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ATLANTA—This is how Juvenile 
Court Judge Glenda Hatchcn heard 
the evidence: A 17-year-old boy, on a 
recent evening in a working-class 
neighborhood, had attempted to rob a 
man at a dty bus stop. The boy ap­
proached his victim and startled him 
with a quick punch to the face. Then, 
with the edge of a smashed bottle, he 
slashed at the man while his partner ri­
fled the man's pockets. 

Now, wearing a dark blue T-shirt 
and a placid expression, the teenager 
stood in Georgia's Fulton County 
courthouse awaiting judgment. His 
lawyer, a public defender, argued that 
his client hadn't been in trouble for 
ttiree years and should be; given a 
hghter sentence—a chance to enter a 
job placement program, perhaps. His 
mother, standing beside her son, 
begged the judge for leniency. I 

Was this a child who had taken a [ 
bad turn and deserved a second 
chance? Or was he dangerous, deserv­
ing of a state boot camp where he 
would be forced to serve time in a 
more disciplined environment? 

The answer came swiftly from the 
presiding judge: "Boot camp," barked 
Hatchett. "This is a serious offense" 
from a boy, the judge noted, who had 
passed through Juvenile C:ourt before 
on a charge of aggra\'ated assault. 

As she sits on the bench overlooking 
one of the nation's busiest juvenile 
courts, Glenda Hatchett has an unen-
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cumbered \iew of two of the nation's 
most pressing ills, juvenile delinquenc>' 
and child abuse. Like many juvenile 
courts around the country, Fulton 
County's deals with juvenile criminals 
and young \ictims of abuse or neglect. 

A spirited .woman with a ready 
charm, Hatchett has the daunting task 
of determining the hiture of many of 
these children. Yet as with hundreds of 
juvenile court judges around the coun­
try, her courtroom is rarely in public 
view. She agreed to allow a reporter to 
attend normally closed sessions to pro-
\ide a window on the crisis of troubled 
youth on the condition the children 
were not identified. 

hi less than 16 hours over a recent 
two-day period, Hatchett confronted 
small children who were scrounging for 
food in their own homes, 16-year-olds 
who had become veteran drug dealers 
and addicts themselves, children whose 
chronic truancy caused them to miss 
nearly half the school year, and one 
young teenager who led police on a 
high-speed chase across town. 

The story of Hatchett's courtroom is 
the story of the nation's overwhelmed 
jm'enile justice system, beset by thou­
sands of MCtimized—and \irtimizing— 
youths. The violent crime rate for those 
under 18 has grown by more than 60 
percent since 1987, even as a recent 
"federal study shows that the number of 
child abuse and neglect cases has 
jumped horn 1.4 million in 1985 to 2.8 
million in 1993. 

• While the -skyTocketing rate of juve­
nile crime abated slightly last year, 
young people account for an ina< ŝing 
share of the nation's crime, with more 
than 115.000 juveniles charged with se­
rious \iolent crimes in 1995. .And law 
enforcement officials are warning that 
an expected swelling of the teenage 
population as the country heads toward 
a new century may signal another, even 
more dramatic, outburst of juvenile 
crime and abuse. 

"What are we going to do?" Hatchett 
said. "That is the question that soaety 
isn't willing to answer. You can't build 
prisons fast enough." 

In 1991, Hatchett warned city lead­
ers that in five years she would have 
seen enough children to fill the 50,000-
plus-seat Atlanta Braves' Fulton County 
Stadium, which sits directly aaoss from 
the courthouse. The city's annual case­
load more than doubled, from 6,600 in 
1990 to about 15,000 today, proving, 
her prophetic. 
; Presiding some days over juvenile 

crime cases and other days over cases 
of child abuse, Hatchett, 45, struggles ; 
ttith confliauig and often competing in- • 
tcrests. She must be child advocate one 
nioment, planting the seeds of hope in a 
youth wto may be the victim of abuse ; 
himself, or may be living in poverty with ] 
a parent ill-equipped to take on life's 
burdens. The next moment, or some­
times at the same time, she must be the 
embodiment of swift justice. 

Almost daily, the weight of her job 
returns her to the prayer that helped 
her through her first jarring week on 
the job sb( years ago. Hatchett heard 
the case of a man who had pummeled 
his 3-year-old tivins with his fists short­
ly after being released from prison—for 
beatmg his 2-year-old stepchild to 
death. Hatchett could barely contain her 
grief at the time: The t\vins were in 
court on their birthday, and Hatchett's 
job was to decide whether to take them 
,iway from their parents. 

Her choice was ob\ious—the t\\ins 
needed to be out of that house—but the 
tragic courtroom tableau ovenvhelmed 
her. She hurried away from the bench 
to the private bathroom in her cham­
bers and dropped to her knees in 
prayer: "God, please give me the 
strength to move my energy from 
grieving and to use the energy to try 
and figure out wiiat to do for the chil­
dren you put before me." 

"1 have prayed that prayer over and 
over." Hatchett said as she reflected on 
licr first days overseeing juvenile justice 
in Atlanta. 

• The week of Nov. 18 was no differ­
ent. 

Childhoods of Violence 
Of the 115,000 violent crimes com­

mitted by juveniles last year, the over­
whelming majority, 93 percent, in­
volved aggravated a.ssault and robber,'. 
Juveniles last year were also charged 
with 147,000 drug offenses. The drama 
unfolding before Hatchett appeared al­
most scnpted to the national numbers. 

On a rtcent Thursday morning, 
Hatchett toted a load of files into the ti­
ny three-bench courtroom where she 
spends her days and unfolded a thick 
docket of cases. Among her first cases 
was one involving a middle-aged man 
who was violently attacked by a 16-
year-old boy. The man said he had been 
walking down the street when the 
youth stepped in front of his path. .At 
first, the man said, he pushed past tlie 
youth and tried to walk away. He looked 
back to see if the boy was tollowing him. 
and remembers seeing the boy reaching 
down, but that's all he recalls. 

Blackness followed. The man said he 
woke up on the side of the road, witli a 
brick beside his head. 

"My cheekbone was broken , . . 
crushed. I've got a metal plate in niy 
head." His voice grew angry as he de­
scribed a painful nine-day hospital stav 
that left him $11,614.18 in debt, be­
cause he has no health insurance. 

The boy's lawyer suggested that tlie 
man had provoked the fight and threat­
ened the boy with a cane. He also sug­
gested that there were holes in the po-

;iice officers' account of events. But the 
prosecutors shot back rmgrily: "Wh.it 
we have is a young punk who decided to 
hit soiiieonu who couldii'i right back." 

Hatchett ruled for ilie prnsecutioii. 
noting that, even il' it were tnie that llic 
boy liad been provoked, he had no jii-ti-
fication lor responding die way he did. 
''There is no defense oi sell-deteiise. Ik-
could have retreated." she s.iid. 

The redhe.ided Ixiy. who.sr .viu h 
face and gentle êlUû ê  belied ilk-
courtroom descriptions ot him. ki.̂ <e<l 
Ills iiiuihei ds lie led itom iiie 
courtroom. Sentencing will come later, 
but in the meantime he will reiniun at 
the detention center. 

A short time earlier, the clanking an­
kle chains ot another 16-year-old broke 
the courtroom's silence. .̂ tLinLi'.-, police 
chief. H.F. Jordan, testified that the 
young m.Tii had stolen a car and eii-
g.igetl police in a high-speed chase. The 
ordeal ended when the Ixiy cra>hed into 
a fence surrounding .Morehou.se t'd-
lege. Under the driver's seat. Jordan 
naid. was a loaded ymm handgun. 

The boy turned his head in disagree­
ment and. when lie liK)k the \̂ t̂lle.̂ .̂  
stand, testified that he simply h,id mol­
ten a ride from a stranser: He laic\v 
nothing alxjut tlie ^uii and wâ l̂ t tlie 
one l)ehind the wheel. 

"'I'his cas<- comes duwn to cred'.hil-
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itv." Hatchett stated. "The ofOcer tesli-
I'led emphatically Guilty." Senient-
ing for him .ilso will come later. 

The choices before Glend.i Hatchett. 
or anv juvenile court judge, are not _ 
easv. iiiciirceraiing a child has iniplic;i-
tioiis th.it often reach far bevontl the 
circumsiaiices mvoKing adull oflenders. 
On the one h.ind. taking diingeroiis 
teenagers off the streets is p.irainounl, 
particularh- when children are commit­
ting a far greater proportion of \ioleiit 
crimes than juveniles of earlier genera­
tions. But while it is true that scores of 
young offenders are assaulting and rob­
bing in record numbers, it ;s .'.Ui true 
that m.-in\- voung offenders are neither 
dangerous nor iiicomgible. 

For a judge like Hatchett, the centr:il 
challenge is to figure out which n-pe of 
child she has before her each day. If she 
locks them up, she is deading to take 
them away from family members and 
familiar settings. Detention not only dis­
rupts their education, but could have 
the unintended effect of further harden­
ing them toward a life of cnme. Plus, in 
all likelihood, they will be released while 
they are still quite \oung. only less edu­
cated and le^i employable than when 
they went in. 

Yet ii she doesn't make that choice, 
she risks turning a cliild back to the 
streets where his next act could be 
more \iolent than his first. 

.And often. Hatchett finds, returning 
the children home, even it' they desen e 
a second chance, is no answer, because 
the parents ot the youths she sees 
sometimes need as much discipline as 
their children. Which can leave the 
judge plavTiig parent to the narenu. 

That was her role wiien a 15-year-
old boy. caught ivith niari^ian*- came 
before her court recently. The child's 
mother had little or no control over tlie 
boy. He had no father at home. 

"Are you selling marijuana? " Hatchett 
bluntly asked. • . 

The boy responded. "1 w.is, hut I put 
th.1t in the past. . . . " 

He IS barely able to'finish w hen 
Hatchcu fired. ".Are you snioljiig inari-
ju.m.i?' 

"Ves ma'am," he s.iid 5heepislil\". 
The boy has already missed 26 days 

of school this year. "What time does 
school start?" Hatchett asked. The boy 
said 8;45 a.ni, "What time do }ou gel 
up'" .About 8 a.m.. he re.sponded, 

"Do you own an al.Trm clock?" Hatch­
ett asked, the pitch nsing in her voice. 
His moilier interrupted: "I'll make it iin 
busiiie.ss to get one," 

Hatchett moved on. now focusiiiK mi 
the gold tootli shuiiiig from tlie boy s 
mouth. 

"1 p,-iid SI60 lor it." the boy told 
Hatchett. "1 wanted one all my Iile." 
Hatchett grows angry witli the mother 
for allowing tlie \-ouili to buy an e-\-peii-
sive guld tooth, bui no :ilariii tlix k, "He 
doesn't need .tiiy iiwic .cold teeih!" the 

jiid.ye scdlded, ll maker, him link like a 
druc; de:iler, ,~he .-aid, 

H.itclietl, who is .AlVic-ui .\nieriGiii, 
reminded lh<: l.̂ 'V ihal •'we li.ive ti"i 
iii,-iiiv black men iii jail!" 

The U\v'., IIIOIIK I shimk her head in 
at;re(.-inenl. •.All lli^ Irieiuls are line in 
i.iil." lhe v.nn;.iii anilril. iiroinpliir.; an 
nuibnr^t iriini ll.ikik-ti. 

l l r r i l III Cli; lhr>e mmnod jive 

, , . Iiillin.i; lin;lnl.^ a-Ui.-c!' the jiidi;e 
Slid aiieni;.. 

Some Comtnon Threads 

The iinenilr i r i i i i e rate I'.as 
si'.ireil in recein u-ai>. Inn the re-
porled case, ,,| .•DILMMI or iieglecu'd 
children l i ; i - ijnuvii faster, cliiiibins 
ihreeuild siiiCe U'SD. Keceiii studies 
.̂ im.iiest .1 cm Telaiion hi'iween these 
ncii trends, due tedi ral .•-ur\f\ 
liniiid abused ami nec;lecled children 
were alniosl fid percent more hkely 
ti) iiavc a jnyeiiile .arrest record than 
Ihose wliii were not. 

l l a ic lu- i i sees lhe common 
threads between ImtJi ills: piiverty. 
single-paren; households and a lirin-
1\- fiitreikiu-d cnlim-e uf substance 
iibiL-e. .iiikMi;.; paivnis and llieir cliil-
clieii. Maichetl niu^l cope uitli both 
p:ithuloc:ii-~. sliilliiiR beuveeii her iii-
telkvtiial and eiinnidii.al gears. 

Suclrwas lhe case on one recent 
^Vt-(lllesda^. a &,iy when she wiiuld 
lie.ir a docket uf ehikl abuse cases, 
Haichetl peered ncer her readiiiu 
.ilbsscs and leaned forward :is the 
yraiidiiioiher of iwn children lold 
iier slo^ •̂ in an atleiiipt Io lia\e her 
.i:r;nuleliildren removed from lhe 
Iiiolher ol her son's uvo cliililrcii, 

•file Woman lokl lhe jinlile she 
uas visitin,e her ftraiidcliildren one 
recent afternoon when the 4-year-
i.ild went to the refrigerator looking 
for soiiietliiiig to eat. 

"Tliere was nothing in tliere," she 
testilied softly. The children's moth­
er. IWO months behind on rent and 
addicted tu crack cocaine, had used 
Iier food stamps to support her hab-
I I . 

Hiitclieti reiiinved her glasses and 
scanned the people in the court-
roniii. Tears welled in the eyes of 
the child's 28-yeai-old niollier. .An­
other of her children, a 5-year-old 
boy. fidgeted in his .seat while the 
daughter sucked her thumb. The 
children's father, brought in from 
lirisoii w here he is .serciiig a life sen­
tence for armed robbery, stared 
blankly foncard. 

.N'eilher parent fought the grand­
mother's custody petition. Tiie 
mother, rubbing at her face, looked 
tired and worn, 

"It is clear that the children are 
deprived," Hatchett ruled. "But it is 
nol enough for you |the grandniotii-
erj 10 lake these children. These 
cliildren are the respoiisibibty of the 
liarenis , , , .Miss B. |the iiiother|, 
MHr\e ,qot III ;;et treatment. These 
children are going to grow up not 
know iii.i: vuu. Tlie.st children are not 
liki- VCRs. lideotapes where you 
c:ai push i ikvind." 

The mother began crying uncon­
trollably. Undaunted. Hatchett con­
iinued. 

"I'm orderiii.q you to go check into 
a treatment program or I'll hold vou 
ill contempt anci put you in jail. \o i \ 
have to think'otTour drug addiction 
as .soineone coiiiiii.i; in trying Ici take 
\oiir cliildren." Hatchett then al-
teiiipted to personalize her message 
e\en more, telling the woman th:ii 
she too lias childien. ' l l .soniebodv 
tried to take my children, they woidd 
have to fight me." 

The mother coiilimied to cry, and 
Hatchett shifted gears, feeling com­
pelled to ofler some hope. She told 
the woman she had ordered a iium-
Ix'r ol parents to get drug tteatmeiit 
and that some had regained control 
of their lives and. aa a result, re­
claimed their children, 

"You need a hug of encourage­
ment?" Hatchett asked, rising to re­
veal her petite five-foot stature. The 
woman appeared to nod, Hatchett 
made her way down. "It's going to 
be a different day," she said as she 
reached out to embrace the woman. 

The cases that go before Hatchett 
rarely make headlines. They unlold 
in relative silence behind the court­
room's doors. But they are the faces 
and real-life dramas behind the sta­
tistics. 

There is the story of a couple w ho 
tried to circumcise their 4-year-old 
son but ended up peeling all the skin 
off the child's penis. The mother, on­
ly 19 hersell", already had four chil­
dren, ber first born when she was 
14. 

And there w.is Ihc iiiolher, lii;;li 
on crack, who had a spoiitaiieoiis 
birth. The child was bom in the coin-
mode, sustauiuig massive bead.inju­
ries in the process. The mfant died 
within days, 

Hatchett is convinced the way to 
change this macabre picture is 
through direct intervention in the 
lives of children who enter her 
court. Detention often comes too 
late in the process, she believes, .And 
if the society is to deter children 
from crnne, they need programs to 
help parents to break the cycle of 
addiction, poverty and other prob­
lems. 

