r e s u l t s . Who should make the dec i s i o n of where c h i l d r e n are 
placed? What are the f a c t o r s (e.g., age, race, e t c . . ) t h a t 
should be taken i n t o consideration? 

Much of the research on "group care" i s concerned w i t h the care 
of " t r o u b l e d c h i l d r e n . " These c h i l d r e n - who been severely 
traumatized, who have traumatized others, or who have s i g n i f i c a n t 
developmental problems - are o f t e n d i f f i c u l t t o place i n 
f a m i l i e s . Should they be placed i n group homes? What are the 
a l t e r n a t i v e s ? 

How i s q u a l i t y of care determined? What are the funding 
i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r care t h a t i s not held t o a c e r t a i n standard? 

Orphanages are being t a l k e d about i n many d i f f e r e n t s e t t i n g s . 
Charles Murray of the American En t e r p r i s e I n s t i t u t e , a proponent 
of i n s t i t u t i o n a l care, espouses an end t o AFDC payments t o s i n g l e 
mothers, w i t h r e s u l t a n t savings t o be spent on orphanages. 
Milwaukee Mayor John Norquist advocates the removal of c h i l d r e n 
(and the t e r m i n a t i o n of parental r i g h t s ) of welfar e r e c i p i e n t s 
who refuse t o accept jobs, and the placement of c h i l d r e n i n 
i n s t i t u t i o n s . What i s our response t o t h i s c a l l f o r action? 



I 

CHILDREH MEED FAMILIES 

Children need l i f e t i m e fainily relationships. They 
mature best i n families which are stable and nurturing. 

This Administration i s committed t o family values. We 
believe that the family i s the basic social u n i t of 
American l i f e , and that children need t o be raised by 
parents, or parent figures. Orphanages cannot provide 
the unconditional love children need. 

Children need consistent care from parents or parent 
figures t o develop normally. Such consistency i s 
generally unavailable i n i n s t i t u t i o n a l settings, where 
children often have several d i f f e r e n t caretakers each 
day, and s t a f f turnover i s extremely high. 

Children should not be removed from t h e i r parents' care 
because t h e i r parents happen t o be poor. This has been 
a guiding p r i n c i p l e of social policy since the 1909 
White House Conference on Care of Dependent Children. 

In cases of abuse or neglect when we need t o intervene 
i n families, there are many options short of 
orphanages. For instance, stronger support of foster 
famil i e s , and improved e f f o r t s to f i n d adoptive homes 
fo r children who cannot return home would be both 
better f o r the children and much less costly. 

Some children, because of t h e i r i n d i v i d u a l social and 
health needs, may require temporary. specialized 
r e s i d e n t i a l group care. This type of care should be 
used f o r treatment purposes, not f o r rearing children. 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l care i s very expensive. I t costs from 
$80 to well over $100 per c h i l d per day, compared with 
an average AFDC payment of $4 to $5 per c h i l d per day. 
(Foster care costs approximately $10 per day.) 



I I 

DESCRIPTIONS OF ODT-OF-HOME CASE SETTINGS 

Foster Care 

Foster Care i s the provision of f u l l time, temporary care 
and supervision f o r a c h i l d by persons other than the 
child's b i o l o g i c a l parents. 

Placement occurs because parents cannot protect t h e i r 
children. 

The goal of placement i s t o resolve family problems so that 
children can be returned home or move to a permanent 
substitute family. 

The majority of the children i n foster care are i n the 
custody of a State c h i l d welfare agency. Child welfare 
agency s t a f f provide services t o the foster children, t h e i r 
b i o l o g i c a l and foster parents t o assure that the placement 
promotes the child's physical, emotional, and i n t e l l e c t u a l 
growth and well-being and to achieve a permanency plan for 
the c h i l d . Post-placement services are also provided t o a 
family a f t e r the child's return home. 

Fzunily Foster Care 

Full-time care and supervision of a c h i l d i n a private 
family residence of an adult over 21 years of age. 

Relative/Kinship Care 

Full-time care and supervision of a c h i l d i n the 
private family residence of a r e l a t i v e . 

The l i v i n g arrangement maybe a r e s u l t of an agreement 
between the parent and the r e l a t i v e . 

Relative/Kinship Foster Care 

Full-time care and supervision of children i n the legal 
custody of the State c h i l d welfare agency i n the 
private residence of a r e l a t i v e . 

Child Characteristics: 

bas i c a l l y healthy, although may require medical 
att e n t i o n f o r minor health conditions; and 

exh i b i t behavioral and/or emotional problems which 
range from acting out to withdrawal; 



problems are not severe enough t o warrant more 
i n t e n s i v e treatment and can l i v e s u c c e s s f u l l y i n a 
f a m i l y s e t t i n g . 

Therapeutic/Treatment Foster Family Care 

Family f o s t e r care t h a t provides treatment t o c h i l d r e n 
and youth who e x h i b i t behavioral emotional or s o c i a l 
problems t h a t hinder t h e i r o v e r a l l f u n c t i o n s , or t o 
c h i l d r e n w i t h mental r e t a r d a t i o n or who are medically 
f r a g i l e . 

I t i s an i n t e n s i v e treatment program f o r emotionally 
d i s t u r b e d c h i l d r e n which incorporates c l i n i c a l 
treatment services provided w i t h i n a supportive f o s t e r 
home s e t t i n g . 

C h i l d C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s : 

Diagnosed as medically f r a g i l e (e.g. AIDS) or 

moderate t o severe emotional and/or behavioral 
management problems; 

may include aggression toward animals, others, and/or 
s e l f ; sexual a c t i n g out, delinquent behavior; 
d e s t r u c t i o n of pro p e r t y ; substance abuse; p e r s o n a l i t y 
d i s o r d e r ; and/ or s u i c i d a l behaviors or i d e a t i o n . 

Group Care (Congregate Care) 

A s t a f f e d program where groups of c h i l d r e n are i n f u l l 
time care apart from t h e i r parents, r e l a t i v e s or 
guardians on a c o n t i n u i n g f u l l time basis. I t 
includes, but i s not l i m i t e d t o , agency operated group 
homes, s h e l t e r s , treatment centers, m a t e r n i t y 
residences, j u v e n i l e d e t e n t i o n centers, and 
developmentally disabled c h i l d r e n centers. 

C h i l d C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s : 

Children a w a i t i n g placements i n s h e l t e r s , f o s t e r 
and/adoptive homes; 

d i s p l a y i n t r a p e r s o n a l d i f f i c u l t i e s , such as problems 
w i t h impulse c o n t r o l and expression of f e e l i n g s ; 

i n a b i l i t y t o handle close r e l a t i o n s h i p s ; and 

experienced m u l t i p l e f o s t e r placements t h a t have 
f a i l e d . 