As a result, Hatchett has imple­
mented a number of programs, in­
cluding a truancy intervention pro­
ject in which local lawyers try to 
help get youths back in school. She 
has already sought Speliiiaii College 
to tutor troubled youth and is devel­
oping a mentoring program invoK-
iiig the school. But she knows these 
efforts are just a finger in the dike, 

"People are short-sighted, and 
foolish not to invest substantially in 
the juvenile justice system if they're 
serious about reform.'• Hatcliett 
said, "They're into sound bites, talk­
ing about three strikes and you're 
out. My response to that, is what the 
hell do we do before strike one' V,'e 
need to be figuring mil what we do 
to keep these children out of Jliai 
pool," 

MoMtAY,DfO':M!?nf2,19')f. 
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REASONABLE EFFORTS: 
CHILD ABUSE, ADOPTION AND CHILD WELFARE POLICY 

I . INTRODUCTION 

Senator DeWine and members of the Committee, thank you f o r 
the o p p o r t u n i t y t o t e s t i f y today on the subject of f e d e r a l 
c h i l d abuse, adoptions and c h i l d welfare p o l i c y . My name i s 
Peter Digre and I am the D i r e c t o r of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Children and Family Services, a p u b l i c c h i l d 
p r o t e c t i o n agency which, during 1995, responded t o more than 
170,000 r e p o r t s of c h i l d abuse and neglect. My Department 
i s the l a r g e s t c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n agency i n the country. 
Today and every day, I am personally responsible f o r the 
p r o t e c t i o n and care of more than 73,000 c h i l d r e n . I n 
a d d i t i o n t o p r o v i d i n g c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n s e r v i c e s , my 
Department also i s a f u l l - s e r v i c e adoption agency. Each 
year, we are involved i n the adoption of approximately 2.100 
c h i l d r e n . 

I have 31 years of experience i n administering s t a t e and 
l o c a l c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n programs i n several of the most 
populous j u r i s d i c t i o n s i n the country. 

I n r e c o g n i t i o n of the importance of preserving f a m i l i e s and 
i n responding t o the problem of numerous c h i l d r e n remaining 
i n the f o s t e r care system and growing up without l e g a l l y 
permanent f a m i l i e s , the Adoption Assistance and C h i l d 
Welfare Act of 1980 (PL 96-272) required c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n 
agencies t o engage i n "reasonable e f f o r t s " t o prevent a 
c h i l d ' s removal from home a f t e r they were abused or 
neglected, and t o enable the r e u n i f i c a t i o n of f a m i l i e s once 
c h i l d r e n had been removed. The momentum t o provide 
"reasonable e f f o r t s " was g r e a t l y enhanced when OBRA 93 
created a block grant of funds f o r " f a m i l y p r e s e r v a t i o n and 
support" under T i t l e IV-B of the Social Security Act. 

No one can f a u l t the legitimacy or worthiness of the goal of 
preserving and r e u n i f y i n g f a m i l i e s . Indeed, i n C a l i f o r n i a 
f a m i l y r e u n i f i c a t i o n i s successful approximately 78% of the 
time f o r i n f a n t s or 84% of the time o v e r a l l . However we 
cannot ignore the f a c t t h a t a t l e a s t 22% of the time I n f a n t s 
who are r e u n i f i e d w i t h t h e i r f a m i l i e s are subjected t o new 
episodes of abuse, neglect or endangerment (see 
Attachment I , Chart). Further, our Department of Children 
and Family Services' studies i n d i c a t e t h a t the l i k e l i h o o d of 
K̂̂ V̂̂  r e t u r n i n g home declines p r e c i p i t o u s l y the longer a 

K̂ !̂̂ ^ f o s t e r care. For example, i n 1995 only 5% of 
the c h i l d r e n i n f o s t e r care longer than 24 months were 
r e u n i f i e d . 



I n a d d i t i o n , the o r i g i n a l problem of numerous c h i l d r e n 
growing up without l e g a l l y permanent f a m i l i e s continues t o 
grow unabated. Long-term f o s t e r care without adoption i s 
not s t a b l e and not permanent. The Child Welfare Research 
Center at the U n i v e r s i t y of C a l i f o r n i a found t h a t 83% of 
t o d d l e r s (ages 1-2 years) e n t e r i n g n o n - r e l a t i v e f o s t e r care 
had a change i n f o s t e r parents w i t h i n s i x years, and 62% had 
three or more f o s t e r homes (see Attachment I I , C h a r t ) . 
Almost one out of three had f i v e or more f o s t e r homes. 
Again, long-term f o s t e r care i s , t r a g i c a l l y , n e i t h e r s t a b l e 
nor permanent, and the numbers grow every day as the 
U n i v e r s i t y of C a l i f o r n i a found t h a t i n C a l i f o r n i a , f u l l y 30% 
of i n f a n t s e n t e r i n g f o s t e r care were i n long-term f o s t e r 
care ( n e i t h e r adopted nor r e u n i f i e d ) a f t e r f o u r years (see 
Attachment I I I , c h a r t ) . 

Adoption, on the other hand, creates l i f e t i m e parents. I t 
IS commonly not understood how remarkable s t a b l e adoption 
IS. I n C a l i f o r n i a , only an average of 14 f i n a l i z e d 
adoptions are set aside annually out of a p o t e n t i a l pool of 
15,000, a r a t e of less than . 1 % or one out of 1,000. 

The f i n a l tragedy of c h i l d r e n growing up without l i f e t i m e 
parents occurs when they grow up and leave f o s t e r care i n 
most s t a t e s a t age 18, and become f u l l y independent w i t h o u t 
a f a m i l y t o r e l y on. This i s nearly an impossible task, one 
t h a t my 18 year-old daughter could not have achieved and one 
t h a t I do not believe I could have achieved. Indeed, I am 
52 years o l d and my mother s t i l l keeps a bedroom i n her 
house f o r me. I w i l l , t h e r e f o r e , never become homeless, but 
some studies i n d i c a t e t h a t as many as 45% of 18-year-olds 
who leave the f o s t e r care system do become homeless a t some 
p o i n t . 

Based on the above, I am not ready t o abandon "reasonable 
e f f o r t s " or " f a m i l y preservation", however, the law must be 
v a s t l y strengthened t o : 

• emphasize t h a t c h i l d safety i s the f i r s t p r i o r i t y 
• emphasize l e g a l permanency and concomitantly 

decrease the numbers of c h i l d r e n growing up i n 
long-term f o s t e r care; 

• improve the l i f e o p p o r t u n i t i e s of those c h i l d r e n 
who do grow up i n f o s t e r care. 

• c o r r e c t problems created by PL 104-193 

I I . EMPHASIZE THAT CHILD SAFETY IS THE FIRST PRIORITY 

The word "reasonable" i s o f t e n read out of "reasonable 
e f f o r t s " c r e a t i n g a s i t u a t i o n i n which c h i l d r e n are placed 
m danger and re-abused i n the name of f a m i l y p r e s e r v a t i o n 
and r e u n i f i c a t i o n . I n short, we too o f t e n engage i n " f u t i l e 
e f f o r t s " which are i n h e r e n t l y unreasonable and small 
c h i l d r e n pay the p r i c e . 
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This can be corrected wi t h a simple statement of l e g i s l a t i v e 
i n t e n t i n d i c a t i n g t h a t i n a l l c h i l d welfare decision-making 
our f i r s t p r i o r i t y i s c h i l d safety. This should be 
r e i n f o r c e d i n three s p e c i f i c ways: 

1. S p e c i f i c a l l y state in the statute that "reasonable 
e f f o r t s " do not include efforts that place a c h i l d in 
danger; 

2. Judges, hearing o f f i c e r s and chi l d abuse workers must 
make s p e c i f i c statements of facts which indicate why 
they conclude that children w i l l be safe in family 
preservation or reunification decision-making; 

3. Lawyers and guardians ad litem who represent children 
must advocate only for decisions which are consistent 
with c h i l d safety. This c l a r i f i e s a s i g n i f i c a n t legal 
ambiguity since some lawyers assume that they must 
represent the wishes of the chi l d c l i e n t even i f the 
child's wishes were incompatible with safety. 

The OBRA 93 fa m i l y preservation and support e f f o r t s deserve 
s p e c i a l a t t e n t i o n . I n Los Angeles and throughout C a l i f o r n i a 
and the United States, they have unleashed commendable 
c r e a t i v i t y i n the development of networks t o preserve and 
strengthen f a m i l i e s . At the same time, too l i t t l e a t t e n t i o n 
has been paid t o well-known and basic standards t h a t would 
v a s t l y improve c h i l d s afety. We are l e f t w i t h a thousand 
p i l o t p r o j e c t s without a core program, making any d e f i n i t i o n 
of f a m i l y p r e s e r v a t i o n impossible. 

The l e g i s l a t e d s t a t e f a m i l y preservation and support plan 
requirements should include s p e c i f i c standards, i n c l u d i n g 1) 
c l a r i f i c a t i o n t h a t the f i r s t p r i o r i t y i s always c h i l d 
s a f e t y , 2) c a r e f u l r i s k assessment t o exclude dangerous 
f a m i l i e s , 3) a high l e v e l of in-home v i s i t a t i o n t o supervise 
c h i l d r e n ' s s a f e t y , 4) a comprehensive range of services t o 
increase f a m i l i e s ' c a p a c i t i e s t o p r o t e c t t h e i r own c h i l d r e n 
and 5) partnerships w i t h the community. 

For example, in Los Angeles we have developed 28 Community 
Family Preservation Networks (CFPNs). Families with serious 
h i s t o r i e s of violence or sexual assault are excluded unless 
the perpetrator can be removed. Community-based networks 
must v i s i t each c h i l d in thei r home either four, eight or 
sixteen times a month depending on the intensity needed 
Each CFPN must organize 2 3 key family supports, including 
drug treatment, housing, day care, transportation and jobs 
and other income supports, as well as the in-home 
v i s i t a t i o n . 
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Our emphasis on communitv partnership coth leverage-; 
e x i s t i n g resources on behalf of these f a m i l i e s and b u i l d s a 
c o n t i n u i n g community of support around them. 

We have found t h a t these high standards create the best 
pos s i b l e outcomes: 

• 85% of the time we are able to successfully 
preserve families in t h i s program. 

• During the f i r s t three years of our o r i g i n a l twelve 
programs, 30% fewer children went into foster care 
in the communities they covered. The growth of 
African-American children in foster care was 
stopped dead, even as other groups showed rapid 
growth. -

• Despite the implementation of the family 
preservation programs, ch i l d deaths declined in Los 
Angeles County for four consecutive years, from 61 
in 1991 to 39 in 1994. 

F i n a l l y , the need for good standards for c h i l d safety 
applies to the whole child protection program and not only 

^ ^ i - f r T i V r r " " ^ ? ^ " " and support. Consequently, enhanced 
l i n e IV-E state plan requirements should include: 

• minimal standards for in-home v i s i t a t i o n ; 

• forensic pediatric examination for physically and 
sexually abused children; 

• regular pediatric care for foster children; 

• a timely response and resolution for each allegation 
of abuse and neglect; 

• background screening of alleged abusers and f o s t e r 
and r e l a t i v e caretakers, i n c l u d i n g c r i m i n a l and 
abuse screening; 

• r i s k assessment; 

• training for foster parents, including r e l a t i v e 
caretakers and child abuse workers. 

Our concerns in Los Angeles County about the need to 
emphasize c h i l d safety led us t h i s past year to sponsoring a 
b i l l authored by State Senator Hilda S o l i s , to amend 
Cal i f o r n i a law to s p e c i f i c a l l y e n t i t l e every c h i l d to be 
safe and protected from abuse and neglect, and to require 
that a l l parties in Juvenile Court proceedinqs be 
responsible for child safety. As simple as our proposal 
sounded, we struggled mightily to assure i t s passage. Our 
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o p p o s i t i o n came from attorneys who u n f o r t u n a t e l y believed 
t h a t t h e i r primary and only r e s p o n s i b i l i t y i s t o represent 
the c h i l d ' s wishes, even when those wishes place the c h i l d 
at r i s k of f u r t h e r harm (see Attachment IV, SB 1516). 

Support f o r t h i s measure came from a wide array of c h i l d 
advocates, c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n agencies and community groups. 
I t was a b i - p a r t i s a n b i l l , authored by a Democrat and co-
authored by a Republican. Our State's Attorney General and 
our County's S h e r i f f gave the b i l l t h e i r u n c o n d i t i o n a l 
support. 

I b e l i e v e t h a t what our experience w i t h t h i s proposal 
revealed i s t h a t not everyone who has a r o l e i n c h i l d 
p r o t e c t i o n accepts t h a t c h i l d safety i s t h e i r 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . As long as t h a t i s the case, c h i l d r e n w i l l 
be a t r i s k . We must r e t a i n the p o s i t i v e gains we have seen 
thus f a r w i t h reasonable e f f o r t s and f a m i l y p r e s e r v a t i o n , 
but we must strengthen the law t o emphasize t h a t c h i l d 
s a f e t y i s our f i r s t p r i o r i t y . 

I I I . EMPHASIZE LEGAL PERMANENCY 

As i n d i c a t e d c l e a r l y above, f o s t e r care i s t r a g i c a l l y 
unstable w h i l e f i n a l i z e d adoptions are nearly completely 
s t a b l e . A c h i l d who i s adopted has parents f o r his/her 
l i f e . A c h i l d who grows up i n f o s t e r care w i l l probably 
have many caretakers and w i l l not have any assurance of a 
f a m i l y and home a f t e r he/she turns 18. Adoption must be 
v a s t l y p r e f e r r e d t o long-term f o s t e r care. 

Congress can do the f o l l o w i n g t o ensure t h a t more c h i l d r e n 
achieve l e g a l permanency and t h a t fewer enter long-term 
f o s t e r care. 

1. Reject unreasonable e f f o r t s . Recognize i n the s t a t u t e 
t h a t there are classes of parents f o r whom "reasonable 
e f f o r t s " and family preservation and r e u n i f i c a t i o n are 
or may be i n h e r e n t l y unreasonable. These include: 

• parents who k i l l or maim c h i l d r e n ; 

• parents who aggressively sexually assault 
c h i l d r e n ; 

• parents w i t h h i s t o r i e s of v i o l e n t c r i m i n a l 
behavior; 

• parents who abandon c h i l d r e n i n l i f e - t h r e a t e n i n g 
circumstances; 

• parents w i t h long-term and chronic a d d i c t i o n s . 
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I n such s i t u a t i o n s , i t i s usually f u t i l e and 
unreasonable t o endanger c h i l d r e n by making e f f o r t s t o 
preserve or r e u n i f y t h e i r f a m i l i e s . Children i n these 
circumstances should have the r i g h t t o a safe f a m i l y 
f o r l i f e by being adopted while they are s t i l l young. 

2. Require reasonable e f f o r t s f o r l e g a l permanency. 
Strangely, the concept of "reasonable e f f o r t s " a p p l i e s 
only t o preserving and r e u n i f y i n g f a m i l i e s and does not 
address the compelling need of c h i l d r e n t o have 
permanent parents f o r l i f e . I t i s imperative, and 
r a t h e r simple, t o r e q u i r e states t o make reasonable 
e f f o r t s t o f i n d adoptive homes f o r c h i l d r e n w i t h o u t 
safe f a m i l i e s . 

Our second e f f o r t i n our State C a p i t o l t h i s year was a 
measure t h a t made sweeping advances i n f a c i l i t a t i n g 
adoption, emphasized l e g a l permanency and w i l l decrease the 
numbers of c h i l d r e n growing up i n f o s t e r care. Largely 
w r i t t e n by the Youth Law Center of San Francisco and 
authored by Assembly Member Louis Caldera, t h i s measure 
added t o the s i t u a t i o n s i n e x i s t i n g law where the j u v e n i l e 
c o u r t i s not required t o order t h a t we provide services t o 
r e u n i f y s e r i o u s l y damaged f a m i l i e s . S p e c i f i c a l l y , the new 
s i t u a t i o n s include those where c h i l d r e n have been w i l l f u l l y 
subjected t o l i f e - t h r e a t e n i n g abandonment; c h i l d r e n whose 
s i b l i n g s or h a l f - s i b l i n g s could not be s u c c e s s f u l l y r e u n i t e d 
w i t h parents; c h i l d r e n whose parents have been convicted of 
v i o l e n t f e l o n i e s ; and c h i l d r e n whose parents have extensive, 
abusive and chronic h i s t o r i e s of drug and alc o h o l abuse and 
have f a i l e d or refused treatment. The measure also holds 
t h a t placement of c h i l d r e n i n a preadoptive home, i n and of 
i t s e l f , s h a l l not be deemed a f a i l u r e t o provide or o f f e r 
reasonable services t o r e u n i f y . F i n a l l y , the b i l l does not 
permit c h i l d r e n under the age of s i x years t o remain i n 
long-term care w i t h f o s t e r parents unable or u n w i l l i n g t o 
adopt. This measure moved through both houses of our State 
L e g i s l a t u r e w i t h no opposition, testimony t o the f a c t t h a t 
the p u b l i c and our Le g i s l a t u r e are no longer w i l l i n g t o 
allow a l l reasonable e f f o r t s t o be extended t o parents a t 
great cost t o c h i l d r e n ' s f u t u r e s and l i v e s . (See 
Attachment V, AB 2 679) 

IV. IMPROVE THE LIFE CHANCES OF CHILDREN WHO GROW UP 
WITHOUT PERMANENT HOMES 

Each year, thousands of youth who have grown up i n f o s t e r 
care emancipate t o independence without r e l i a b l e and l e g a l l y 
permanent f a m i l i e s . 