Residential Treatment Center 



A staffed group c h i l d care f a c i l i t y that provides 
temporary f u l l - t i m e care w i t h i n a structured set of 
services and a c t i v i t i e s that are designed t o achieve 
s p e c i f i c therapeutic objectives r e l a t i v e t o the 
assessed needs of the children i n care. Youth served 
have generally been diagnosed with behavioral or 
adjustment d i f f i c u l t i e s , mental i l l n e s s or are i n need 
of intensive i n s t i t u t i o n a l based treatment. 

Child Characteristics: 

multiple and severe psychiatric, emotional and 
behavioral management problems ranging from autism to 
aggression toward animals, others, and s e l f ; 

sexual acting out and s u i c i d a l behaviors or ideation 
may also be present; 

serious disorders of thinking, f e e l i n g , and o r i e n t a t i o n 
(e.g., psychosis, schizophrenia). 

Orphanage 

A f u l l - t i m e group c h i l d care f a c i l i t y that i s used to 
rear children as a substitute home. 

Child Characteristics: 

Generally healthy children i n need of substitute care 
on a long term basis. 

Boarding Schools 

A school where pupils receive f u l l time care, but are 
admitted f o r educational purposes. Most children are 
admitted t o , and leave the program i n accordance with 
the schedule of the educational program. 

Child Characteristics: 

Basically normal, healthy children whose parents fee l 
that they can benefit from a boarding school 
experience. 

(See Appendix A f o r a discussion of the t r i b a l experience with 
boarding schools.) 



I I I . 

QUESTIOHS KHD AHS1IESS 

Question 1: Why i s the Administration so opposed to the concept 
of orphanages? I s n ' t an orphanage better than having a c h i l d 
grow up i n a crack house? 

Answer 1: Certainly a well run congregate care f a c i l i t y i s 
better f o r a c h i l d to grow up i n than almost any crack house. 
Children need to be removed from l i f e - t h r e a t e n i n g circumstances. 
However, once removed, there are options f a r superior t o 
orphanages. These include care with r e l a t i v e s , i n foster homes, 
and with adoptive families. The major issue i n the welfare 
reform [debate] i s separation of children from parents who 
receive AFDC. Children should not be removed from parents f o r 
f i n a n c i a l reasons alone. They need families, t h e i r own or a 
substitute family. Some inadequate parents can be helped with 
specialized services; others can be helped to re-establish homes 
a f t e r children have been i n foster care. And most of those who 
cannot return home are adopted. Children need care from persons 
i n a family/parent role rather than by multiple s t a f f members who 
work i n s h i f t s and have high turnover rates. Children need to 
l i v e i n , or work toward, l i v i n g i n families that are t h e i r s for a 
l i f e t i m e . 

Question 2: Does the Administration believe welfare reform w i l l 
r e s u l t i n additional children entering the c h i l d welfare system? 

Answer 2: Clearly there are a number of provisions i n the 
Personal Responsibility Act that w i l l place s i g n i f i c a n t 
additional s t r a i n s on poor families. This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y true 
of the proposal to e n t i r e l y eliminate aid to children whose 
mothers are under 18 or were under 18 at the time of the child's 
b i r t h ; and t o eliminate aid to a l l families a f t e r two years. The 
children i n each of these families w i l l be at rislc of hunger and 
malnu t r i t i o n , homelessness, a va r i e t y of developmental problems, 
and abuse or neglect. I t i s impossible to predict, however, how 
many of these children might eventually be removed from t h e i r 
homes through the c h i l d protective services (CPS) system. 

Child welfare agencies throughout the nation are already strained 
to the breaking point, and are u n l i k e l y to be able to handle a 
large additional i n f l u x of children who may be i n need of 
protection. To the extent that the children affected by the 
provisions of the Personal Responsibility Act are i d e n t i f i e d and 
served, i t w i l l be extremely expensive, much more so than that 
providing welfare payments which could keep them with t h e i r 
families. 

The Administration's welfare reform proposal, unlike the PRA, has 
as i t s premise that those who play by society's rules w i l l not be 



l e f t without a safety net. Those who are too i l l t o work, or who 
cannot f i n d a job despite being w i l l i n g to work, w i l l not be l e f t 
without anywhere t o tur n . The PRA, however, simply removes the 
safety net f o r many families, and leaves the c h i l d welfare system 
to catch those who f a l l . 

Question 3: What i s an "orphanage"? How many are there? 

Answer 3: An orphanage i s a type of group care f a c i l i t y where 
children are admitted with the expectation that they w i l l remain 
there u n t i l they reach the age of majority. The children are not 
placed there because they have some special need. Some children 
eventually do return t o l i v e with t h e i r parents and a small 
number are adopted, but most l i v e there u n t i l they are 18. There 
are very few orphanages, but there are other congregate care 
f a c i l i t i e s designed t o meet special needs of children, i . e . those 
with emotional disturbances. 

Question 4: What other kinds of group settings are there? How 
many children are i n each of these group settings? 

Answer 4: Most other types of group care settings are 
established t o serve children with p a r t i c u l a r types of problems. 
For example, there are r e s i d e n t i a l treatment centers which serve 
children with emotional problems, drug treatment centers which 
serve children with alcohol or drug abuse problems, juvenile 
detention centers which serve children who have committed crimes 
and special centers f o r children with developmental d i s a b i l i t i e s . 
We do not have f i r m figures on how many children are l i v i n g i n 
each of these kinds of settings at any one time. Somewhat less 
that 20% of the children i n out-of-home care i n the c h i l d welfare 
system l i v e i n group f a c i l i t i e s . 

Question 5: Who pays fo r the children i n these group settings? 
What does i t cost per c h i l d f o r each type? 

Answer 5: Most of the costs of care f o r children i n out-of-home 
settings are borne by taxpayers. Federal, State and l o c a l . I n 
some cases, costs are p a r t i a l l y covered by charitable 
contributions or private health insurance, i f i t i s s p e c i f i c a l l y 
a mental health or drug treatment f a c i l i t y . We do not know the 
costs of a l l the d i f f e r e n t types of settings. However, the Child 
Welfare League of America estimates that the average cost of 
re s i d e n t i a l group care i s approximately $36,500 per year. That 
cost can go as high as $100,000 per year. 



Question 6: What happened to children i n orphanages? 

Answer 6: As with any other type of social service, the 
experience of those who l i v e d i n orphanages varied widely, from 
those who experienced abuse and deprivation, t o those who had a 
pos i t i v e s i t u a t i o n . However, researchers have found that 
children who entered orphanages at young ages and were raised i n 
that environment experienced emotional and developmental problems 
because of the lack of attachment t o a consistent caregiver. 

Question 7: Why did orphanages end? Who decided? 

Answer 7: I n the 1800s, the number of orphanages had increased 
dramatically due to epidemics, immigration, the C i v i l War and 
family poverty. I n 1909, President Theodore Roosevelt convened 
the White House Conference on the Care of Dependent Children. 
The Conference unanimously passed a resolution which held that 
children should not be removed from home simply because t h e i r 
parents were too poor to support them. There was also agreement 
that a family s e t t i n g was superior t o an i n s t i t u t i o n . By 1930, 
40 of the 48 States had adopted Mothers' pensions f o r poor 
widows, wives of disabled or absent husbands and, i n a few 
States, unwed mothers. In 1935, through the Social Security Act, 
the program which eventually became Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children was established. Since that time, the number 
of f a c i l i t i e s f o r children whose only problem was tha t they came 
from poor families has declined, although there are a few l e f t . 
Many of the f a c i l i t i e s which had been orphanages changed t h e i r 
service population t o children who needed intensive treatment of 
some k i n d — t h e r e s i d e n t i a l treatment f a c i l i t y . 

Question 8: I s something wrong with r e s i d e n t i a l care? When i s 
i t r i g h t f o r children? 

Answer 8: There i s nothing inherently wrong with r e s i d e n t i a l 
care. Residential care should be used when i t meets the need of 
the children f o r treatment and should be viewed a temporary 
arrangement. I t should not be a substitute f o r parents. 

Question 9: How do children get i n t o orphanages? Who sends them 
and why? 

Answer 9: I n the early days, children were l e f t on the doorstep 
of orphanages or were found wandering the streets, or placed 
v o l u n t a r i l y by parents who could not a f f o r d t o care f o r them. 
The l a s t factor may also operate today with the few orphanages 
which s t i l l remain open. I n addition, the State Child Protective 
Services can remove a c h i l d from i t s home because the parents 
have abused or neglected him/her. However, removing a c h i l d from 
parents with the in t e n t i o n that the c h i l d remain i n an out-of-
home placement through his/her childhood would c o n f l i c t with 



current Federal law. Under the Federal Adoption Assistance and 
Child Welfare Act of 1980, plans must be made f o r the c h i l d t o 
return home or, i f that i s not possible, be adopted or obtain 
another permanent home. Services must be provided t o the 
children and families t o achieve the plan's goals. The progress 
toward meeting these goals i s reviewed every s i x months by an 
administrative review panel and at 18 months and every 12 months 
thereafter by the Court t o assure that progress toward permanency 
i s being made. 

Question 10: What i s the administration's policy on orphanages? 
What are the State policies? 

Answer 10: I t i s the Administration's pos i t i o n that children 
should be raised by t h e i r own families or r e l a t i v e s , or i n the 
absence of a viable family, by adoptive parents. I n s t i t u t i o n s 
should not be i n the business of r a i s i n g children. Most States 
have t h i s same policy although some, l i k e I l l i n o i s , are 
considering the use of orphanages. 

Question 11: What are the alternatives t o orphanages? What do 
these alternatives o f f e r children? 

Answer 11: The f i r s t a l t e r n a t i v e i s f o r a c h i l d t o l i v e with 
his/her b i o l o g i c a l parents or r e l a t i v e s . I f a c h i l d i s removed 
from his/her home because of abuse or neglect, then, i n most 
cases, a r e l a t i v e or foster family i s the appropriate s e t t i n g f o r 
most children. Some foster families receive special t r a i n i n g to 
be able t o provide treatment f o r children with emotional 
problems. Relatives, foster families, and treatment foster homes 
provide a f a m i l y - l i k e s e t t i n g and the close personal at t e n t i o n 
that most children need. Group or r e s i d e n t i a l care may be used 
to meet the child's need f o r treatment. I n most cases, children 
i n these settings are be older, mostly teenagers. Foster family 
care and group and r e s i d e n t i a l treatment should be considered 
temporary placements. The preference i s f o r the c h i l d t o be 
returned home and, i f that i s not possible, f o r the c h i l d t o be 
adopted, including adoption by r e l a t i v e s , or to secure some other 
permanent l i v i n g arrangement. 

Question 12: What research exists about effe c t s of 
group/residential care? 

Answer 12: Most children placed i n group/residential care have a 
hist o r y of problems before they are placed. Therefore, i t i s 
useful t o focus on how the experience effe c t s those who were 
infants when they were placed i n groups/residential care. Hodges 
and Tizard studied infants placed i n r e s i d e n t i a l care and who 
remained there u n t i l they were at least two years of age. By the 
age of two, they were found t o be more clingy and d i f f u s e i n 
t h e i r attachments than children brought up i n b i r t h families and 



had a mean mental age about two months below the norm. By age 4 
they were less l i k e l y than controls t o show deep attachments t o 
caregivers and more l i k e l y to be att e n t i o n seekers. At age 8 
they continued t h e i r attachment patterns and were also restless, 
disobedient and unpopular at school. By age 16, the researchers 
could s t i l l see longterm effects i n the adolescents who had 
experienced i n s t i t u t i o n a l care as infants. 

Most recent research on outcomes of group/residential care should 
be interpreted with caution since most children who enter these 
kinds of settings have special needs for treatment. When 
compared to children raised i n foster family homes, these 
children raised i n group or r e s i d e n t i a l settings were less l i k e l y 
to form friendships, had lower job s a t i s f a c t i o n , fewer outside 
interests and fewer secondary family relations (Davis and 
Heimler, 1967). Festinger (1983) found that children placed i n 
group care completed fewer years of education, were more l i k e l y 
to have been convicted of a crime and were more l i k e l y to 
indicate drug or alcohol problems as adults. 

Question 13: Do we know what the public thinks about orphanages? 
Have there been any recent public opinion p o l l s about this? 

Answer 13: I n December, 1994, the New York Times/CBS conducted a 
p o l l which found that 72% of the respondents said that children 
of young mothers with low income were s t i l l better o f f l i v i n g 
with t h e i r mothers on welfare that being placed i n foster care or 
i n an orphanage run by the government. Twenty percent believed 
the children would be better o f f i n such i n s t i t u t i o n s . 



APPENDIX A 

BOARDING SCHOOLS « TRIBAL CHILDREN 

Children and youth t y p i c a l l y a t tend boarding schools i n two very 
d i f f e r e n t ways. 

One way i n v o l v e s f a m i l i e s v o l u n t a r i l y making decisions t h a t 
c h i l d r e n w i l l a t t e n d a boarding school. These decisions are 
o f t e n made f o r educational purposes, although i n some instances 
c h i l d r e n ' s behavior may motivate parents t o t h i n k about a 
boarding school. Whatever the reason prompting c o n s i d e r a t i o n of 
a boarding school, f a m i l i e s have l a t i t u d e i n reaching a d e c i s i o n . 

The other way involves young people being sent t o boarding 
schools e i t h e r i n v o l u n t a r i l y or as a r e s u l t o f coercion. There 
are o f t e n s o c i a l and p o l i t i c a l issues d r i v i n g t h i s process. I n 
the i n v o l u n t a r y instance government intervenes i n the l i v e s of 
f a m i l i e s as a r e s u l t of educational, s o c i a l , and/or j u d i c i a l 
p o l i c i e s , and makes the d e c i s i o n about whether c e r t a i n f a m i l i e s ' 
c h i l d r e n should a t t e n d . I n the coercive s i t u a t i o n f a m i l i e s are 
faced w i t h very l i m i t e d options and may allow t h e i r c h i l d r e n t o 
a t t e n d boarding schools because of a l a c k of s u i t a b l e 
a l t e r n a t i v e s . I n both the i n v o l u n t a r y and coercive circumstances 
parents have minimal f r e e choice i n reaching a d e c i s i o n . 