Many of these c h i l d r e n face homelessness, many have h i g h l y 
incomplete educations and many w i l l become involved i n crime 
t o support themselves. Since we d i d not provide permanent 
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f a m i l i e s f o r these c h i l d r e n , we owe them, the basic 
o p p o r t u n i t y t o succeed as adults. Congress should: 

1. Declare n a t i o n a l goals f o r c h i l d r e n who must become 
independent a f t e r aging out of f o s t e r care. 

These goals should include: 
• a place to l i v e ; 
• opportunity to continue education; 
• l i f e s k i l l s training; 
• employment or income; 
• access to health care; 
• adequate clothing; 
• a v a i l a b i l i t y of records, including educational 

history, driver's license, c i t i z e n s h i p status, 
foster care history, health history; 

• t i e s to community mentors. 

The stat e s ' plans to achieve these goals should be 
incorporated in th e i r T i t l e IV-E plans. 

2. Encourage states to develop employment, housing and 
scholarship opportunities for emancipating foster 
youth. 

States should be required in th e i r IV-E plans to 
specify how they w i l l target lo c a l , state, federal and 
private sector employment, housing and scholarships for 
higher education opportunities for the special 
population of emancipating foster youth. 

Some of the i n i t i a t i v e s we are developing in Los 
Angeles include: 

• blending public and private housing programs and 
foundation resources to create 400 apartment beds 
for emancipated youth, spearheaded by a very 
substantial grant from the Weingart Foundation; 

• using the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and 
the private sector to create jobs for a l l older 
foster youth. Targeted employment ef f o r t s should 
generate 2,000 jobs t h i s year for older Department 
of Children and Family Services foster youth; 

• encouraging local government and contractors to 
hire emancipating foster youth. My department has 
hired over 70 such youth with excellent r e s u l t s , 
including the use of 30 of them to be Emancipation 
Assistants to help younger children prepare for 
independence; 

• encouraging blending private contributions with 
college, state and federal scholarships to enable 
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emancipating f o s t e r youth t o go t o college. This 
year my department has requests from 500 of our 
800 emancipating youth f o r college scholarship 
assistance, and we w i l l be able t o honor a l l of 
them, thanks t o the generosity of our community. 

These and other efforts would be enhanced i f Congress would 
lower the age for participation in the Independent Living 
Program from 16 to 14 to allow us to engage youth e a r l i e r in 
preparation for t h i s most d i f f i c u l t t r a n s i t i o n . 

Our t h i r d State l e g i s l a t i v e effort involved a b i l l , also 
authored by Assembly Member Louis Caldera, which required 
our colleges and un i v e r s i t i e s to evaluate t h e i r outreach to 
and retention of former foster youth, and to assure that 
these youth are identified and informed of existing Extended 
Opportunity Programs and Services. I t authorized targeted 
outreach to foster youth in conjunction with public c h i l d 
welfare agencies and required the inclusion of at l e a s t one 
former foster youth on college advisory councils. 

Although t h i s b i l l did experience some opposition, a number 
of the Members of the Legislature realized that a l l of us 
are responsible for foster youth and the State owes these 
youth what most parents would want for thei r own children. 
The u n i v e r s i t i e s and community colleges were partners in 
t h i s e f f o r t and were eager to have the opportunities to make 
greater gains with t h i s group of young adults (see 
Attachment VI, AB 2463). 

F i n a l l y , our fourth effort was a b i l l sponsored by the 
Cal i f o r n i a Youth Connection, an organization of and for 
current and former foster youth, and was authored by State 
Senator Diane Watson. This b i l l , as introduced, would have 
created programs to empower foster youth, specify 
l e g i s l a t i v e intent that youth leaving foster care have 
s p e c i f i c minimal daily l i v i n g needs met, enact a foster 
youth b i l l of rights and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s and encourage 
state and local governments to rec r u i t and hire current and 
former foster youth. 

Ultimately, t h i s measure was vetoed by the Governor because 
he f e l t i t duplicated existing regulatory requirements. 
Each of the other b i l l s was signed into law by Governor Pete 
Wilson and w i l l take effect on January 1, 1997. 

We succeeded t h i s year i n strengthening C a l i f o r n i a law t o 
emphasize c h i l d s a f e t y , emphasize l e g a l permanency and 
improve l i f e o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r those c h i l d r e n who do grow up 
i n f o s t e r care. These measures are models of sound c h i l d 
s a f e t y p u b l i c p o l i c y . 
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V. IMPACT OF PUBLIC LAW 104-193 

On many occasions during the past year, I have expressed my 
concerns about the impact of the sweeping changes the newly 
enacted welfare reform l e g i s l a t i o n w i l l have on our c h i l d 
p r o t e c t i o n programs. I have two items t h a t I b e l i e v e could 
be e a s i l y remedied as Congress reconvenes f o r i t s new 
session i n 1997. 

F i r s t , PL 104-193, the Personal R e s p o n s i b i l i t y and Work 
R e c o n c i l i a t i o n Act of 1996, p r o h i b i t s those convicted of 
f e l o n y d r u g - r e l a t e d offenses from r e c e i v i n g Temporary 
Assistance f o r Needy Families. I would submit t o you t h a t 
we do have a p r o p o r t i o n of parents who may f a l l i n t o t h i s 
category, but who have paid t h e i r p r i c e t o s o c i e t y and who 
have s u c c e s s f u l l y r e h a b i l i t a t e d themselves through 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n drug treatment and have become t o t a l l y drug 
f r e e . These parents should have a chance t o redeem t h e i r 
l i v e s . They should be exempted from t h i s f e d e r a l 
p r o h i b i t i o n , which can only serve t o r a i s e the odds against 
them and place t h e i r c h i l d r e n at greater r i s k of growing up 
i n the c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n system. 

Second, i n Los Angeles County, s l i g h t l y more than h a l f of 
the c h i l d r e n i n our f o s t e r care caseload are placed w i t h 
r e l a t i v e s , w hile statewide s l i g h t l y less than h a l f are 
placed w i t h r e l a t i v e s . I n C a l i f o r n i a and Los Angeles 
County, we are w e l l - p o s i t i o n e d t o implement the new f e d e r a l 
requirement contained i n PL 104-193 which s p e c i f i e s t h a t 
homes of r e l a t i v e s must be the f i r s t c h i l d placement 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n when safe. Our r e a l i t y , however, i s t h a t not 
a l l the r e l a t i v e s w i t h whom c h i l d r e n might be placed are 
people of great means. Many of these r e l a t i v e s , considering 
t h a t care of abused and neglected c h i l d r e n also means c o s t l y 
c h i l d care and remedial medical and psychological care, f i n d 
themselves i n need of f i n a n c i a l assistance. These r e l a t i v e s 
should not be subject t o the work requirements and time-
l i m i t p r o v i s i o n s of the new welfare reform program i f we ask 
them t o become caregivers f o r t h e i r grandchildren and nieces 
and nephews, and i f Congress expects states t o meet t h i s 
requirement. Congress must reconsider these requirements 
and search f o r a b e t t e r r e c o n c i l i a t i o n of these p r o v i s i o n s . 

VI. OUR CONTEXT: CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT CONTINUES TO 
INCREASE DRASTICALLY 

The United States Department of Health and Human Services 
r e c e n t l y released the T h i r d Na t iona l Incidence Study o f 
C h i l d Abuse and Neglect , the s i n g l e most comprehensive 
source of i n f o r m a t i o n about the current incidence of c h i l d 
abuse and neglect i n the United States. While I w i l l not 
review f o r you the e n t i r e study and i t s f i n d i n g s , I want t o 
share w i t h you the most c r i t i c a l p o i n t s t h a t I b e l i e v e 
underscore the need f o r decisive a c t i o n by Congress t o make 
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c h i l d safety our nation's highest p r i o r i t y , data which i s 
not t o t a l l y d i s s i m i l a r from t h a t I have tracked i n my own 
County. 

Using data that includes both first-time as well as 
subsequent incidents of abuse and neglect, the Study's 
findings are alarming: 

• Based on 1993 data, the Study r e f l e c t s a dramatic 149 
percent increase since the 1980 Study in children 
suffering from subsequent incidents of abuse or neglect. 

• Between 1986 and 1993, there was a 98 percent increase in 
the t o t a l estimated number of abused and neglected 
children. 

• Abuse and neglect increased across a l l categories, 
including physical, sexual and emotional abuse, as 
well as physical and emotional neglect; 

• The number of children seriously injured by abuse or 
neglect increased by 298 percent. 

The Study found t h a t f a m i l y income was s i g n i f i c a n t l y r e l a t e d 
t o the r a t e s of incidence i n nearly every category of 
maltreatment, a f i n d i n g t h a t was consistent w i t h the 
f i n d i n g s i n the 1986 Study. Children i n f a m i l i e s w i t h 
annual incomes below $15,000 per year were found t o be more 
than 2 2 times and 2 5 times more l i k e l y t o experience some 
form of maltreatment under the two study standards than 
c h i l d r e n i n f a m i l i e s w i t h annual incomes of $30,000 per year 
or more. C h i l d neglec t means lack of the n e c e s s i t i e s of 
l i f e , i n c l u d i n g food, c l o t h i n g and s h e l t e r ; w hile c h i l d 
abuse i s o f t e n a r e a c t i o n t o f r u s t r a t i o n and s t r e s s . 

And finally, the Study shows that our child protection 
systems appear to have reached their maximum capacity to 
respond to these maltreated children. Despite the rising 
numbers of children found to be abused or neglected, the 
actual numbers of children whose abuse and neglect was 
investigated by Child Protective Services (CPS) remained 
stable, meaning that a larger percentage of children has not 
had access to CPS. (See Attachment VII, Child Abuse and 
Neglect National Incidence Study.) 

V I I . CONCLUSION 

The Adoption Assistance and Chil d Welfare Act of 1980, 
supplemented by OBRA 93, l a i d a s u b s t a n t i a l foundation f o r 
c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n . However, the experience of the past 
s i x t e e n years has shown numerous ways i n which the law must 
be improved i n order t o increase c h i l d s a f e t y , emphasize 
l e g a l permanency through adoption and create basic 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r f o s t e r youth who emancipate w i t h o u t 
l e g a l l y permanent f a m i l i e s . 
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Outcomes at 4 Yrs: Non-Kin Foster Care 
Infant <1 Month Old @ Foster Care Entry 
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Reunified (38.0%)^-^:^ 
Still in Care (30.0%) 

Other Outcome (5.0%) 

"-Adoption (27.0%) 



: L ca c !n;ien ; 

LOS ANGELAS C ()^^T^ 
DLPARTMEM OF CHILDREN AM) F.AMILN SER\ IC ES 

LEGISLATIVE SIMMAR^ 

SB 1516 (SOLIS): as amended on August 29.1996 
Dependent Childien: ReuniHcation with Parents or Guardj 

Existing Law: 
• Authorizes the juvenile court to appoint counsel to represent a child who is the subject 

of a dependency court proceeding under Welfare and Institutions Code Section 300. 

• Provides procedures and standards for reunification of children in foster care with their 
parents or guardians. 

• Requires that the state establish and support a public system of statewide child welfare 
services 

This Legislative Proposal: 
• Specifically states legislative intent that children are entitled to be safe and free from 

abuse and neglect 

• Provides that a primary responsibility of counsel appointed to represent children in the 
dependency court shall be to advocate for the protection, safety, and physical and 
emotional well-being of the child 

• Requires attorneys representing children in the dependency court to advise the court of 
the child's wishes and that they shall not advocate for the return of the child if it 
conflicts with the protection and safety of the child 

• Requires the coun to state the basis for its decisions 

• Existing Law pro\ides that children shall not be returned home to parents/guardians 
when the court finds, by a preponderance of the evidence, that the return would create 
a substantial risk of detriment The bill clarifies that the risk of detriment is risk to the 
safety, protection, and physical or emotional well-being of the child. 

Status: 
• Passed unanimously out of the Senate on May 9, 1996. 
• Passed out of the Assembly and Senate for concurrence on August 31, 1996 
• Chaptered on September 30, 1996 

TG UPLiAl l . tn " 
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AH 26'?9 (CALDERA): as amended on August 22. 1996 
Dependent Children. 

Lxisting Law: 
• Welfare and Institutions Code Section 300 describes children who come within the 

jurisdiction of the juvenile court, including a child whose parents or guardian has been 
convicted of causing the death of another child. 

• Welfare and Institutions Code Section 361.5 requires the Dependency Court to order 
family reunification services to parents or guardians of children removed from their 
custody and provides for specific instances under which reunification services need not 
be provided 

This Legislative Proposal: 
• Provides that a child may be adjudged a dependent of the court if the child's parent or 

guardian "caused" rather than "has been convicted of causing" the death of another 
child through abuse or neglect. 

• Provides additional circumstances under which the court need not order family 
reunification services, including 

• the child was willfully abandoned by his or her parent or guardian and the court 
finds that the abandonment would have resulted in serious harm to the child, 

• the child's siblings or half-siblings were removed from the parent or guardian, 
reunification efforts failed, and the court ordered a permanent plan of adoption, 
guardianship, or long-term foster care for the siblings or half-siblings, 

• the parent or guardian has been convicted of a violent felony, 

• the parent or guardian has a histor>' of extensive abuse and chronic use of 
drugs or alcohol and has resisted pnor treatment for this problem, 

• Specifies that the placement of a minor m a preadoptive home or with a family that is 
eligible to adopt, in and of itself shall not be deemed a failure to provide or offer 
reasonable services 

Status: 
• Passed out of the Assembly on May 20, 1996. 
• Passed out of the Senate Judiciary Committee on June 18, 1996, and moved to the 

Senate Floor. 
• Passed out of the Senate on .August 26, 1996, and has moved to the Assembly Floor 

for concurrence 
• Passed out of the Assembly on August 30, 1996 
• Chaptered on September 30, 1996. 
t^! u p d j i f o t 10"') ' * f i 1 
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AB 2463 (CALDF,RA):as antended on August 8, 19̂ 6 
Outreach and Assistance for Emancipated Foster \ outh. 

H-xisring Law: 

• Prescribes responsibilities and duties for Trustees for California State University and 
the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges This measure adds 
Section 89340-89347 to the Education Code to address the unique problems, 
obstacles, and pressures that hinder foster youth from enrolling, attending, or 
graduating fi"om college 

This Legislative Proposal: 
• Expresses legislative findings and declarations regarding the unique problems, 

obstacles, and pressures that hinder a foster youth's access to college; 

• Expresses legislative intent that the Trustees of the California State University (CSU) 
and the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges (CCC) expand the 
university's access and retention programs to include outreach services and technical 
assistance to foster youth to encourage their enrollment in college, 

• Requires the Trustees and the Board of Governors 
• to review housing issues and to ensure universal service during the summer, 

school vacations, and holidays for emancipated foster youth living on campus; 

• to provide advice on ways to improve the delivery of services to emancipated 
foster youth, to evaluate the extent to which programs meet the needs of foster 
youth, and to track the retention rates of known emancipated foster youths; 

Provides for emancipated foster youth student representation on CSU Advisory 
Councils, 

• Requires the State Universiiy Educational Opportunity Program and California 
Community College Extended Opportunity Programs and Services to ensure that 
emancipated fosler youth are informed of services, including mentoring programs, 

• Requires the State Department of Social Services and County Welfare Departments in 
coordination with CCC, CSU, and the Student Aid Commission to communicate and 
facilitate the outreach and technical assistance efforts for foster youth interested in 
attending college 

Status: 
• Passed unanimously out of the Senate on August 14, 1996 
• Passed out of the Assembly on August 30, 1996 
• Chaptered on September 30, 1996 
T G l I'D.-\T>:f>ilO I ^ XM 
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CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT 
NATIONAL INCIDENCE STUDY 

The Dspailmem of Health and Human Services has just 
released the Third National Incidenr.̂ ' Sf.Hv nf PhilH A^..c. 
and Neglect. This is the single most comprehensive source of 
infonnation about the current incidence of child abuse and 
neglect in the United States and is based on a naUonaUy 
representative sample of over 5,600 professionals in 842 
agencies serving 42 counties. The study u.sed two sets of 
standardized defmitions of abuse and neglect. Under the 
Harm Standard, children identified in the study were consid­
ered to be maltreated only if they had already experienced 
harm from abuse or neglect. Under the Endangerment Stan­
dard, children who experienced abuse or neglect that put them 
at risk of harm were mcluded in the set of those considered to 
be maltreated, together with the already-harmed chiidren.The 
findings of the Tliird National Incidence Study show a sharp 
increase in the scope o_fthe problem, whether maltreatment is 
defined using the I lan^tandurd or tiic Endangered Standard. 