The type of boarding school being proposed as p a r t of the o v e r a l l 
orphanage discussion f a l l s more i n t o the i n v o l u n t a r y / c o e r c i v e 
category. 

The most analogous s i t u a t i o n we have had i n American H i s t o r y has 
been the boarding schools f o r American I n d i a n and Alaskan Native 
c h i l d r e n . 

Reviewing some of the a n a l y s i s of the purpose and the 
consequences of the boarding school experience f o r American 
In d i a n and Alaskan Native c h i l d r e n and a d u l t s can help inform the 
c u r r e n t orphanage debate when i t d r i f t s o f f i n t o a c o n s i d e r a t i o n 
of boarding schools. 

Dr. Robert Bergman of the I n d i a n Health Service i n Gallup, New 
Mexico c l a r i f i e d the i n t e n t of these types of i n s t i t u t i o n s a t 
Senate Hearings held i n 1974 on problems f a c i n g I n d i a n f a m i l i e s : 

Separating I n d i a n c h i l d r e n from t h e i r parents and t r i b e s has 
been one of the major aims of governmental I n d i a n Services 
f o r generations. The assumption i s t h a t c h i l d r e n and 
p a r t i c u l a r l y those i n any k i n d of d i f f i c u l t y would be b e t t e r 
o f f being r a i s e d by someone other than t h e i r own parents. 
The purpose of the f i r s t boarding school on the Navajo 
Reservation as s t a t e d i n i t s c h a r t e r i n the 1890's was " t o 
remove the Navajo c h i l d from the i n f l u e n c e of h i s savage 



parents." (p. 128) 

According to Lewis Meriam who led one of the most thorough and 
widely respected studies of the Federal Indian Bureau back in the 
1920s and published the results in "The Problems of Indian 
Administration", boarding schools had a number of negative 
psychological effects on both parents and children: 

A normal emotional l i f e i s essential to the development of 
parents to f u l l adult responsibility. In relieving them of 
the care of their children the government robs them of one 
of the strongest and most fundamental of the economic 
motives, thereby keeping them in a state of childhood... To 
take away this responsibility i s to encourage a series of 
unions with a l l the bad social consequences that accompany 
impermanence of marital relations... The effects of early 
deprivation of family l i f e are apparent in the children. 
They too are victims of an arrested development, (pp. 576-
577) 

Conditions in these involuntary boarding schools were especially 
harsh for young people. According to Margaret Szasz, author of 
"Education and the American Indian": 

Physical conditions in boarding schools were notoriously 
inadequate. Overcrowding, insufficient food, and improper 
treatment of sick children led to frequent epidemics. Since 
Congressional appropriations were meager, boarding school 
pupils, including a significant percentage of preadolescent 
children, were forced to provide almost a l l of the 
essentials by working long hours in the shops, gardens, and 
the kitchens. In addition, they were subjected to harsh 
discipline according to the arbitrary w i l l of the school 
superintendents. 

Finally, in an editorial in the March 1974 issue of the "American 
Journal of Psychiatry", Dr. Martin Belser, an Associate Professor 
of Social Psychiatry at the Harvard School of Public Health and 
Chairman of the American Psychiatric Association Task Force on 
Indian Affairs cited environmental and emotional shortcomings of 
these involuntary/coercive settings: 

Krush and associates in 1966 and Hammerschlag and associates 
in 1973 reported studies showing that the staffs of boarding 
schools were inadequate in size for the tasks assigned them. 
They also showed that the direction of the institutions and 
the pr i o r i t i e s of their administration were such as to leave 
the people who were in immediate contact with the children 
feeling powerless and as i f they should not even try to 
provide for the emotional needs of the children, (p. 305) 



WHAT IS THE ADMINISTRATION'S VISION FOR CHILD WELFARE SYSTEMS 

The Administration's vision for child welfare i s based on the 
belief that the purpose of the child welfare system i s to ensure 
the safety of children; to offer families the opportunity to 
resolve problems confronting them; and to provide each child with 
lifetime family relationship that allows for his/her safe and 
healthy development. 

Public agencies a l l over the country have been concerned about 
the way in which child welfare services have been structured. 
Our major investments have been in out-of-home care. There have 
been few opportunities for prevention and early intervention 
services that would prevent maltreatment and children being 
removed from their homes. Often we provide families with too 
l i t t l e too late and then face the difficulty of resolving the 
child's problem and improving his/her situation. 

The Family Preservation and Family Support Act of 1993 provides 
federal dollars for preventive and early intervention services. 
These are the f i r s t federal child welfare dollars specifically 
earmarked for c r i s i s and prevention services. 

In implementing this program we consulted with child welfare 
leaders and thinkers nationally to develop an approach. This 
program i s being used as a catalyst to change the delivery of 
services to families and their children. The Administration has 
articulated a set of principles to guide the reform effort and to 
administer the programs. Those principles promote: 

* the safety of a l l family members; 
* the community as the f i r s t line of support to families and 

children; 
* community ownership through inclusion of a wide variety of 

stakeholders; 
* the development of a continuum of services; and 
* the family i s the focus of services. 

With family preservation funds and the planning process 
authorized by Congress, States are reviewing their service 
delivery systems and attempting to develop a strategy that moves 
toward a more responsive system for families and children. 

Prevention services and family preservation services are only one 
component of a continuum of services needed, at various levels, 
by families and children. A range of community based and 
placement resources i s needed. Our hope i s that over time the 
number of community based resources w i l l increase; and our 
reliance on placements resources w i l l decline and be limited to 
those circumstances where absolutely necessary. 



APPROPRIATE USES OF OUT OF HOME CARE 

The placement of children in out of home care should occur when 
children cannot remain home at home and be protected from abuse, 
neglect and exploitation. 

The removal of children from their families has a profound impact 
on children and on the integrity of the family. Children removed 
from their families, even for good reasons, experience a loss and 
without timely services may lose their families permanently. For 
many of the children who have come into care, the permanency of 
reunification or adoption i s not available. 

Efforts should be made to avoid unnecessary placement but not at 
the risk of injury or damage to the child. Strategies for 
reducing unnecessary placement include prevention services and 
family preservation services. The reasonable efforts requirement 
of T i t l e VI-E of the Social Security Act created incentives for 
states to develop family preservation services. The Family 
Preservation and Support Services Act passed in 1993 provides new 
dollars to the states for prevention and c r i s i s services. 

The administration realizes that some children are at such great 
risk that they cannot remain in their own homes, in those 
instances children should be place in environments which provides 
quality care and can meet the individual needs of the child. 