Estimated Incidence Denned by Harm Standard 

An esUmated 1,553,800 Children in the United Sutes 
were abused or neglected in iQQ^ -TK^ .^m yrf\rrn i 67 
percent increase since the Second Incidence Study which. 

that the total was 931.000 in 1986. and it mryy. 
spunos to a 149 percent increase since the First Incidence 
^iudj^est imat^I^^ children. The number of 
abused chiKireii lose by 4b peiUKiit frum an estmiated 507 700 
m 1986 to 743,200 in 1993. The number of neglected children 
increased significantly from 474,800 in 1986 to 879 000 in 
1993. 

Significant increases were found in the incidence of sex­
ual abuse, physiuil neglect, and emoUonal neglect, and a 
close-to-significant (statistically marginal) increase was ob­
served in the incidence of physical abuse. 

• The estimated number of sexually abused children rose 
troni 119,200 in 1980 to 2I7,7U0 in 1993 (an 83 percent 
increase). 

• The number of physicaUy neglected children increasec 
from 167,800 in 1986 to 338,900 in 1993 (a 102 percem 
increase). 

• There was a 333 percent increase in the estimated number ol 
emolionaUy neglected children, from 49,200 in 1986 to 
212,800 in 1993. 

• The estimated number of physically abused children was 
269,700 in 1986, increasing to 381,700 in 1993. 

There was a substantial and significant increase in the 
incidence of children who were seriously harmed and a 
statisticaUy marginal increase in the number for whom injur> 
could be inferred due to the severe nature of the maltreatment 
The estimated number of seriously injnr^H children e,s,sen 
tTally quadrupled from 141.70 to 565,000. The number oi 
children for whom injury could be inferred increased from ar 
estimated 105,500 to an estimated 165.300 (a 57 percem 
uiCTease). 

Incidence Using Eqtlangennent Standard 

Between 1986 and 1993, the toUl estimated number ol 
abused and neglected children in the United States who fit the 
Endangerment Standard nearly doubled. In 1986. there were 
an estimated 1,424,400 abused and neglected children in 
United States. TtieJ993_estimale of 2,815,600 reflects ̂ 98 
percent increase. SignitTcant increases wcic louiid 111 uUl 
aEU^ di.u neglect. The num\>ci of abused children p,nr^ thar 
doubled from 590.801) l . ^ M ( I I i i I } Z ^ r c e n t " i ; ; ^ ; ^ 
while the number of neplected children_g^~;^^;^?rTha, 
doubled from 9_17£0QtoT;96T7300(a^q4j^73gHrni3?E^) 
The increasesWerc substanlial and sign^ant in all types o 
abuse and neglect except educational neglect. 

• The estimated number 
frtimTn.^OO 10 tiin.lLHJ (* 9 

physically abus<:4>children rost 
percent increase). 

1̂  
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• I IIL- esiini.iico number of sexually aoused children in-
cre.iseil Irom 1.33,60(1 to 30U.2(K) (a(f25)x:rcent increase). 

• The more recent estimate of the number of emotionally 
abused children was 183 percent higher than the previous 
estimate (188,100 in 1986 versus 532.200 in 1993). 

• The estimated number of ptoalhJlKkcted children 
increased from 507,700 to 133S.100(a^6^rcent increase): 

• The estimated number of emotionally neglected children 
nearly tripled, rising from 203,000 to 585,100 (a 188 percent 
increase). 

When the children whose abuse or neglect met the Endan­
germent Standard were classified according to the injury or 
harm they suffered, significant increases were evident in two 
categories. First, the 1993 estimate of the number ofchildren 
who were endangered by their malU-eatment (but not yet 
harmed) was more than four times the 1986 estimate. That is, 
the^number of endangered children rose from an estimate^ 
254^000 in 1986 to an estimated j^032^000jnJ993 r ^ 3 ^ ' 
percent increase). Second, the number of children who were 
seriously injured or harmed by abuse or neglect that fit the 
Endangerment Standard in 1993 was well over one-half 
million, which is nearly quadruple Uie 1986 estimate for the 
catcRory. In 1986. an estimated 143,300 children had been 
seriously injured by abuse or neglect. In 1993, the figure was 
569,900 (a(298/^rcent increase). Note that nearly all (99 
percent) of thechildren who counted as seriously injured here 
were also countable under the Harm Standard, so the near-
quadrupling of their numbers since 1986 essentially reiterates 
what was reported in connection with the Harm Standard. 

Distribution by Child's Characteristics 

The child's sex and age were related to the rale of mal­
treatment, but race was not. 

Child's Sex: Girls were sexually abused about three tunes 
more often than boys, under both Uie Harm and Endangerment 
Standards. This finding reiterates the 1986 result, so females' 
disproportionately greater risk of sexual abuse has been stable 
over time. This sex difference in incidence rates of sexual 
abuse leads to higher rates of abuse in general among girls. 
Also, because the definitional guidelines permit the inference 
that injury or harm occurred in connection with the more 
extreme forms of sexual abuse, giris' greater risk of sexual 
abuse also accounts for their higher incidence rates for in­
ferred injury. 

At the same time, boys had higher incidence rates than 
girls in some arenas, and boys' maltreatment risks also dem­
onstrated some increases since 1986. Boys were at somewhat 
greater risk of serious injury (24 percent higher than girls' risk 
under txjth definilional slandards), and boys were signifi­
cantly more likely to be emotionally neglected (boys' risk was 
18 percent greater than girls'). Also boys' rates of physic.il 
neglecl defined by the Harm Standard and of emotional abuse 

using the Endangerment Standard increased more than cirl 
rates did. Moreover, trends in the incidence of fatal injunt" 
from maltreatment moved in opposite directions for girls and 
boys—the incidence of fatally injured girls declined slightiv 
while the incidence of fatally injured boys rose. 

Child's Age: A consistent feature of the age difference in 
incidence rates in 1993 was the lower incidence of maltreat­
ment among the yoimger children under both definitional 
standards. In most cases, the differentiation was between the 
0 to 2-year-olds and older children or between the 0-5-ycar-
olds and older cfaildien. It is possible that the lower rates at 
these younger ages reflect undercovering of these age groups. 
Tliat is, prior to attaining school age, children are less observ­
able to community professionals. 

Another recurring theme in connection with age is that of 
disproportionate increases in the incidence of maltreatment 
among the younger children (under 12 years old) and espe­
ciaUy among children in their middle childhood years (ages 6 
to 11). As circumstances deteriorate and maltreatment be­
comes more prevalent and more severe, older children have 
greater opportunities for escape. Also, older children are more 
able to defend themselves and/or retaliate. These factors may 
have moderated the increases in maltreatment that were ob­
served among the older age group. 

The disproportionate increases during the younger and 
middle childhood years mean that the overall profiles of age 
differences in maltreatment were different in 1993 than in 
1986. In 1986, the risk of maltreatment generally increased 
with the age of the child in a close to linear fashion. With the 
lopsided increases among the younger children and children 
in middle childhood years, the profile has changed toward a 
curvilinear configuration—where the middle years childhood 
are associated with the maximum risk of maltreatment—and 
toward a somewhat flatter distribution—where age differ­
ences are somewhat attenuated overall compared to 1986. 

One of the most striking findings is the age distribution of 
sexual abuse, which combined the general flattening of the 
age differences in incidence rates with a very low age transi­
tion in the distribution of incidence rates. The rate of sexual 
abuse as defmed under the Endangerment Standard was very 
low for 0-2-ycar-olds, but then relatively constant for children 
ages three and older, indic!at*ng a very broad age range of 
vuberability from preschool age up. 

Race: The 1993 study found no race differences in mal­
treatment incidence. The study reiterates the findings of the 
earlier national incidence studies in this regard. Service pro­
viders may fmd these results somewhat surprising in view of 
the disproportionate representation of children of color in the 
child welfare population and in the clientele of other public 
agencies. However, it should be recognized that the study 
methodology identifies a much broader range ofchildren than 
those who come to the attention of any one type of service 
agency or the even smaller subset who receive child protec­
tive and other child welfare services. The study finding<; 
suggest that the different races receive differential attention 
somewhere during the process of referral, investigation, and 
-sep/ice allocation, and that the differential representation of 
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iinnoriiie.s in liiL- ciuld wellare population does nol derive 
trom inhereiu dil lerenccs in the rates al which they are abused 
or neglected. While there are no overall race differences in the 
mcidencc of child abuse and neglect m the 1993 fmdings, 
subsequent analyses that simultaneously consider multiple 
characteristics may reveal race differences in maltreatment 
incidence among specific subsets of children (e.g., for chil­
dren of certain ages, for one sex but not the other, etc.). 

Distribution by Family Characteristics 

The incidence of child maltreatment varied as a function 
of family income, family structure, family size, and the 
metropolitan status of the county. 

Family Structures: Children of single parents were at 
higher risk of physical abuse and of all types of neglect and 
were ovenepresented among seriously injured, moderately 
injured, and endangered children. Compared with their coun­
terparts living with both parents, children in single parent 
families had: 

• A 77 percent greater risk of being harmed by physical 
abuscusing the stringent Harm Standard) and a 63 percent 
greater risk of experiencing any countable physical abuse 
(using the Endangerment Standard). 

• An 87 percent greater risk of being harmed by physical 
neglect and a 165 percent greater risk of experiencing any 
countable physical neglect. 

• A 74 percent greater risk of being harmed by emotional 
neglect and a 64 percent grater risk of experiencing any 
countable emotional neglect. 

• A 220 percent (or more than three times) grater risk of being 
educationally neglected. 

• An approximately 80 percent greater nsk of suffering se­
rious injury or harm from abuse or neglect. 

• An approximately 90 percent greater nsk of receiving 
moderate injury or harm as a result of chUd maltreatment. 

• A 120 percent (or more than two times) greater risk of being 
endangered by some type of child abuse or neglect. 

Among children in single parent households, those living 
with only their fathers were approximately one and two-thirds 
more likely to be physically abused than those living with only 
their mothers. Although parents arc not necessarily, nor even 
most frequently, the perpetrators of maltreatnicnt, the rela­
tionship between parent structure and maltreatment incidence 
is understandable, considering the added responsibilities and 
stresses of single parenting together wilh the likelihood that 
surroundinR social and practical support may be inadequate. 

Family Size: The incidence of maltreatment was related 
to the number of dependent children in the lamily, especially 

in tiie categories of physical aiul educa!nin:i! iieeiec; i-,v 
educational and pliysical neglecl acc<ir(iine to the Harm Stai-
dard, the incidence raies were highest tor chiklren in the lar̂  
gest families (those with four or more children 1, intermediate 
for "only" children, and lowest for children in families with 
two to three children. Children in the largesi families were 
almost three times more likely to be educationally neglected 
and nearly two and two-fifths times more likely to be physi­
cally neglected under the Harm Standard, compared to chil­
dren in families with two or three children. Children in the 
largest families were physically neglected at nearly three 
times the rate of those who came from "only" child families. 

Additional children in a household mean additional tasks 
and respionsibiliticsso it is understandable why incidence rates 
of abuse and neglect may be higher when there are more chil­
dren. Accounting for why "only" children have higher rates of 
educational neglect and of physical neglect than children in 
families with two or three children requires a different expla­
nation. One possibility is that there may be too many expec­
tations focused on "only" children, whereas expectations (and 
disappointments) are different over multiple children in the 
larger families. Many "only" children are in families with 
relatively young and inexperienced parents and caretakers. 

County MetropoliUn Status: The incidence ofchildren 
who had been moderately harmed by maltreatment was sig­
nificantly lower among children in large urban counties than 
among children who lived in other urban counties. This was 
interpreted as reflecting a general undercovcerage of moder­
ately injured maltreated children in the large urban counties. 
It was not clear whether this was because the moderately in­
jured children are less likely to be encountered by community 
professionals in the large urban centers, because community 
professionals in these locales are less likely to identify these 
children as maltreated, or because the study information 
sources in these counties are less likely to submit data about 
these maltreated children. 

Family Income: Despite the fact that only a rather gross 
index of family income was available, and despite a substan­
tial percentage of cases with missingdata on this factor, family 
income was significantly related to incidence rates in nearly 
every category of maltreatment. Compared to children whose 
families earned $30,000 per'year.iy more, those in families 
with annuahncomes below$15,000 peryearwere: more than 
22 timesmorellkeiy to expenence some form oTmaltfeatmenT 
under the HarTiî i>tanaara and over 'za times rnore likelyTo" 
suTTer maltreatmeifit ot.some type usin^TrTEndanperm 
Standard. jrhe_1993 findings on the correlation between 
fannly incomeling^KTIJmaTygaimi^^ consistent 
wjtTearlier findine in"thn986studv. Moreover thry^rT^F 
be plausibly explained on the basis of the higher visibility of 
lower incomgî TTTiliesto'communllTr̂ roressionî ^^^ 

If the income finding is interpreted as an artifact of 
selective observation of low income families, then it would 
mean that there have lo be enough undetected abu.sed and 
neglected children in the middle and upper income brackets 
used here lo equalize Ihe incidence rates across different 
income categories. That would require an aslounding number 
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" I Mill u.Kielecied cinkire;; y, uv, nauoi: w,,.. exp-nen--
cuunlahle n.;.llreau,.enl 1, wnulc, mean tha- an add.iinnal 
-̂ .i.̂ .S,7(l() children .suffered niallreaimeni vel remained hid­
den lo the study. 

Distribution by Perpetrator Characteristics 

The majority of aU children countable under the Harm 
Stajidard (78 percent) were maltreated by their birth parents 
and this held true both for children who were abused (62 
percent) and for those who were neglected (91 percent expe-
nenced neglect by birth parents). TTie pattem was distinctly 
different for sexual abuse. Nearly one-half of the sexually 
abused ChUdren were abused by someone other than a parent 
or parent substitute, while just over one-fourth were sexually 
abused by a birth parent, and one-fourth were sexually abused 
by other than a birth parent or parent substitute. 

Children were somewhat more likely to be maltreated by 
female perpetrators than by males. Of children who were 
maltreated by their biith parents, the majority (75 percent) 
were maltreated by their mothers and a sizable minority (46 
percent) were maltreated by their fathers. In contrast children 
who were maltreated by other parents or parent substitutes or 
by other persons were more likely to have been maltreated by 
a male than by a female (80 to 85 percent were maltreated by 
males; 14 to 41 percent by females). Children were more often 
neglected by female perpetrators (87 percent by females 
versus 43 percent males). In contrast children were more often 
abused by males (67 percent versus 40 percent by females) 
The prevalence of male perpetrators was strongest in the 
category of sexual abuse, where 89 percent of the children 
were abu.sed by a male compared to only 12 percent by a 
female. 
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Child I'roteclive .Serv ice Investigations 

'ITie study findings concerning the percentages of abused 
and neglected children whose maltreatment received Child 
Protective Service (CPS) investigation are cause for senous 
concern. Only a minority of the children who were abused or 
neglerted, by either definitional standard, received CPS attcn 
tionfortheirmaltreatmenLCPSinvcsUgatedthemaltreatmcnt 
of only 28 percent of children who were countable under the 
Harm Standard and of only 33 percent of those whose 
maltreatmcnf fit the Endangerment Standard. Moreover the 
percentage of those who received CPS invesUgaUon repre­
sented less than one-half of the maltreated children in all 
categories of maltreatment except fatalities. Especially re­
markable was the finding that CPS invesUgations extended to 
only slightly more than one-fourth of the chUdren who were 
seriously harmed or injured. 

Another important fmding was that the percentages of 
maltreated chUdren who receive CPS investigation have de­
creased significantly since 1986. The percentage of children 
receivmg mvestigation among those who met the Harm Stan­
dard dropped from 44 percent to 28 percent, while the percent­
age of CPS mvestigation of children who met the Endanger­
ment Standard fell from 51 percent to 33 percent 

At the same e time, the actual numbers of children in­
vestigated by CPS remained stable or even slightly increased 
TTius, as the total number of maltreated children has risen it 
means that a larger percentage of them have not had access'to 
CPS mvestigation of their maltreatment. This picture suggests 
that the CPS system has reached its capacity to respond to the 
maltreated child population. 
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f DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES 

S P E C I A L INFORMATION 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE TO STAFF AND POSTING ON EMPLOYEE BULLETIN BOARDS 

TO: All Staff August 1, 1996 
(Reissue of Labor Day 1995 

OUR FIRST PRIORITY IS SAFETY April 23,1996) 
AND 

OUR PRIMARY MISSION IS LEGAL PERMANENCY 

Achieving legal lifetime permanency for children is the primary mission of DCFS in any 
interaction with children and families. Our first concern remains the safety of children. 
No action should ever be taken which puts a child at jeopardy. However, legal 
permanency is an essential component of developmental, psychological and economic 
safety for children. No child can ever feel truly safe and secure when he or she can be 
taken fi"om a placement at any time with little warning. This feeling of insecurity is deeply 
detrimental to a child's development and may have lifelong consequences. 

The increasing numbers of children entering the child welfare system nation-wide who 
remain in foster care until adulthood have created serious community concern. Our 
Department shares this concern and has renewed its eflForts to increase the incidence of 
legal permanency and refocus our attention on the importance of achieving legal 
permanency for our children, as soon as the law permits. 

Legal permanency is achieved when a child is safely reunified with his/her parents or, 
when reunification is not possible, the legal relationship of adoption has been established. 
The child should be assured that no governmental agency, including DCFS, can intervene 
to remove him or her fi-om home without legally sustainable allegations of abuse or 
neglect. Similarly, the parent should not be able to divest him or herself of responsibility 
to the child at will. While it is clearly true that some biological parents abandon their 
children and some adoptions are rescinded, the intention of a legally permanent family is to 
live permanently as a family. 'The hallmarks of permanency are the parents' legal and 
personal responsibility for the child, an intent on the part of the parents and family to make 

' Our statistics indicate that the number of finalized adoptive placements that disrupt is significantly lower 
than the disruption rate for legal guardianship situations. "Statewide in the last two years there was an 
average of only 14 total setaside petitions (which are filed to legally nullify a finalized adoption) versus a 
statewide rate of 8% (or 1 out of every 12) for guardianship disruptions." SOURCE: CDSS and CWDA 
1994 Permanent Placement Caseload Survey. "In terms of stability of foster placements, a 1994 survey by 
CWDA found that statewide 9.4% of PP children had 6 or more placements during their current stay in 
the system with 76.7% of the PP children having between 1 and 3 placements. The same survey showed 
that 23.3% of the PP children statewide had spent over 5 years in placement. Another 22.3% PP youth 
had been in placement 3 to 5 years." SOURCE: CWDA 1994 Permanent Placement Caseload Survey. 
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a lifelong commitment to the child, and the family's autonomy fi-om interference fi-om 
outside governmental agencies. The ultimate goal is for children to have stable nurturing 
families on which they can rely throughout their lives. 

The value of permanency lasts a lifetime. Unlike legal guardianship or long-term foster 
care, a permanent family has a lifelong responsibility to a child. A permanent family also 
provides a sense of personal and social identity. Permanent families provide economic, 
psychological and emotional support and security long after the child reaches the age of 
18. A permanent family is where one can go in times of crisis as well as times of joy. A 
permanent family maintains ongoing concern for a child and an emotional connection with 
that child throughout all major life events. In other words, a permanent family meets 
Robert Frost's definition of home: "Home is where, when you go there, they have to take 
you in." Most children who emancipate fi-om non-legally permanent care have none of 
these advantages. These young people are at severe risk of homelessness and destitution 
when common life crises occur such as loss of a job, dropping out of college, or a major 
illness. 

The preferred goal for every child should, therefore, be to live in a legally permanent, 
autonomous home. In many cases, the most obvious way to achieve permanency is for 
the child to remain with, or return to, his or her parents. The law. Departmental policy 
and good social work practice all favor preserving or reunifying families, when that can be 
done safely,̂ as the preferred form of legal permanency. Nothing in this bulletin or in any 
other Department policy contradicts that principle. This is a primary reason for the 
Department's major eflForts to develop intensive family preservation and support resources 
and to strengthen families in preparation for returning the child to his or her home. 
However, as we all know, not all children can return safely to their families. 

If return home cannot be safely accomplished, the decision to move forward with adoptive 
planning should be made as soon as legally possible. Adoption provides legal protection 
and permanency for the child, as well as a sense of belonging and an opportunity for the 
child to identify with and form permanent emotional attachments to a family. AJl children 
are potentially adoptable as long as there is a family willing and able to adopt and the child 
is willing to be adopted. It is our responsibility and moral obligation to seek an adoptive 
family who can best meet the needs of each child under our care who cannot return home 
and to plan together for the future of these children. 

^ The idea of safe return home is critical. It is not necessarily the case that a child can return home safely 
simply because the parent(s) have fulfilled the requirements of the case plan. A recommendation to return 
home should not be made unless the caseworker is confident that the child will not be re-abused or re-
injured. See "Our First Priority is Child Safety" and In Re Joseph B. 96 Daily Journal D.A.R. 1891 (2-22-
96) "Consistent with the purpose of the dependency scheme, the question whether to rehim a child to 
parental custody is dictated by the well-being of the child at the time of the review hearing; if rettmung 
the child will create a substantial risk of detriment to his or her physical or emotional well-being (sees 
366.21, subd. (e) & (f), 366.22 subd. (a) placement must continue regardless of whether that detriment 
mirrors the harm which had required the child's removal from parental custody (1894). 



It is often diflRcult to determine with certainty that a child will never be able to return 
home safely. Because we recognize the importance of family ties, we try to give a family 
every opportunity to create a safe environment for its children. However, when families 
do not improve in a timely manner, a decision has to be made to find another permanent 
home for a child. Federal and State laws define relatively narrow time limits for family 
reunification. These limits were developed to prevent children from growing up in foster 
care wdthout permanent homes and families. Family reunification remains our goal, 
however, when that is not feasible, it is imperative that we develop a permanent plan for 
our children as soon as the law permits. In some cases, it is neither necessary nor 
advisable to wait 18 months to recommend that the court terminate family reunification 
services. Examples: 

• WIC 366.21 (e) specifies that at the review hearing that is held six months after the 
dispositional hearing, the court may schedule a WIC 366.26 Hearing within 120 days 
instead of waiting an additional 12 months, if a child was initially removed under WIC 
300 (g) and the court finds that the parents are whereabouts unknown or have failed to 
contact and visit the child. 

• WIC 366.21 (f) permits us to similarly accelerate the 366.26 process if there is 
evidence that returning the child "...would create a substantial risk of detriment to the 
physical or emotional well-being..." because of the parent/guardian's failure to 
regularly participate in court-ordered treatment programs. 

• WIC 366.21 (g)(1) specifies that at the 12-month review hearing, the court shall 
continue the case for six months only if it finds that there is a substantial 
probability that the child will be returned to his/her parents or guardian's 
custody within those six months or that reasonable services have not been provided 
to the parent/guardian. 

Attempting to be lenient in the application of the law does not serve our children well. 
Our own statistics show that the likelihood that a family will reunify declines sharply after 
the first 18 months to 2 years that the child is in care. Giving a family an open-ended 
period of time to reunify directly defeats the purpose of the law by delaying effective 
plaiming for the child's future without substantially increasing the chances that the child 
will go home. 

The law and good practice clearly establishes a hierarchy of placement options for children 
who caimot return home which favors legal permanency over less permanent alternatives. 
If there is a qualified family willing to adopt the child, placement with that adoptive family 
is preferable to legal guardianship even if the child must move from an existing foster 
home to a new adoptive placement. This principle holds true regardless of the child's 
"bonding" with the potential guardians. While it is extremely undesirable to continually 
move a child, there is lasting value to moving a child from a temporary placement to a 
permanent one. We clearly accept this view when the move is from foster care to the 
child's own family. This is no less true for a legally permanent family newly created 
through adoption. 



Relative guardianships present a different situation. Although a child in relative placement 
does not have a legally permanent home, the kinship relationship is permanent. So, in 
many instances, relative guardianships do provide the psychological and social permanency 
that is the goal for every child. For this reason, in many cases, but not all, relative 
guardianships may be an exception to the rule that a permanent placement is always 
preferable to one that is less than permanent. As with all permanent placement decisions, 
a thorough assessment must also be done to determine if this is the best home for the 
child. However, the possibility that the relative would be willing to adopt should not be 
ignored. Adoption allows families to make their own decisions without state intervention 
and maintain full control over their own lives. Many relatives would be willing to adopt if 
they were aware of the availabiUty of adoption assistance payments and understood the 
importance of permanency to the child. 

On the other hand, unrelated legal guardianship does not provide the assurance of 
permanency for a child. The decision to choose guardianship over adoption represents a 
conditional commitment to the child rather than a permanent one. 

Long-term foster care provides the least stability and security for the child of all long-term 
placements and indicates the lowest level of commitment to the child. All too often these 
placements are temporary and the child moves many times. The resuhing lack of 
permanency or belonging can lead to isolation, despair and ultimately withdrawal 
from society. 

The fact that a young child is "bonded" to a foster family that is unwilling to adopt him or 
her is not an acceptable reason to eliminate the possibility of adoption for that child. By 
leaving the child in a placement that is, by its very nature, a temporary situation, we risk 
the possibility of a later move which could prove to be even more psychologically 
damaging. We must also question the message being given and the one-sided nature of 
this "bonding". Are we telling the child that although he or she may be bonded to the 
foster parent, the foster parent is not sufficiently bonded to him or her to make a long-
term commitment? Children in this situation cannot feel that they are fully wanted and 
permanent members of a family. Too often the decision to leave a child in long-term 
foster care is based on the short-term desires of the caretaker, rather than a long-term Ufe 
plan for a child. 

The research on bonding demonstrates the importance to infants of developing emotional 
bonds with a parent figure. This bonding forms the basis for the development of intimate 
attachments later in life. Like language development, bonding is a skill or psychological 
task which must be accomplished during a critical period. The issue is not the 
specific bond that is formed, but rather the leaming of the ability to bond. Works such 
as Bevond the Best Interest of the Child view bonding as a way of determining who is a 
psychological parent for custody purposes. The research is clear that "bonding" is not the 
only factor to be considered when placing a child in a home. The fact that the child has 
bonded to one aduh is, in fact, a positive indication of his or her ability to attach to an 
adoptive family. While it may be deemed preferable to maintain an established 



psychological bond with the foster family, permanency is of far greater importance to the 
child's future life and well-being.̂  

It is critical that we not forget the children who are already in a Permanent Placement 
mode/caseload. Periodically, at least every 18 months by law, we need to re-initiate the 
adoption assessment process for these children and submit the new assessment to the 
court. We are obligated by law and good casework practice to routinely re-assess these 
children for adoption. 

The principles outlined in this bulletin do not preclude a reasoned look at individual cases 
in light of the law and good social work practice. For example, the law recognizes that 
the children over the age of twelve may choose not to be adopted and respects that choice. 
For older children with strong attachments to their families, this may be the correct 
decision. On the other hand, we should not presume that no older child wants to be 
adopted. Both individually and as a department we must make efforts to find creative 
solutions that provide permanency consistent with each child's individual needs. We must 
be vigilant in ensuring that we are actually looking at the needs of the child and not our 
own needs or desires or those of the caregiver. 

We have the opportunity to touch the lives of the children and families with whom we 
work in a way that few others can. The decisions we all make now will aflfect these 
children's lives forever. All of our children deeply need, long for, and deserve legally 
permanent parents. The achievement of our mission and the very value of our professional 
lives depends on our success in ensuring that all children are provided with the security 
and emotional well-being that comes from being part of a legally permanent family. 

PETER DIGRE, DIRECTO: 

PD:Ca/permstat2.doc 

^ See: Berrick, Needell, Barth and Jonson-Reid, "The Tender Years: Toward Developmentally-Sensitive 
Child Welfare Services for Very Young Children", CWRC, March, 1996 pp. 1-6 - 1-9 and sources quoted 
therein. 



DEPARTMENT OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES 

S P E C I A L INFORMATION 
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To: A l l S t a f f 
Each CFPN D i r e c t o r 
Each lUC Dean 
Each lUC Center D i r e c t o r 
lUC D i r e c t o r 

October 14, 1996 
March 12, 1996 

(Reissue of New Year's Day, 1996 

May Day, 1995 

November 1, 1994 

September 1, 1994 

September 1, 1993 

New Year's Day, 1993) 

OUR TOP PRIORITY IS CHILD SAFETY 

As we implement the f i n a l Phases of our f a m i l y p r e s e r v a t i o n and 
f a m i l y r e u n i f i c a t i o n resources (we now have 2 3 programs — see 
Attachment A), I want t o stress t h a t c h i l d s a f e t y continues t o be 
our top p r i o r i t y . Family preservation or r e u n i f i c a t i o n services 
should be seen as means t o el i m i n a t e r i s k t o c h i l d r e n and 
increase the s a f e t y of c h i l d r e n i n t h e i r own homes. Use of 
f a m i l y p r e s e r v a t i o n or fa m i l y r e u n i f i c a t i o n services should 
always be governed by an o v e r r i d i n g concern f o r c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n 
and c h i l d s a f e t y . 

Implementation i n t o p r a c t i c e of the p o l i c i e s contained i n t h i s 
Special I n f o r m a t i o n B u l l e t i n i s so c r i t i c a l t o our top p r i o r i t y 
of c h i l d s a f e t y t h a t I am r e q u i r i n g t h a t a l l managers review and 
be f a m i l i a r w i t h i t s content. I am also r e q u i r i n g t h a t a l l 
managers t r a i n a l l t h e i r s t a f f a t a l l times as t o the content and 
p r a c t i c e issues presented. I n a d d i t i o n , a l l CFPN Program 
Managers should review these p o l i c i e s i n d e t a i l w i t h t h e i r s t a f f , 
member network agencies, Community Advisory Councils and any 
others who may c o n t r i b u t e t o the p r o t e c t i o n and wel l - b e i n g of our 
c h i l d r e n . This i s also the top p r i o r i t y f o r a l l our lUC and 
other t r a i n i n g . 

The s i t u a t i o n f o r c h i l d r e n i n Los Angeles i s becoming more 
dangerous and w i l l continue t o do so because (see Attachments B 
and C): 

economic despair and stress are widespread; 
the number of drug-exposed babies i s l a r g e and continues 
t o grow; 
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abuse/neglect r e p o r t i n g has increased v a s t l y , e s p e c i a l l y 
dangerous p h y s i c a l and sexual abuse; 
we l f a r e reform i s d r a s t i c a l l y a l t e r i n g the economic and 
h e a l t h care support of many f a m i l i e s . Many more 
c h i l d r e n are i n e l i g i b l e f o r SSI, food stamps, and 
wel f a r e , and many f a m i l i e s are being confronted w i t h 
grave s t r e s s and d e s t i t u t i o n . 