For these children and their families there should be services 
available to help resolve the families problems. I f resolution 
does not occur in a timely fashion, a child should have the 
opportunity to have a permanent secure family of his/her own. 



UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCE SHOULD CHILDREN BE PLACED IN CONGREGATE 
CARE AND WHAT KIND OF CARE SHOULD BE PROVIDED FOR CHILDREN. 

The goal of any placement i s to assure that the c h i l d i s safe and 
that e f f o r t s are being made to achieve permanence either through 
reunification of the family or finding a permanent substitute 
family by adoption or guardianship. 

Once an agency has made a decision to place a c h i l d in out of 
home care there should be a f u l l assessment of the chid and 
family. A f a c i l i t y should be selected based on the individual 
needs of the c h i l d and the a b i l i t y of the f a c i l i t y to meet the 
care and treatment needs of the c h i l d . 

The kinds of placement f a c i l i t i e s which are u t i l i z e d are family 
homes, therapeutic foster homes, small group settings, large 
group settings and r e s i d e n t i a l treatment centers. The selection 
of a f a c i l i t y for a c h i l d should be based on the child's 
emotional status, behavior, a b i l i t y to form relationships and the 
service plan for the c h i l d and family. A l l services should be 
goal oriented and delivered with respect for the significance of 
time for a c h i l d . 

Much of the discussion of congregate care and orphanages has been 
driven by two issues: 

welfare reform proposals to eliminate c e r t a i n women and 
children from benefits and the potential impact on any 
already overwhelmed c h i l d welfare system 

the d i f f i c u l t y that state agencies are having 
r e c r u i t i n g and retaining family foster homes which has 
resulted in c a l l s for quality i n s t i t u t i o n a l care. 

In order to thrive and develop children need to have t h e i r 
physical needs met and to have the benefit of stable nurturing 
relationships which provides structure, guidance, validation 
and opportunities to developed s k i l l s needed as adults. This 
occurs best and most normatively in families. 

Long periods in i n s t i t u t i o n a l care have potential for making 
children aggressive and limiting t h e i r a b i l i t y to form future 
relationships. 

For children in congregate care the quality of care i s a c r i t i c a l 
issue. Quality r e l a t e s to s t a f f i n g , c h i l d care r a t i o s , the 
adequacy of the treatment program and services available to 
families. Quality care that provides stable and nurturing care 
for children i s expensive and requires careful attention to the 
children and the programs. 



SUMMARY IMPACT ANALYSIS OF H.R. 4 

PROGRAMMATIC IMPACTS 

• The House-passed welfare bill, the Personal Responsibility Act, will result in federal savings of 
approximately $69 billion between fiscal years 1996 and 2000 as fimding for many federal programs is 
capped. The preliminary five year estimates of budget authority savings for each title are shown below: 

Loss to States bv Title 
5 Year Federal Savings 

• Title I Cash Assistance Block Grant 

(Does not include child care repeals) -$11.4 billion 

• Title n Child Protection Block Grant -$3.5 billion 

• Title m Child Care and ChUd Nutrition Block Grant -$8.2 biUion 
• Child Care Block Grant 
(Includes child care repeals) -1.6 billion 
• Child Nutrition Block Grant -6.6 biUion 

• Title rv Restricting Welfare For Immigrants -$13.8 biUion 
(Food Stamp restrictions are included in the Food Stamp estimate) 

• Title V Food Stamp Program Changes -$23.2 bUUon 

• [Food Stamp Offsets From Other Titles] $5.9 bUUon 

• Title VI Supplemental Security Income Reform -$13.4 biUion 

• Title VII ChUd Support Enforcement -$1.0 bUUon 

GRAND TOTAL -$68.6 bUUon 

CHILDREN AFFECTED 

Cash Assistance 

• When this bill is fiilly implemented, states will not be able to use federal fimds to support 5.6 miUion 
chUdren because they were bom to a young mother, bom to current AFDC recipients, were in a family that 
received AFDC for longer than five years, or were immigrants. This analysis takes into account that 10 
percent of the entire caseload can be exempt from a five-year time limit, as well as the interactions of these 
provisions. 

• The numbers of children affected at fiill implementation by the primary provisions in which states are 
required to deny eligibility if the caseload had identical characteristics to the cyrrent caseload are shown 
below. These numbers are independent effects and cannot be added to get the combined effects since some 
children would be affected by multiple provisions. 

• Cash benefits denied to children bom to unmarried mothers stiU under 18 80,000 children 
• Cash benefits denied to chUdren bom to current AFDC recipients 2.2 miUion chUdren 
>• Benefits denied to families who have received AFDC for five years or longer . . . 4.8 miUion chUdren 



The following table shows both the independent and combined effects of these provisions by year. The 
Combined Effects totals do not equal the sum of the effects of the various provisions because some children 
would lose eligibility as a result of more than one provision of the Personal ResponsibUity Act. In addition, 
the effects of the immigrant provisions and their interactions with the family cap are reflected in the 
Combined Effects totals below. 

PROVISION YEAR 1 YEARS FULL IMPLEMENTATION 

Minor Moms 20,000 60,000 80,000 

FamUy Cap NO IMPACT 1,000,000 2,200,000 

Five Year 
Time Limit NO IMPACT NO IMPACT 4,800,000 

COMBINED 
EFFECTS 20,000 1,500,000 5,600,000 

States are also required to reduce benefits for children without patemity established until the state establishes 
patemity. This provision will affect 3.3 miUion chUdren if applied to the current caseload. 

The number of children who are denied AFDC benefits or have their benefits reduced is based on the 1993 
AFDC caseload using the 1993 AFDC Quality Control Data. The research on the relationship between 
AFDC benefits and either having children or marrying is inconclusive. Therefore the projected impacts for 
minor mothers and the family cap provisions do not assume changes in behaviors such as decisions to have 
children and teenage marriage. The impacts do incorporate an increase in patemity establishment due to the 
1994 OBRA amendments regarding in-hospital patemity establishment and an assumption that a pregnant 
woman without prior AFDC receipt who would be subjected to the family cap provision will delay application 
until after the child's birth. 

Child Protection 

Under the Personal Responsibility Act, significantly fewer abused and neglected children will be served by 
federal child protection fiinds. Low-income children in foster care and special needs children in adoptive 
homes will no longer be guaranteed support. Current, federally enforced protections for children in foster 
care will be eliminated by this bill. 

Child Care 

Under the block grant in the Personal Responsibility Act, federal funding for child care will be cut by 13 
percent over five years. In FY 2000, the House welfare bill will result in a 19 percent cut in funding ($501 
million) which would mean that over 320,000 chUdren would lose federal child care assistance. 

This bill will result in a reduction in requirements for health and safety standards that protect children in care 
and the elimination of the set-aside that provides resources for states to increase child care quality and supply. 

Child Nutrition 

The guarantee of free nutritious lunches and breakfasts for low-income children will be eliminated along with 
all federal nutrition-based meal standards. 