This s i t u a t i o n r e q u i r e s e x t r a o r d i n a r y caution and a t t e n t i o n t o 
c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n and c h i l d s afety. Key procedures i n being 
cautious and a t t e n t i v e include: 

1. C h i l d v i s i t a t i o n ( f u l l compliance w i t h a l l c h i l d r e n ) 
( c i t a t i o n : CSWH #GR 93-02, V i s i t a t i o n and Contact 
Requirements). Please conduct v i s i t s i n homes and a t 
times w i t h o u t advance n o t i c e as appro p r i a t e . Pay 
sp e c i a l a t t e n t i o n t o FM and r e u n i f i e d cases. Please be 
a t t e n t i v e as t o whether or not r e l a t i v e caretakers are 
f u l f i l l i n g a l l o b l i g a t i o n s t o p r o t e c t the c h i l d . As 
necessary, please v i s i t r e l a t i v e s i n home and w i t h o u t 
advance n o t i c e u n t i l you are c o n f i d e n t t h a t they w i l l 
f u l f i l l a l l o b l i g a t i o n s t o p r o t e c t the c h i l d r e n ; 

2. CHOP p e r i o d i c exams and concerted follow-up care 
( c i t a t i o n : CSWH #HCI 93-07, Health Care Services f o r 
DCS-Supervised C h i l d r e n ) ; 

3. Making sure t h a t there i s a f i n d i n g f o r each a l l e g a t i o n 
(CIS 100) ( c i t a t i o n s : CSWH #ER 92-02, Completing the 
I n i t i a l Contacts on New Cases; CSWH #CP 93-01, I n i t i a l 
Case Plan; and, FYI #92-08, Revision of the CIS 100, 
Emergency Response R e f e r r a l ) ; 

4. Timely ER response ( c i t a t i o n : CSWH #CAP 1, Response 
Times). Please be ever v i g i l a n t t o v i t a l c o l l a t e r a l 
c o ntacts; 

5. DRA approval, as delegated by Paul Freedlund and the 
Regional A d m i n i s t r a t o r s , of r e t u r n s of c h i l d r e n under 
the age of f i v e years ( i . e . , 0-59 months), per 
procedures ( c i t a t i o n s : CSWH #CP 93-01, I n i t i a l Case 
Plan; CSWH #CP 93-02, Case Plan Update; CSWH #IN 93-03, 
Taking Children i n t o Temporary Custody; and, FYI #95-83 
[Rev. 2/96], Enhanced P r o t e c t i o n f o r Children Under the 
Age of Five Years); 

6. A l l background checks, i n c l u d i n g C I I , CIS/WCMIS, JAI, 
CAI, per procedures ( c i t a t i o n s : CSWH #Court 93-06, 
Clearances: C I I , JAI, CAI and CIS/WCMIS; CSWH #Placement 
92-02, DCS C e r t i f i e d License Pending Home; CSWH 
#Placement 92-03, Out-of-Home Placement w i t h R e l a t i v e s ; 
and, CSWH #ER 92-02, Completing the I n i t i a l Contacts on 
New Cases). Include background checks on persons who 
may not l i v e i n the home but assume caregiver/ 
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b a b y s i t t i n g r o l e s , such as g i r l f r i e n d s / b o y f r i e n d s and 
non-custodial parents. Remember t h a t a l l background 
checks must be completed f o r r e u n i f i c a t i o n or extended 
v i s i t a t i o n , as w e l l as at ER, i f not p r e v i o u s l y 
completed w i t h i n the six-month time frame authorized by 
p o l i c y . Make sure you understand and document the 
s i g n i f i c a n c e and meaning of the f i n d i n g s of the 
background checks, i n c l u d i n g a d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s i n a l l 
case plans and court r e p o r t s ; 

7. R e l a t i v e home studies and background checks ( c i t a t i o n : 
CSWH #Placement 92-03, Out-of-Home Placement w i t h 
R e l a t i v e s ) . Include background checks on persons who 
may not l i v e i n the home but assume caregiver/ 
b a b y s i t t i n g r o l e s , such as g i r l f r i e n d s / b o y f r i e n d s and 
non-custodial f a t h e r s ( c i t a t i o n s : CSWH #Court 93-06, 
Clearances: C I I , JAI, CAI and CIS/WCMIS; and. Special 
I n f o r m a t i o n B u l l e t i n e n t i t l e d C h i l d Abuse Index [CAI]: 
Clearances f o r Relative Placements, dated March 12, 
1996). Make sure you check the garage and a l l areas of 
the home and property f o r safety ( c i t a t i o n : FYI #95-81 
[Rev. 2/96], A d d i t i o n a l Requirements f o r R e l a t i v e 
Placements); 

8. Use of the DCFS 550, Body Chart, per procedures. Get 
medical help i n phys i c a l abuse assessments, as re q u i r e d . 
Follow our procedures regarding d i a g n o s t i c imaging. 
Often, o l d broken bones and i n j u r i e s are hidden. Use 
our nurses i n each o f f i c e f u l l y t o ob t a i n needed 
p r o f e s s i o n a l opinion, resources, and t e c h n i c a l 
assistance ( c i t a t i o n s : CSWH #ER 92-02, Completing the 
I n i t i a l Contacts on New Cases; CSWH #HCI 93-08, Public 
Health Nursing Component of the P r o t e c t i v e Services 
C h i l d Health System; and, FYI #96-29 [Rev. 2/8/96], 
Diagnostic Imaging: A Requirement of the Medical 
Examination f o r Physical Abuse & Severe Neglect Cases); 

9. L i m i t i n g the number of kids i n f o s t e r home placement 
l o c a t i o n s t o s i x , unless the RA approves an exception 
( c i t a t i o n s : #AD 92-10, Capacity i n R e l a t i v e or Foster 
Family Home Placements; and, CSWH #92-03, Out-of-Home 
Placement w i t h R e l a t i v e s ) ; 

10. Use of VIP and ensuring t h a t a l l homes are w i t h i n 
l i c e n s e d capacity and properly licensed f o r the type of 
c h i l d ( r e n ) placed ( c i t a t i o n s : FYI #93-23, VIP Plan t o 
V e r i f y Population and Capacity i n Foster Homes - Vacancy 
In f o r m a t i o n Placement [ V I P ] ) ; and, FYI #96-17, Technical 
A s s i s t a n t Expanded Re s p o n s i l a i l i t i e s ) ; 

11. Supervision of m e d i c a l l y / t e c h n o l o g i c a l l y complex k i d s by 
our Medical Placement Unit ( c i t a t i o n s : CSWH #HCI 92-01, 
Medical Placement Unit Intake and Assessment C r i t e r i a ; 
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and, FYI #95-47, Medically F r a g i l e C h i l d r e n ) , or a 
placement plan approved by Am a r y l l i s Watkins only; 

12. Risk assessments ( c i t a t i o n s : CSWH #ER 92-02, Completing 
the I n i t i a l Contacts on New Cases; and CSWH #CP 93-01, 
I n i t i a l Case Plan). Use medical and psycho l o g i c a l 
consultants t o help you s o r t out complicated issues. 
Keep a close eye on stress r e l a t e d t o pregnancy and 
custody f i g h t s ; 

13. Use of County Counsel t o appeal adverse decisions when 
c h i l d r e n are endangered ( c i t a t i o n : CSWH #Court 91-01, 
Adverse Decisions by the Court. Note: This CSWH w i l l 
soon be cancelled and replaced by CSWH #Court 95-03, 
Adverse Court Orders/Decisions). I n t h i s regard, c o u r t 
o f f i c e r s have a very c e n t r a l r o l e t o perform i n assuring 
t h a t a l l "Safety Czar" procedures are adhered t o 
( c i t a t i o n : Peter Digre memos t o Management Forum dated 
10/24/95 and 10/26/95); 

14. Careful use of the d i s r o b i n g p r o t o c o l s ( c i t a t i o n : CSWH 
#SD 95-01, Disrobing C h i l d r e n ) ; 

15. F u l l use of new in-home services, such as c h i l d care and 
f a m i l y p r e s e r v a t i o n . THESE SERVICES SHOULD BE USED VERY 
EXTENSIVELY WHENEVER YOU HAVE CONCERNS ABOUT CHILD 
SAFETY. THEY SHOULD ALMOST ALWAYS BE USED FOR 
REUNIFICATION. ALSO BE LIBERAL WHEN 1) SETTING LEVELS 
OF SERVICES AND 2) AUTHORIZING SERVICE EXTENSIONS. ERR 
ON THE SIDE OF TOO MUCH SERVICE!!! ALSO, BE CAUTIOUS TO 
NOT RETURN CHILDREN HOME FASTER AND IN GREATER NUMBERS 
THAN PARENTS CAN MANAGE. REMEMBER THAT INFANTS AND 
TODDLERS CREATE SPECIAL STRESSES. ALSO, PREGNANCY OR 
CUSTODY BATTLES CAN BE A TIME OF EXCEPTIONAL STRESS, 
( c i t a t i o n s : CSWH #92-03 [Revised], P r o t e c t i v e Services 
C h i l d Care; CSWH #SP 93-02, The Family Preservation 
Program). Also, remember t h a t DRA signatures are 
re q u i r e d when r e t u r n i n g c h i l d r e n age 0-59 months home or 
al l o w i n g them t o remain i n t h e i r home ( c i t a t i o n : FYI 
#95-83 [Rev. 2/96], Enhanced P r o t e c t i o n f o r Children 
Under the Age of Five Years); 

16. Make sure a l l k i d s i n placement have a Medi-Cal card a t 
a l l times ( c i t a t i o n : FYI #92-33, Medi-Cal Card 
Issuance). SDHS w i l l now do immediate HMO dis e n r o l l m e n t 
( c i t a t i o n s : FYI #95-82, Immediate HMO Disenrollment; 
FYI #96-17, Technical Assistant Expanded R e s p o n s i b i l i t y ; 
and. Memo from Peter Digre t o A l l S t a f f , Dated 12/21/95, 
Regarding HMO Disenrollment); 

17. I n general, be very cautious about use of VFM i n recent 
sexual or ph y s i c a l abuse cases. You w i l l u s u a l l y need 
the support of a court order ( c i t a t i o n s : CSWH #CP 93-
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01, I n i t i a l Case Plan; CSWH #CP 93-02, Case Plan 
Update); 

18. IF A FAMILY DISAPPEARS OR MOVES AND YOU CANNOT FIND 
THEM, GET A PROTECTIVE CUSTODY WARRANT IMMEDIATELY AND 
DO A DUE DILIGENCE TO FIND THEM ( c i t a t i o n s : Dependency 
Handbook, Sections 36675-36680.4; Children's Services 
Handbook, Sections 5500-5570); and, 

19. SCSWs should hold at l e a s t semi-monthly p r o f e s s i o n a l 
case conferences w i t h a l l CSWs t o deal w i t h s a f e t y , 
permanency and other p r o f e s s i o n a l case issues. RAs/DRAs 
should conduct a t le a s t monthly p r o f e s s i o n a l discussions 
w i t h a l l s t a f f regarding s a f e t y , permanency and other 
p r o f e s s i o n a l issues. 

A d d i t i o n a l l y , I would l i k e you t o consider the f o l l o w i n g casework 
issues as you provide services t o our f a m i l i e s : 

The f i r s t issue i s t h a t of other a d u l t s who l i v e i n or are i n and 
out of the home, OR WHO LIVE OUT OF THE HOME BUT FUNCTION AS 
CAREGIVERS/BABYSITTERS ( t h i s includes such persons as non­
c u s t o d i a l parents, boyfriends, g i r l f r i e n d s and other s i g n i f i c a n t 
others who may have contact w i t h the c h i l d ) . These r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
may be of short d u r a t i o n , and the c h i l d r e n may be seen as " i n the 
way." This may lead t o impatience and anger on the p a r t of a 
l i v e - i n or v i s i t i n g a d u l t . Keep i n mind also t h a t c h i l d r e n ' s 
behavior, e s p e c i a l l y those under age s i x , w i l l become more 
c l i n g i n g and demanding of the parent's a t t e n t i o n when a stranger 
moves i n t o the f a m i l y . Consequently, a dynamic may be set up 
where the other a d u l t and the c h i l d may become competitors f o r 
the parent's a t t e n t i o n and a f f e c t i o n . This can be a dangerous 
s i t u a t i o n i n t h a t the c h i l d may become a t a r g e t of the rage. 

Understanding the sociopathic p e r s o n a l i t y i s the second c r i t i c a l 
p r o t e c t i v e and c h i l d welfare issue addressed here. Keep i n mind 
t h a t what i s said concerning sociopathic behavior can apply t o 
parents, stepparents, other l i v e - i n a d u l t s or caregivers. Do not 
look f o r any obvious signs of neurosis or psychosis i n 
sociopaths. They may, i n f a c t , come across as charming and even 
have a disarming a t t i t u d e of over-protectiveness and cooperation. 
This behavior i s e x h i b i t e d t o mislead the Children's Social 
Worker, who may also become the object of charm and s u p e r f i c i a l 
c i v i l i t y . Not being aware t h a t t h i s extreme cooperativeness may 
be a cover f o r abusive behavior has led t o tragedy i n some 
instances. Sociopaths w i l l go t o extremes t o hide abuse of t h e i r 
c h i l d r e n , so d i l i g e n c e i s required. They w i l l t e l l workers 
anything t h a t they t h i n k the workers want t o hear, and w i l l 
appear t o be "making progress." You may f i n d y o u r s e l f proud of 
the power of your services t o change l i v e s , w hile the abuse 
continues, 

What are the p r a c t i c e i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r these two s i t u a t i o n s ? 
When e i t h e r c o n d i t i o n i s present, always consider t h e i r impact 
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before deciding t h a t the home i s safe f o r continued placement or 
f o r r e u n i f i c a t i o n of the c h i l d . I n the case of suspected 
so c i o p a t h i c behavior, check the h i s t o r y very thoroughly. 
(Sociopaths may use d i f f e r e n t h o s p i t a l s i n order t o cover t h e i r 
t r a c k s . ) Get p r o f e s s i o n a l d i a g n o s t i c support from c l i n i c i a n s . 
Check medical records. Have the c h i l d medically examined i n 
r e p o r t s of p h y s i c a l or sexual abuse. Look f o r p a t t e r n s of 
in c o n s i s t e n c i e s i n attachment, bonding and a f f e c t . Be s k e p t i c a l 
of problems t h a t are too r e a d i l y resolved. Demand a thorough and 
complete explanation f o r a l l i n j u r i e s t o the c h i l d . Get 
d i a g n o s t i c imaging t o check f o r o l d i n j u r i e s . While an accurate 
h i s t o r y i s c r i t i c a l i n i d e n t i f y i n g t h i s p e r s o n a l i t y , keep i n mind 
t h a t sociopaths have probably fooled others before you, so look 
c l o s e l y a t unfounded r e p o r t s , a p a t t e r n of "accidents" and 
" s i b l i n g " or " s e l f - i n f l i c t e d " i n j u r i e s . Never accept the excuse 
t h a t the baby i s sleeping or otherwise unavailable so you can't 
see him/her — SEE AND EXAMINE THE CHILD! Make sure you see 
every c h i l d every time you v i s i t . 

I n t e r v i e w i n g the sociopath becomes extremely important t o the 
f u t u r e s a f e t y of the c h i l d r e n . I f the r e l a t i o n s h i p between a d u l t 
and c h i l d i s e x p l o i t i v e , then count on the i n t e r v i e w being 
e x p l o i t i v e . Sociopaths w i l l avoid a c c o u n t a b i l i t y and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y a t a l l costs. Expect them t o reduce any s t r e s s or 
te n s i o n on themselves by d i r e c t i n g the i n t e r v i e w elsewhere. 
Therefore, the i n t e r v i e w can be d i s t o r t e d , i f not misleading, 
because the sociopathic c l i e n t may be q u i t e adept a t p o i n t i n g you 
i n the wrong d i r e c t i o n . The in t e r v i e w e r must be c o n f r o n t i v e and 
ch a l l e n g i n g and the questions must be precise, d i r e c t and t o - t h e -
p o i n t . You may f i n d many people around the sociopath supporting 
h i s / h e r v e r s i o n of the f a c t s , because they are e i t h e r charmed or 
p a r t of a soc i o p a t h i c network. 

A l l s t a f f should be aware t h a t , when confronted, sociopaths o f t e n 
respond w i t h n a r c i s s i s t i c rage. They can become v i o l e n t , not so 
much because they have h u r t a c h i l d and have been caught, but 
because t h e i r own sense of self-importance has been i n j u r e d . The 
h u m i l i a t i o n of c o n t i n u i n g t o be considered a p e r p e t r a t o r d e s p i t e 
t h e i r t a c t i c s causes intense h o s t i l i t y t h a t can erupt i n t o rage. 
Keep t h i s i n mind a t unsupervised v i s i t s and i n home and f i e l d 
i n t e r v i e w s . Court orders are o f t e n u s e f u l against these 
p e r p e t r a t o r s , as they respect or fear the power of the c o u r t t o 
i n t r u d e i n t o t h e i r l i v e s . 

Many of our f a m i l i e s have serious and deep l i f e p a t t e r n s of 
vio l e n c e and a d d i c t i o n . Compliance w i t h a case plan may or may 
not i n d i c a t e t h a t these long-term p a t t e r n s have been a l t e r e d . 
Careful a n a l y s i s and cautious p r o f e s s i o n a l judgment i s always 
needed t o ensure t h a t the r i s k f a c t o r s are e l i m i n a t e d . 

F i n a l l y , PLEASE BE CAREFUL TO ANALYZE THE SIGNIFICANCE OF 
PREGNANCY OR THE STRESS OF CUSTODY BATTLES IN YOUR ASSESSMENT. 
Pregnancy and custody f i g h t s may be times of great p h y s i c a l , 
f a m i l i a l and/or economic stress which may lead t o behavioral 
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changes. This an a l y s i s should always be a f a c t o r f o r 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n i n r i s k assessment and f a m i l y p r e s e r v a t i o n and 
f a m i l y r e u n i f i c a t i o n planning. Beware of too r a p i d r e u n i f i c a t i o n 
planning d u r i n g pregnancy. Small c h i l d r e n and pregnancy are a 
s t r e s s f u l mix t o a l l of us!!! Custody b a t t l e s are a nightmare t o 
many parents. 