Food Stamps 

The Personal Responsibility Act reduces the purchasing power of more than 25 million low-income people, 
including nearly 14 miUion chUdren. 

SSI 

• Of an estimated 888,470 children with disabilities who were on the SSI rolls in 1994, had the Personal 
Responsibility Act been in effect, 701,891 chUdren would not have received cash benefits. It is estimated 
that over 150,000 of these children would not have been eligible to receive Medicaid and some services under 
the block grant. 

• Based on an historical analysis, approximately 18 percent of all SSI children would have received no benefits 
if the House bill had been in effect starting in 1991. 61 percent would have been denied cash benefits, but 
would have been eligible for block grant services, and only 21 percent would have received cash benefits and 
block grant services. 

IMPACT ON STATES 

Preliminary estimates of the funding reductions by program in FY 2000 are shown below: 

• Cash Assistance Block Grant -20% 
• Child Protection Block Grant -15% 
• ChUd Care Block Grant -19% 
• ChUd Nutrition Block Grants -11% 
• Food Stamps -20% 
• SSI Reforms -13% 

Cash Assistance 

• The cash assistance block grant contains virtually no adjustments for changes in population or the impacts of 
a recession on a state's economy. 

• If the Personal Responsibility Act cash assistance block grant had been enacted in FY 1990, an historical 
analysis reveals that states would have received approximately 32 percent less fimding in FY 1994 than they 
received under current law. Some states would have experienced losses exceeding twice the average, while 
other states would have received slight gains in fimding. The variation in the reduction percentages shows the 
inability of this block grant to adjust for differential impacts of recessions, changing demographics, or 
increases in child poverty within states. 

• The lack of a state match or any state maintenance of effort requirements creates an incentive for states to 
lower benefits relative to current law. Under current law if a state lowers what it spends for AFDC, it loses 
federal matching dollars. Under H.R. 4, there are no federal matching funds, so states lose nothing by 
cutting back on benefits. 

• States may compete to lower benefits in an effort to encourage people to move to other states and prevent the 
state from becoming a "welfare magnet." The changed incentives facing states is likely to heighten this "race 
to the bottom" of benefit levels. 



Child Protection 

The child protection block grant cannot adjust for changes in population, the intact of a recession, or 
unpredictable crises like the crack epidemic. Unpredictable events like the AIDS and crack epidemics 
contributed to recent increases abuse and neglect and foster care. 

If the Personal ResponsibUity Act child protection block grant had been enacted in FY 1990 using FY 1988 
levels of fimding, states would have received 49 percent less funding in FY 1994 than they would have 
received under current law in FY 1994. This sharp loss shows the inabUity of this block grant to adjust for 
unpredictable surges in foster care caseloads. As with cash assistance, there would have been wide variation 
among states. 

Child Care 

Under the block grant, states will receive a 13 percent cut in budget authority ($1.6 billion) for child care 
over five years. States will be imable to adjust for increasing child care needs for both families on welfare 
and for the working poor. 

Child Nutrition 

Overall child nutrition fimding will be cut by 10 percent over 5 years. States with higher proportions of low-
income children will experience greater reductions. 

SSI 

• States will receive block grants; the amount of each state's block grant will be the product of the number of 
children who meet the listings but not the criteria to receive cash, times 75 percent of the average SSI 
payment to a child in that state. States will have to offer every eligible child the opportunity to apply for 
block grant services. The bill also repeals the maintenance of effort requirements applicable to optional state 
programs for supplementation of SSI benefits. 

IMPACT ON IMMIGRANTS 

• The Personal Responsibility Act will eliminate eligibility for benefits and services for approximately 2 miUion 
legal immigrants. 

IMPACT ON WORK 

• Under current law in FY 1993, 17 percent of the AFDC caseload is already working or participating in 
JOBS. Under the House bill, 10 percent of the caseload would be required to "work" in FY 1996 and 27 
percent are required to "work" in FY 2000, although caseload reductions may be counted toward "work." 

IMPACT ON CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

• The Personal Responsibility Act adopted the major child support enforcement provisions proposed in the 
President's Work and Responsibility Act of 1994. However, the House bill eliminates the $50 pass-through, 
reducing income to poor families by $650 miUion over 5 years. 



IMPACT ON FOOD STAMPS 

• The bill sets a spending c^ on food stamp expenditures that would be based on CEO estimates of the 
programmatic cuts. However, if CBO has made an estimating error, fewer food stamps would be available to 
families in need. For example, states may not increase AFDC benefits as rapidly as under current law (see 
Methodology section). Or, more immigrants may naturalize at a faster rate than estimated. Both of these 
scenarios are quite plausible and would cause the food siarap cap to be exceeded, forcing food stamp benefits 
to be cut. No margin for error is provided if unemployment exceeds the CBO forecast or if a recession 
occurs. If the economy experiences an unforeseen recession, low-income and working poor famUies would 
actually receive fewer food stamp benefits in order to compensate for the increased caseload. 

• The Personal Responsibility Act reduces the food purchasing power of food stands, with reductions becoming 
increasingly larger over time. Instead of keeping pace with food prices, as current law provides, benefits 
would rise just two percent per year regardless of the increase in food costs. The bill would cut food stamps 
8 percent below levels provided under current law in fiscal year 1996. By fiscal year 2000, the cut would be 
20 percent. 

The House bill terminates benefits after 90 days for non-disabled, childless individuals between the ages of 18 
and 50 unless they are working at least half-time or are in a workfare or other enyjloyment or training 
program. However, states would be provided only $75 million a year for the establishment and operation of 
workfare positions. As a result, USDA estimates that 1.1 million people, many of whom are willing to work, 
comply with all work requirements, and willing to engage in workfare would be denied food stamps because 
they could not fmd employment in the private sector, and no workfare or training slot was made available to 
them. 

• By allowing an optional nutrition program for AFDC recipients, the national uniform nature of the Food 
Stamp Program is changed significantly. 



SUMMARY OF THE PRA (HJL 4) - comimied p^gg 4 

TITLE U: Cfm n PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT 

• Block Grant for ChUd Protection Services: The current entitlement program for FV-E 
Foster Care and Adoption Assistance Program, the capped state entitlements for Family 
Preservation and Support and Independent Living, along with a number of discretionary 
programs related to child abuse and neglect and child protection (including the current IV-B 
Part 1 Child Welfare Services Program and the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act), 
would be consolidated into a block grant to states. 

• Funding: Funds for this block grant include two components: a c^ped entitlement to states 
and a discretionary portion subject to annual ̂ propriation. The total fimding (including both 
components) would be $4,416 bUlion in FY 1996, $4,681 bUIion in FY 1997, $4,993 bUIion 
in FY 1998, $5,253 bUlion in FY 1999, and $5,557 billion in FY 2000. Administration 
estimates show that resulting spending would be reduced by $3.5 bUlion over 5 years. 

Mamtenance of Effort: During FY 1996 and 1997, states could not reduce their non-Federal 
spending on child protection and child welfare programs below the amount of their non-
Federal spending under Titles FV-B and IV-E of the SSA in FY 1995. 

• State AUotment: The block grant fimds would be allocated to the states based on the higher 
of (1) one-third of the state's amount of Federal obligations for selected child protection 
programs for FY 92 through FY 94; or (2) the state's amount of Federal payments for those 
programs for FY 94. Under Title U there would be no ftmding for Tribal Organizations. 

• State EUgibUity for Funds: States must provide HHS with information on how they intend 
to use the funds and provide a series of certifications assuring that procedures are in place on 
reporting of abuse and neglect and acting on those reports (including the medical neglect of 
disabled infants), for removal of children and placing them in safe and nurturing settings, for 
achieving permanent placement, for honoring adoption assistance agreements, and for 
providing independent living services. States must certify that child abuse and neglect 
reporting procedures are in place and diat the state has a mandatory reporting law. A 
declaration of a state's quantifiable goals for its child protection program and its progress in 
meeting these goals would be required. The Secretary would not be audiorized to review 
state procedures and could only ensure that certifications were in the plan. 

• Purpose and Use of Funds: States are required to use the fimds to support the purposes of 
the bill, including identifying and assisting families at risk of abusing or neglecting their 
children; operating a system of receiving reports on abuse or neglect; investigating families 
reported; providing support, treaunent, and family preservation services to families which are, 
or are at risk of, abusing or neglecting their children; supporting children who must be 
removed fi-om or who cannot live with dieir families; making timely decisions about 
permanent living arrangements; and continuing evaluation and improvement of child 
protection laws, regulations and services. The bill specifically notes Uiat States may ftmd 
abuse and neglect reporting systems, abuse and neglect prevention, family preservation, foster 
care, adoption, program administration, and training. The bill suggests, but does not require, 
that states use adult relatives as the preferred foster care provider or adoptive'placement "if 
such relatives meet all State child protection standards." 

Transfer of Funds: Beginning in FY 1998, states may transfer up to 30 percent of fimds 
from this block grant to other block grants, including those created by this bill as well as Title 
XX and any food and nutrition block grant that may be created by the 104th Congress. 
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SDMMARV OF THE PRA (H.R. 4) - continued p^^^ ^ 

Penalties: If a required audit finds that a state has used fiinds in a manner not audiorized by 
law. fimds equal to those illegally used are to be withheld the following year. However, not 
more Uian 25 percent of each quarterly payment can be withheld. Also, the annual grant wUl 
be reduced by 3 percent if a state faUs to submit the required data report within 6 months of 
the due date. A state found to violate the interethnic adoption provisions would lose all of its 
Title n fimds for die period of die violation. 

• ChUd Protection Standards: States are required to operate a child protection program widi 
die following standards: protecting chUdren, investigating reports of abuse and neglect 
promptly, developing pennanency plans for children removed from dieir homes and holding 
dispositional hearings widiin 3 months of a fact-finding hearing, and reviewing out-of-home 
placements every 6 monUis unless die child is already in a long tenn placement. However, 
there is no provision for enforcing these standards. 

Citizen Review Panels: States are required to establish at least 3 citizen review panels diat 
would be broadly representative of die community and diat would meet at least quarterly. 
Each panel would review specific cases to determine state compliance widi applicable laws 
and would make a report available to die public. There is no enforcement mechanism. 

Study and Clearinghouse/HotUne: The PRA would provide HHS widi $6 million per year 
in entitlement ftmding to conduct a national random-sample study of child protection An 
additional $10 million annually is audiorized for die conduct of child protection research and 
traimng, and $7 million per year is audiorized to support a clearinghouse and hotline on 
missing and runaway children at die Department of Justice. 

• Data CoUection and Reporting: Annual state data reports would be required to be submitted 
to HHS that would include basic aggregate data on die numbers of children abused and 
neglected, in foster care, diat received services, deadis diat result from child abuse or neglect 
and other similar information. States could use survey data to comply widi diis requirement ' 
States must also provide data measuring dieir progress in meeting die goals in die law and a 
summary response to die citizen review panel's fmdings and recommendations. The Secretary 
of HHS would issue an annual report of die data and provide it to Congress and die public. 

Limitation on Federal Authority: Odier dian what is specified in die law, die Secretary may 
not regulate die conduct of states or enforce any provision of the law. For example, diis 
prohibits enforcement of compliance widi or substantive review of die state plan. Also die 
Secretary of HHS may not require a state to alter its child protection law regarding die' 
adequacy, type and timing of healdi care (whedier medical, non-medical, or spiritual). 

Interethnic Adoption: Section 553 of die Metzenbaum Multiedinic Placement Act of 1994 
would be repealed. Section 553 specifies diat while a state may not delay or deny placement 
of children on die basis of race, color, or national origin, a state may consider "die culniral 
edmic, or racial background of the child and die capacity of die prospective foster or adoptive 
parents to meet die needs of a child of diis background as one of a number of factors used to 
detenmne die best interests of a child." The PRA provides that states could not deny or delay 
foster or adoption placements based on die race, color, or national origin of the person or the 
child involved. It does not, however, contain a "pennissible consideration" provision In 
addition, the PRA would change the nature of the penalty for violation of this section A 
state found to have discriminated would lose all of its Title II block grant fimds for die period 
of time during which die violation occurred, instead of being subject to the range of penalties 
provided by the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
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SUMMARY OF THE PRA (H Jl. 4) - continued Page 17 

PROGRAMS AFFECTED BY BLOCK GRANT PROVISIONS OF H.R. 4 

Programs Affected Entitlement Status 
Under Current Law 

Funding 
Under Current Law 

Provisions Under H Jt. 4 

TiUe I - Gas h Assistance Blocli Grant 

AFDC Individual Entitlement Uncapped, Federal Match Individual Entitlement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Capped Block 
Grant Entitlement to Sutes with no Sute 
Match or Maintenance of Effort Required 

JOBS Sute Capped Entitlement Capped, Federal Match 

Individual Entitlement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Capped Block 
Grant Entitlement to Sutes with no Sute 
Match or Maintenance of Effort Required 

Emergency 
Assistance 

State Entitlement Uncapped, Federal Match 

Individual Entitlement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Capped Block 
Grant Entitlement to Sutes with no Sute 
Match or Maintenance of Effort Required 

TiUe n - Chi Id Protection Block Grant 

rV-E Foster Care Individual Entitlement Uncapped, Federal Match 

Individual Entidement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Block Grant to 
Sutes (with no Sute Match Required) 
Consisting of 2 Components: a Capped 
Entitlement to Sutes and a Discretionary 
Appropriation 

Adoption Assistance 
Program 

Individual Entitlement Uncapped, Federal Match Individual Entidement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Block Grant to 
Sutes (with no Sute Match Required) 
Consisting of 2 Components: a Capped 
Entitlement to Sutes and a Discretionary 
Appropriation 