I n s h o r t , the f o l l o w i n g p r i n c i p l e s s h a l l u n d e r l i e decision-making 
and case a c t i v i t y : 

f o l l o w a l l c h i l d safety procedures; 

our f i r s t concern i s always p r o t e c t i o n of the c h i l d ; 

be e x t r a v i g i l a n t always, e s p e c i a l l y when other l i v e - i n 
or n o n - l i v e - i n c a r e g i v e r / b a b y s i t t e r a d u l t s are present; 

recognize t h a t those who charm you w i t h t h e i r progress 
may r e q u i r e c a r e f u l a n a l y s i s ; 

hope f o r progress must be balanced w i t h a n a l y s i s backed 
up w i t h f a c t s ; 

compliance w i t h the case plan must be analyzed w i t h 
cautious p r o f e s s i o n a l judgment t o make sure r i s k f a c t o r s 
are e l i m i n a t e d ; 

examine the c h i l d r e n . Do not be put o f f by excuses t h a t 
they are sleeping or otherwise u n a v a i l a b l e ; 

evaluate the impact of pregnancy or a custody b a t t l e as 
an added st r e s s on the f a m i l y ; and, 

increased economic stress i s increasing abuse and 
neglect and the s e v e r i t y of abuse and neglect. 

I f i r m l y b e l i e v e t h a t we can enhance our a b i l i t y t o p r o t e c t 
c h i l d r e n by f o l l o w i n g the gu i d e l i n e s discussed i n t h i s B u l l e t i n . 
By combining basic c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n steps w i t h casework s k i l l s , 
we w i l l be able t o increase the safety of c h i l d r e n i n our County. 

1/ I 
PETER DIGRE, DIRECTOR 

PD:mdd 
Attachments 
c:\T0PRI0l7 
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Attachment B 

Unemployment, Welfare, Infant Drug Referrals, 
Emergency Response Child Cases and Child Placement for 

Los Angeles County 

436,100 2̂7,000 
412,000 

346,300 Average Number 
Persons Unemployed 

204,000 

Average Number 
Persons Receiving Welfare 

1,734,287 
1,868,353 1,843,844 

1,489,101 

891,483 929^87 
1,052,782 

I 1 T" 
1988 1989 1990 1991 

—I \ 1 
1992 1993 1994 1995 

Total Number 
DCFS Infant Drug Referrals 
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Total Number 
DCFS Emergency Response Referrals 
Child Cases Served 121,114̂  
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Average Monthly Emergency Response Services 
for Physical Abuse 

In The County of Los Angeles 

5 ,503 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

Statistics Provided By the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Children and Family Services 



NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JUVENILE AND FAMILY COURT JUDGES 

UNIVKKSITN OK NEVADA I'.O. BOX 8970 KLNO. NV S9507 702/7S4-60I2 1 A \ 7()2,7S4-662S 
1041 NOK I H VIR(;iNlASrRF:i;i rillRDKLOOR R I : N 0 , NV S')557 

October 28, 19% 

Ms. Carol H. Rasco 
Assistant to the President 

for Domestic Policy 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Carol: 

It was an honor having you and Lyn Hogan visit us last week. Your 
interest in and concern for our activities is deeply valued and appreciated. 

We are especially anxious to work with you in the future, when matters 
relating to troubled children and families emerge for White House 
consideration. 

Trusting your visit to Reno was pleasant and productive, I am, with 
kindest regards. 

Yours respectfully, 

Louis W. McHardy 
Executive Director 
Dean, National College of 
Juvenile and Family Law 

LWMcH:tkos 

cc: Ms. Lyn A. Hogan 

60th Annual Conference July 13-16, 1997 Big Sky. Montana 

bcc: Al l O f f i ce rs 
Thomas J . Madden 



Founded May 22, 1957 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF JUVENILE AND FAMILY COURT JUDGES 
UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA P.O. BOX 8970 RENO NV 89507 
1041 NORTH VIRGINIA STREET THIRD FLOOR RENO NV 89557 

Ms, Lyn Hogan 
Senior Policy Analyst 
Domestic Policy Council 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 



meeting. 

Carol/Jeremy, 

Do you want t o s i t down before Thursday and b r i e f l y discuss the meeting? I 
imagine several questions w i l l come up: 

1) I s t h i s the r i g h t time t o do t h i s given the Republican e f f o r t t o block 
grant and e l i m i n a t e the entitlement? Would t h i s e f f o r t encourage or thwart 
Republican e f f o r t s ? 

2) How does t h i s r e l a t e t o the F i r s t Lady's adoption d i r e c t i v e ? 

3) Does t h i s set of proposals need more money? I s i t f o r t h i s budget 
cycle, or next? I f f o r t h i s budget cycle, can HHS move q u i c k l y enough t o chart 
out the a c t u a l changes i n law needed? 

4) What are next steps a f t e r t h i s meeting? 

etc. 



C h i l d Welfairoi Chat Sessions. 

On Oct. 31 v; 
discussion s 
t a l k e d w i t h 
country. In 
of Juvenile 
t r a i n i n g ses 

• completed a series of seven small two hour 
•ssions i n my o f f i c e over the past three months. We 
I t o t a l of 3 5 c h i l d welfare experts from around the 
K i d i t i o n , i n October we v i s i t e d The Nat i o n a l Council 
Micl Family Court Judges i n Reno, NV durin g the F a l l 
vicjn, s i t t i n g i n on classes and meeting w i t h f a c u l t y 

and par t;ic i [ ) n i i t s 

We w i l l now begin working t o propose a c t i o n steps i n t h i s f i e l d . 
Following i s a f u l l l i s t of those we have met and t a l k e d w i t h . 

J u l y 18 
Marylee A l l e n 
Senior Progrniu Advisor 
Chi 1 d:ren ' s f J f ense Fund 
Washington, I.). C. 

Conna Craig 
President ancl 
I n s t i t u t e Foi. 
Cambridge, MA 

I'^ounder 
C h i l d r e n 

K a t h l e e n Fee.Ly 
A s s o c i a t e Di"t:G!Ctor, 
Casey F'ounda i:J.on 
W a s h i n g t o n , i).C'. 

C h i l d r e n and F a m i l y Systems Reform 

D r . A l l red K, ihn 
P r o f e s s o r Eiiuvi. j . t u s 
Columbia Un iv i ;n" s i ty School o f S o c i a l Work 
NY, NY 

Jane S[ i inak 
A t t o r n e y I n r j i i a rge 
JuveniJ.e R i g h t s D i v i s i o n 
L e g a l A i d Socii.ety 
NY, NY 

August 3 
Jess Mcbonal'l 
D i r e c t o i: 
I l l i n o i s Dei)..; 1 l.ment of Children and Family Services 
Spring iMe I d , 1.1̂  

C l a r i c e Walki,'.i: 
President 
National Blricl'i C h i l d Development I n s t i t u t e 
Washington, D.C. 

Donald Schnnb.i 
Direc t c i 



N o r t h Dakota Dept, o f Human S e r v i c e s 
Bismarl:, ND 

L a u r i e F^ankin 
E x e c u t i v e V i c e P r e s i d e n t 
B l a t n e i . Asscji.ci.ates 
P r i n c e t o n , r i i 

Sept 19 
Thomas C u r r t i n , I^I. S . W . , J . D . 
S t a f f A t t o r i ^ i - y , C h i l d Advocacy U n i t o f t h e 
Defendec Ass ; i . j c ia t ion o f P h i l a d e l p h i a 
P h i l a d c - i p h i a , PA 

Pau l A. Moneys 
A t t o r n e y and C h i l d r e n ' s Advocate 
P o r t l a n d , Oi.i-gon 

Susan N o t k i n 
D i r e c t o i : , Program For C h i l d r e n 
Edna McConnc;.! I. C l a r k Foundation 
NY, NY 

Desmond ( Dê ; ) K. Runyan, M.D., DrPH 
P r o f e s s o r o.i' .'i.ocial Medicine and P e d i a t r i c s 
U n i v e r s i t y o.i: N o r t h C a r o l i n a 
Chapel H i l l , MC 

Ri c a r d o M . U i t^ina 
U.S. D i s t r i c t Court Judge and 
C h i l d r c i i and T'omilies Advocate 
U n i t e d S t a t e ; Court House f o r t h e 
Di s t r ;i. c t o f t o.1 umb i a 

Sept 20 
T e r r y Cross 
Execut :i.ve Di.;~fT:ctor 
N a t i o n a l. Ind i..an C h i l d Welfare A s s o c i a t i o n 
P o r t l a n d , 01 ̂  

Denisc Leong 
Licensed Sec in]. Worker IV 
Queen t i . l i ' t l u l r a l a n i C h i l d r e n ' s Center 
HonoluJ u , I lru7a:i i 

Janet K . Mo t. ;-. 
C h i l d P rotec; L.i on Grants Program A d m i n i s t r a t o r 
C h i l d Prott:c: t.i.on U n i t 
Div i s . i . on o.f t ' l i i l d W e l f a r e 
C o l o r a d o Dei>artment o f Human S e r v i c e s 
Denver , CO Mt)203 

A d r i a n Rodr.iMuez, M.S.W. 
FoundCI 



P o s i t i v e A l t i i ' i . n a t i v e s For Youth 
Bowman Midd-lt^ School 
Piano, TX 

Linda K. TauDen.-
C h i l d r c n ' s , r ; i a l Worker I I I 
County o f Lc.i:; Angeles, 
Dept. o t Soc;.L,•=!.!. S e r v i c e s 
C h i l d r t i n ' s Si.ir v i c e s 
L a n c a s t e r , (:/'• 

Oct. 2] 
Ri c h a r d B a r t h , Ph.D 
U n i v e r s i t y o.t C a l i f o r n i a 
School o f Sor..Uil Welfare 
B e r k l e y , C a l i . t o r n i a 

Howard David:;on, J.D., D i r e c t o r 
ABA Center Family and t h e Law 
Washing ton , t^. C . 

Shery.L D i c k c 
Permanent J i i d . i c i a l Commission 
On Jusl i.ce V :̂>r C h i l d r e n 
White Plain::, NY 

S h e i l j i Kame I. iii.j n , Ph.D. 
Compton Foundation C e n t e n n i a l P r o f e s s o r f o r t h e P r e v e n t i o n o f 
ChildrcMi' s and Youth's Problems 
Coluiiib:i a Scln." )]. o f S o c i a l Work 
New Y...i.d-:, Nc-: York 

Gary St.anglc:;, D i r e c t o r 
Missouri. Dep:r.ri:ment o f S o c i a l S e r v i c e s 
Jeffer;:;on Civy, M i s s o u r i 

Oct. 30 

Barbara B. r;.l.iii:i, P r e s i d e n t 
F o u n d a t i o n id.j.r C h i l d Development 
New York, Ni'v; York 

David t i e d e i. i;i,.in, E x e c u t i v e D i r e c t o r 
C h i l d V'elfar'^ l,eague o f America 
Washii ig ton, D.C. 

B i l l ]'\"i :2.rce, i':i.'e.sident 
N a t i o n a l CouMe.il f o r A d o p t i o n 
Wash j. iig ton , I c (.;. 

Betsey R. P.O'srMibauiii, D i r e c t o r 
Family and Chi.l.d Welfare S e r v i c e s 
Americ.in Pub.I i t ; W e l f a r e A s s o c i a t i o n 
Washington, D. f:. 



Oct. 31 

M a r i l y r ; Benci' i , Medical/Elxecutive D i r e c t o r 
Deveri •riu;-< C\\'. 1 d:ren ' s Center 
Washing] to n , D.C. 

Marcia Dowry, l.lxecutive D i r e c t o r 
C h i l d rt:n's R i g l i t s , I n c . 
New Yoi.k, NcM-; York 

H a r o l d Richiii.in, Center D i r e c t o r and Hermon Dunlap Smith P r o f e s s o r 
Chapin Cent£;:r t o r C h i l d r e n 
U n i v e r : . i t y c'. Chicago 
Chicagc":, I l l u i c i i s 

Paul ncen t 
C h i l d b'elfaj i : P o l i c y and P r a c t i c e Group 
Mon t g' J111 e :r y, , "\ L ;-j ba m a 

Met With Outiide of the Chat Sessions 

Peter Digre 
DirecIc • c 
Department cC C h i l d r e n and Family S e r v i c e s 
Los Angeles, t;A 

Frank I'arrov; 
D i r e c t o r , Chdl.d:ren's Se:rvices P o l i c y 
Centei- f o r t l n ' Study o f S o c i a l P o l i c y 
Washi I ig ton , D.C. 

Ralpii Smith 
D i r e c l o r o f I M anning and Development 
The Annie E. r.'.asey Foundation 
B a i t :i.ii!cre , M..; r v l a n d 



Confirmed Participants 
Child Welfare Chat Session 

august 8, 1996 
1:30 p.m.-3:30 p.m. 

Mr. Jess McDonald 
D i r e c t o r 
I l l i n o i s Department of 
Child r e n and Family Services 
S p r i n g f i e l d , I L 
217-785-2509 
217-785-1052 fax 

1/ 

PHOTOCOPY 
PRESERVATION 

Ms. C l a r i c e Walker 
President 
N a t i o n a l Black C h i l d Development I n s t i t u t e 
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Casey Foundation 
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Professor Emeritus 
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School o f S o c i a l Welfare 
120 Ha v i l a n d H a l l 
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Phone: (914) 422-4425 
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S h e i l a Kamerman, Ph.D. 
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Columbia School of S o c i a l 
622 West 113th S t r e e t 
New York, New York 10025 
Phone: (212) 854-5449 
Fax: (212) 854-4320 
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Gary S t a n g l e r , D i r e c t o r 
M i s s o u r i Department of S o c i a l Services 
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J e f f e r s o n C i t y , M i s s o u r i 65102 
Phone: (573) 443-5477 
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Richard Barth, Ph.D 
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Phone: (510) 642-4341 
Fax: (510) 643-6126 

Ma r i l y n Benoit, Medical/Executive D i r e c t o r 
Devereaux Children's Center of Washington, D.C. 
3050 R S t r e e t N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20007 
Phone: (202) 282-1202 
Fax: (202) 282-1219 

Angela Glover Blackwell, Senior Vice-President 
The Ro c k e f e l l e r Foundation 
42 0 5th Avenue 
New York, New York 10018 
Phone: (212) 852-8462 
Fax: (212) 852-8203 

Barbara B, Blum, President 
Foundation f o r C h i l d Development 
New York, New York 10017 
Phone: (212) 697-3150 Ext. 213 
Fax: (212) 697-2258 

Howard Davidson, J.D., D i r e c t o r 
American Bar Association 
740 15th S t r e e t N.W., 9th Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Phone: (202) 662-1740 
Fax: (202) 662-1032 

Frank Farrow 
D i r e c t o r , Children's Services P o l i c y 
Center f o r the Study of Social P o l i c y 
1250 Eye S t r e e t , N.W. 
Suite 503 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Phone: (202) 371-1565 
Fax: (202) 371-1472 

Sheila Kamerman, Ph.D. 
T i t l e : Compton Foundation Centennial Professor f o r the Prevention 
of Children's and Youth's Problems 
Columbia School of Social Work 
622 West 113th Str e e t 
New York, New York 1002 5 
Phone: (212) 854-5449 
Fax: (212) 854-4320 



David Liederman, E x e c u t i v e D i r e c t o r 
C h i l d W e l f a r e League o f America 
S u i t e 310 
Washington, D.C. 20001-2085 
Phone: (202) 638-2952 
Fax: (202) 638-4004 

Marcia Lowry, E x e c u t i v e D i r e c t o r 
C h i l d r e n ' s R i g h t s , I n c . 
4 04 Park Avenue South 
New York, New York 10016 
Phone: (212) 683-2210 
Fax: (212) 683-4015 

Ruth Massinga, C h i e f E x e c u t i v e O f f i c e r 
The Casey F a m i l y Program 
1300 Dext e r Avenue N o r t h , S u i t e 400 
S e a t t l e , Washington 98109-3547 
Phone: (206) 282-7300 Ext.8600 
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Ms. Massinga's A s s i s t a n t : Herb W i l l i a m s Ext. 8629 

B i l l P i e r c e , P r e s i d e n t 
N a t i o n a l C o u n c i l f o r A d o p t i o n 
1930 1 7 t h S t r e e t N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20009 
Phone: (202) 328-1200 
Fax: (202) 332-0935 

H a r o l d Richman, Center D i r e c t o r and Hermon Dunlap Smith P r o f e s s o r 
Chapin Center f o r C h i l d r e n 
U n i v e r s i t y o f Chicago 
1313 East 6 0 t h S t r e e t 
Chicago, I l l i n o i s 60637 
Phone: (312) 753-2580 
Fax: (312) 753-5940 
Note: The area code f o r t h e phone and f a x numbers w i l l change 
e f f e c t i v e October 12, 1996. 