Family Preservation State Capped Entitlement Capped, Federal Match 

Individual Entidement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Block Grant to 
Sutes (with no Sute Match Required) 
Consisting of 2 Components: a Capped 
Entitlement to Sutes and a Discretionary 
Appropriation 

Independent Living State Capped Entitlement Capped. Federal (with Sute 
Match above $45 Million) 

Individual Entidement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Block Grant to 
Sutes (with no Sute Match Required) 
Consisting of 2 Components: a Capped 
Entitlement to Sutes and a Discretionary 
Appropriation Chiid Welfare Services Formula Grant Federal Match 

Individual Entidement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Block Grant to 
Sutes (with no Sute Match Required) 
Consisting of 2 Components: a Capped 
Entitlement to Sutes and a Discretionary 
Appropriation 

Other Child Abuse & 
Neglect' 

Formula Grant and 
Discretionary 

Varies 

Individual Entidement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Block Grant to 
Sutes (with no Sute Match Required) 
Consisting of 2 Components: a Capped 
Entitlement to Sutes and a Discretionary 
Appropriation 

Title m - < :had Care Bloclc Grant 

AFDC/JOBS Child Care Individual Entitlement Uncapped, Federal Match 

Individual Entitlement Sums for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Discretionary 
Block Grant to Sutes with no Sute Match 
or Maintenance of Effon Required 

Transitional Child Care Individual Entitlement Uncapped, Federal Match Individual Entitlement Sums for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Discretionary 
Block Grant to Sutes with no Sute Match 
or Maintenance of Effon Required 

At-Risk Child Care State Capped Entitlement Capped, Federal Match 

Individual Entitlement Sums for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Discretionary 
Block Grant to Sutes with no Sute Match 
or Maintenance of Effon Required 

Child Care Development 
Block Grant 

Discretionary Federal Only 

Individual Entitlement Sums for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Discretionary 
Block Grant to Sutes with no Sute Match 
or Maintenance of Effon Required 

Other Child Care Discretionary Federal Only 

Individual Entitlement Sums for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by a Discretionary 
Block Grant to Sutes with no Sute Match 
or Maintenance of Effon Required 

TiU is I I I and V - Family Nutrition . School-Based and Food Stan ip Block Grants 

WlC Program Discretionary Federal Only, (Some Sutes 
Supplement) 

Individual Entitlement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by Capped Block 
Grants to Sutes with no Sute Match or 
Maintenance of Effort Required 

School Lunch & Breakfast Individual Entitlement Mostly Federal, Uncapped 

Individual Entitlement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by Capped Block 
Grants to Sutes with no Sute Match or 
Maintenance of Effort Required Other Child Nutrition 

Programs 
Individual Entitlement Federal Only, Uncapped 

Individual Entitlement Sutus for These 
Programs Would be Repealed 

Would be Replaced by Capped Block 
Grants to Sutes with no Sute Match or 
Maintenance of Effort Required 

Food Stamps Individual Entitlement Federal Only, Uncapped Would Become a Capped Entitlement 

Includes: CAPTA programs, Crisis Nurseries. Abandoned Infants Assisunce. Adoption Oppominities, McKinney Act Family 
Support Centers, HUD Family Unification, Children's Advocacy Centers, and DOJ Prosecution grants 

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT - FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY 



Table 4 - Estimated Five Year Reduction in Child Protection Spending 

This table displays the programs that are consolidated in the proposed Child Protection Block Gram 
and summarizes its anticipated budgetary impact. As shown in the table, between FY 1996 and 
FY 2000, over $3.5 billion will be cut below projections under current law. 

Over five years, states will experience a 12 percent loss in funding from this proposal. 



TABLE 

ESTIMATED REDUCTION IN FEDERAL SPENDING FROM CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT - H.R. 4 
(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000 TOTAL 

ENTITLEMENTS: 

Repeal IV-E (Foster Care/Adoption/Ind.Living) 
Repeal IV-B Family Preservation/Support 
<jubtotal, Entitlement Repeals 

Entitlement portion of Block Grant 
Entitlement study 

-$4,308 
-225 

-$4,533 

-$4,422 
-240 

-$4,662 

-$4,819 
-255 

-$5,074 

-$5,253 
-263 

-$5,727 
-272 

Subtotal, new entitlements 

TOTAL - ENTTTLEMENT CHANGES (BUDGET AUTHORITY) 

DISCRETIONARY SPENDING: 

Repeal IV-B CbUd Welfare Services 
Repeal IV-B Research and Demonstration 
Repeal IV-B Training 
Repeal Family Unification Program (HUD) 
Repeal CAPTA State Grants 
Repeal CAPTA Discretionary 
Repeal Crisis Nurseries 
Repeal Abandoned Infants 
Repeal Adoption Opportunities 
Repeal CAPTA Commun. Family Resource Program 
Repeal Missing and Exploited ChUdren (DoJ) 
Repeal Family Support Centers 
Repeal Children's Advocacy Centers (DoJ) 
Repeal Invest, and Prosecut. of Child Abuse (DoJ) 
ubtotal. Discretionary Repeals 

$3,930 
6 

$3,936 

$4,195 
6 

$4,201 

$4,507 
6 

$4,513 

$4,767 
6 

$4,773 

$5,071 
6 

-$597 -$461 -$561 -$743 

$5,077 

-$922 

-$24,528 
-$1,255 

-$5,516 -ib.m -$25,783 

$22,470 
$30 

$22,500 

-$3,283 

-$301 -$310 -$320 -$330 -$340 -$1,600 
-7 -7 -7 -7 -7 $35 
-5 -5 -5 -5 -5 -$24 
-78 -81 -83 -86 -88 -$416 
-24 -24 -25 -26 -27 -$125 
-16 -16 -17 -17 -18 -$85 
-12 -13 -13 -13 -14 -$65 
-15 -15 -16 -16 -17 -$79 
-13 -14 -14 -15 -15 -$71 
-32 -33 -34 -35 -36 -$172 
-7 -7 -7 -8 -8 -$37 
-8 -8 -8 -8 -9 -$40 
-3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -$16 
-2 -2 -2 -2 -2 $8 

-J521 -$538 -$554 -5571 -$589 -$2,774 

$486 $486 $486 $486 $486 $2,430 
7 7 7 7 7 $35 
10 10 10 10 10 $50 

$503 $503 $503 $503 $503 $2,515 

-$18 -$35 $51 -$68 -$86 4259 

-$615 -$495 -$612 -$812 -$1,008 -$3,542 
12% 10% 11% 13% 15% 12% 

Discretionary portion of Block Grant 
Clearinghouse and hotline 
Research and Training 
Subtotal, new discretionary spending 

TOTAL - DISCRETIONARY CHANGES (BUDGET AUTHORITY) 

TOTAL SAVINGS (DISCRETIONARY AND ENTITLEMENT) 
Percent Loss 

Note: 
These are unoflical estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB. 
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