Betsey R. Rosenbaum, D i r e c t o r 
F a m ily and C h i l d W e l f a r e S e r v i c e s 
American P u b l i c W e l f a r e A s s o c i a t i o n 
810 F i r s t S t r e e t , N.E., S u i t e 500 
Washington, D.C. 20002-4267 
Phone: (202) 683-0100 
Fax: (202) 289-6555 

Ralph Smith 
D i r e c t o r o f P l a n n i n g and Development 
The Annie E. Casey Foundation 
701 S t . Paul 
B a l t i m o r e , Maryland 21202 
Phone: (410) 547-6600 
Fax: (410) 547-6624 



Gary S t a n g l e r , D i r e c t o r 
M i s s o u r i Department of S o c i a l Services 
P.O. Box 1527 
J e f f e r s o n C i t y , M i s s o u r i 65102 
Phone: (573) 443-5477 
Fax: (573) 751-3203 

Paul V i n c e n t 
C h i l d Welfare P o l i c y and P r a c t i c e Group 

P6/(b)(6) 

Phone (Home and Work) 
Fax: P6/(b)(6) 



Jeremy has i n d i c a t e d t h a t we might want t o t h i n k about f i n i s h i n g up the c h i l d 
welfare chat discussions and moving forward. Before we wrap up however, there 
are several people we should speak w i t h , i f not f o r i n f o r m a t i o n , a t l e a s t f o r 
p o l i t i c a l reasons. 

As you know, the c h i l d welfare community i s a c t u a l l y p r e t t y small -- word of the 
chats spread q u i c k l y . There are several senior experts we have y e t t o t a l k w i t h 
whom I am sure we w i l l want on our side when we move forward on t h i s p r o j e c t . 
The f o l l o w i n g i s a l i s t of those experts I t h i n k we should meet w i t h . To save 
time, we could meet i n l a r g e r groups--but I t h i n k i f we ski p any of these f o l k s , 
i t could cause problems down the l i n e . 

Please l e t me know how I should proceed. 

Thanks. 

Rick Barth 
U.C. Berkley 

Marilyn Benoit 
Devereux Children's Center of Washington 

Angela Blackwell 
Vice Presdient 
Rockefeller Foundation 

(She had t o r e g r e t an e a r l i e r i n v i t a t i o n , but r e a l l y wants t o meet w i t h you) 

Barbara Bloom 

Foundation For C h i l d Development 

Frank Farrow 

Center For the Study of Social Policy 

Dr. Shelia Kamerman 
Columbia U n i v e r s i t y School of Social Work 
David Liederman 
Child Welfare League 

Marsha Lowry 
Children's Rights P r o j e c t 

Ruth Massinga 
The Casey Family Program 

B i l l Pierce 
National Committee For Adoption 

Harold Richmond 
U n i v e r s i t y of Chicago 
Chapin H a l l Center For Children 



American Public Welfare Association 

Ralph Smith 
Casey Family Services 

Gary Stangler 

Missourri Dept. of Social Services 

Paul Vincent 
Previously ran Alabama's Dept. of Social Services 
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Desmond (Des) K. Runyan, M.D., DrPH, Professor of Social Medicine 
and Pediatrics, University of North Carolina, Department of 
Social Medicine, Wing D of the Medical School, Room 381, CB#7240 
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P6/(b)(6) 

Ricardo M. Urbina, U.S. D i s t r i c t Court Judge and C h i l d r e n and 
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80203, 303-866-5137, 303-866-2214 ( f a x ) , | P6/(bK6) " ] 

CO 

Mr. A d r i a n Rodriguez, M.S.W., Founder, P o s i t i v e A l t e r n a t i v e s For 
Youth, Bowman Middle School, 2501 Jupter Rd., Piano, TX 75074-
4828, 214-519-8881, Ext. 4727, 214-519-8920 ( f a x ) , DOB: 

Linda K. Tauber, C h i l d r e n ' s S o c i a l Worker I I I , County o f Los 
Angeles, Dep. o f S o c i a l Services, C h i l d r e n ' s Services, 45455 
Leatherw)g_d_Ave^.._ Lancaster, CA 93534, 805-945-0942 (phone and 
f ax ), ̂  P6/(b)(6) 



Confirmed P a r t i c i p a n t s , DPC Chi l d Welfare Discussion Sessions 

Thursday, September 19, 1:30 p.m.-3:30 p.m. 

Thomas Curran, M.S.W., J.D. 
S t a f f Attorney, C h i l d Advocacy Unit of the 
Defender Association of Philadelphia 
70 N. 17th St., Philadelphia, PA 19103 
215-568-3190 

Paul A. Mones 
Attorney and Children's Advocate 
Portland, Oregon 

503-225-1054; 503-225-0102 ( f a x ) 

Susan Notkin 
D i r e c t o r , Program For Children 
Edna McConnell Clark Foundation 
250 Park Ave., Suite 900, NY, NY 10177-0026 
212-551-9100, 212-986-4558 ( f a x ) 
Desmond (Des) K. Runyan, M.D., DrPH 
Professor of Social Medicine and P e d i a t r i c s 
U n i v e r s i t y of North Carolina 
Department of Social Medicine 
Wing D of the Medical School 
Room 381, CB#7240 
Chapel H i l l , NC 27599-7240 
919-962-1136, 919-966-7499 ( f a x ) 

Ricardo M. Urbina 
U.S. D i s t r i c t Court Judge and 
Children and Families Advocate 
United States Court House f o r the 
D i s t r i c t of Columbia 
333 C o n s t i t u t i o n Ave., NW 
Chambers 4311 
Washington, D.C, 20001 
202-273-0576, 202-273-0328 ( f a x ) 



Confirmed Participants, DPC Child Welfare Discussion Sessions 

Friday, September 20, 1:00 p.m.-3:00 p.m. 

Terry Cross 
Executive D i r e c t o r 
National I n d i a n C h i l d Welfare Association 
3611 Southwest Hood St., Suite 201 
Portland, OR, 97201 
503-222-4044; 503-222-4007 ( f a x ) 

Denise Leong 
Licensed Social Worker IV 
Queen L i i i 'Uokalani Children's Center 
1300 A Halona St. 
Honolulu, Hawaii, 96817 
808-847-7991; 808-841-6449 ( f a x ) 

Janet K. Motz 
C h i l d P r o t e c t i o n Grants Program Administrator 
C h i l d P r o t e c t i o n Unit 
D i v i s i o n of Ch i l d Welfare 
Colorado Department of Human Services 
1575 Sherman, 2nd Floor 
Denver, CO 80203 
303-866-5137, 303-866-2214 ( f a x ) 

Adrian Rodriguez, M.S.W. 
Founder 
P o s i t i v e A l t e r n a t i v e s For Youth 
Bowman Middle School 
2501 Jupter Rd. 
Piano, TX 75074-4828 
214-519-8881, Ext. 4727, 214-519-8920 ( f a x ) 

Linda K. Tauber 
Children's Social Worker I I I 
County of Los Angeles, 
Dept. of Social Services 
Children's Services 
45465 Leatherwood Ave. 
Lancaster, CA 93534 
805-945-0942 (phone and fax) 



Confirmed Participants, DPC Child Welfare Discussion Sessions 

Friday, September 20, 1:00 p.m.-3:00 p.m. 

Terry Cross 
Executive D i r e c t o r 
National I n d i a n C h i l d Welfare Association 
Portland, OR 

Denise Leong 
Licensed So c i a l Worker IV 
Queen L i i i 'Uokalani Children's Center 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

Janet K. Motz ^ 
Ch i l d P r o t e c t i o n Grants Program Administrator 
C h i l d P r o t e c t i o n U n i t 
D i v i s i o n of Ch i l d Welfare 
Colorado Department of Human Services 
Denver, CO 

Adrian Rodriguez, M.S.W. 
Founder 
P o s i t i v e A l t e r n a t i v e s For Youth 
Bowman Middle School 
Piano, TX 

Linda K. Tauber 
Children's Social Worker I I I 
County of Los Angeles, 
Dept. of Soci a l Services 
Children's Services 
Lancaster, CA 

From the White House 

Carol Hampton Rasco 
As s i s t a n t t o the President 
f o r Domestic P o l i c y 

Jeremy Ben-Ami 
Deputy A s s i s t a n t t o the President 
f o r Domestic P o l i c y 

J e n n i f e r K l e i n 
Special A s s i s t a n t t o the 
President f o r Domestic P o l i c y 

From HHS 

Lester Cash 
Program Examiner 
OMB 

Lyn A. Hogan 
Senior P o l i c y Analyst 
Domestic P o l i c y Council 

Carol Williams 
Associate Commissioner 
HHS 
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Chat L i s t , confirmed 

Mary Lee A l l e n 
C h i l d r e n ' s Defense Fund 

P6/(b)(6) 

Conna C r a i g 
P r e s i d e n t and Founder 
I n s t i t u t e For C h i l d r e n 
Cambridge, MA 
617-491-4614 

P6/(b)(6) 

Kathleen Feely 
Casey Foundation 
410-547-6600 
Good on d o l l a r s t o s t a t e s f o r reforms 

P6/(b)(6) 

Mark Hardin 
D i r e c t o r , C h i l d Welfare 
ABA Center On C h i l d r e n and the Law 
202-662-1740 

P6/(b)(6) 

Dr. A l f r e d Kahn 
Professor 
Columbia U n i v e r s i t y School of S o c i a l Work 
212-854-5449 
2_12ji85 4-43^ OJ J â ^̂  
[ P6/(b)(6) 

Jane Spinak 
A t t o r n e y I n Charge of 
J u v e n i l e R i g h t s D i v i s i o n 
(40,000 c h i l d r e n move through her d i v i s i o n each year) 
Legal A i d S o c i e t y 
On leave from Columbia U n i v e r s i t y School of Law where she teaches 
Family Law and runs a l e g a l c l i n i c f o r c h i l d r e n and f a m i l i e s 

P6/(b)(6) 

Others To I n v i t e 

Leornard D u s t i n 
N a t i o n a l A s s o c i a t i o n o f Black S o c i a l Workers 

P6/(b)(6) 

"3T3"8"F2-67CT0 ( wT 
D e t r o i t , MI 



Betsy Rosenbaum " 
APWA 
202- 682-0100 

C l a r i c e D. Walker 
P r e s i d e n t 
Nal-.ionnI Black C h i l d Development I n s t i t u t e 
DC 

T e r r y Cross 
I n v o l v e d w i t h t he n a t i o n a l c h i l d w e l f a r e system f o r I n d i a n s 
P o r t l a n d , OR 

Ruth Massinga 
The Casey Family Program 
S e a t t l e , Washington 
long-term f o s t e r care p l a n n i n g 
206-282-7300 

Ralph Smith 
Casey Family Services 
CT 
203- 929-3837 

Gary S t a n g l e r 
D i r e c t o r 
M i s s o u r r i Dept. o f S o c i a l Services 
|_ P6/(b)(6) 
573-751-4815 

Barbara Blum ^ 
Foundation For C h i l d Development 
t a l k e d w i t h her, c o u l d n ' t make J u l y 18 d i s c u s s i o n but would l o v e 
t o t a l k w i t h us anytime 

She r y l Dicker 
Permanenet J u d i c i a l Commission on J u s t i c e For C h i l d r e n 
914-422-4425 

Shelia Kamerman n 
Columbia U n i v e r s i t y School of S o c i a l Work 
212-854-5449 
I n v i t e d t o f i r s t d i c u s s i o n , out of the c o u n t r y 

Gene Flango or Pam P e t r a k i s 
W.K. K e l l o g g Foundation 
P r o j e c t , "Improving Courts Handling of Foster Care and Adoption 
Cases" 
313-875-3400 

Bob Swartz 
J u v e n i l e Law Center 



P h i l a d e l p h i a , PA 
215-625-0551 
215-625-9589 ( f a x ) 

C h i l d Welfare League of America 
David Liederman 
DC 

B i l l Pierce 
National Commission For Adoption 
DC 

215-625-0551 

Jim G i r i b i n o 
U n i v e r s i t y of Connecticut 
Sandra Chapungo 
Associate Dean 
Ca t h o l i c U n i v e r i s t y 
School of Social Work 

Gerome Hanley 
Commissioner of Mental Health 
South Carolina 

(has done a l o t of work on c h i l d welfare) 

Robert P r a t s k i 
N a t ional Council f o r Juvenile Family Judges 
Reno, Nevada 
Peter ( o r Paul?) Digree 
C h i l d Welfare Administrator 
Los Angeles, CA 

Michael Wald 
D i r e c t o r 
C h i l d Welfare Agency 
San Fran, CA 
Former Professor 
Stanford U n i v e r i s t y Law School 

Angela Blackwell 
VP 
The R o c k e f e l l e r Foundation 
212-869-8500 

spoke w i t h her, very i n t e r e s t e d but couldn't make i t 

Susan Notkin 
Edna McConell Clark Foundation 
212-551-9100 
expert on community-based c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n system 



Marsha Lowry 
Children's Rights Project 
212-944-9800 

D i r e c t o r of Medicaid 
North Carolina 

Judge Ernestine S. Gray 
Orleans Parish Juvenile Court 
New Orleans, LA 
504-565-7300 

S i s t e r Mary Paul J a n c h i l l 
D i r e c t o r 
C l i n i c a l Services 
Center For Family L i f e i n Sunset Park 
Brooklyn, NY 
718-788-3500 

Rick Barth 
UC Berkley 

Judge M i t c h e l l 
Baltimore, MD 
j u v e n i l e c o u r t judge 

Shelly Smith 
National Council of State Legislatures 
Denver, CO 
303-830-2200 

Donald Schmid 
D i r e c t o r 
C hildren and Family Services D i v i s i o n 
North Dakota Department of Human Services 
Bismark, ND 
701-328-2310 

Judge Leonard Edwards 
San Jose, CA 
Has done a l o t i n c h i l d welfare: w r i t i n g , work i n the c o u r t s , was 
d i r e c t o r of a s s o c i a t i o n of C a l i f o r n i a judges 

Harold Richmond 6 
Prof. 
Chapin H a l l Center For Children 
U n i v e r s i t y of Chicago 
312-702-1234 
Spoke w i t h him, r e a l l y wanted t o come but h i s schedule wouldn't 
permit i t 
He comes h i g h l y recommended 



Bernadette Dorn or Bruce B l a i r 
C l i n i c On Family Law 
Northwestern U n i v e r i s t y 
Evanstan, I L 

Ted S t e i n 
Professor 
SUNY School of Social Work 

expert on law s u i t s , good on system reform 

M a r i l y n Benoit 
Devereux Children's Center of Washington 
202-282-1200 
Gene Jouinoni 
School of Social Work 
UCLA 



M E M O R A N D U M 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Re: 

Jeremy Ben-Ami cc: 
J e n n i f e r K l e i n 
Nicole Rabner 
Diana Fortuna 

Lyn Hogan 

7/11/96 

L i s t of c h i l d welfare experts 

Carol Rasco 

As discussed i n our meeting, attached i s a rough and p r e l i m i n a r y 
l i s t of p o t e n t i a l p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the informal d i s c u s s i o n 
sessions Carol, Jeremy and I are p u t t i n g together on the c h i l d 
w e lfare system. 

Everyone on the l i s t i s e i t h e r someone I have worked w i t h i n the 
past or someone who comes h i g h l y recommended. I f anyone has 
a d d i t i o n a l suggestions, questions, or comments, please pass them 
on t o me. I ' l l continue t o develop the l i s t over the next month. 
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Chat L i s t , confirmed f o r J u l y 18 

Marylee A l l e n r ~ 0 0 ^ ~ ^ 
Senior Program Advisor ^ 
C h i l d r e n ' s Defense Fund 
202-662-3573 

P6/(b)(6) 

Conna C r a i g 
P r e s i d e n t and Founder 
I n s t i t u t e For C h i l d r e n 
Cambridge, MA 
617-491-4614 

P6/(b)(6) 

Kathleen Feely 
Casey Foundation 
410-547-6600 
Good on d o l l a r s t o s t a t e s f o r reforms 

I P6/(b)(6) 

Mark Hardin 
D i r e c t o r , C h i l d Welfare 
ABA Center On C h i l d r e n and the Law 
202-662-1740 

[ P6/(b){6) 

Dr. A l f r e d Kahn 
Professor 
Columbia U n i v e r s i t y School of S o c i a l Work 
212-854-5449 
212-854-4320(fax) 

P'^lM^ J 

Jane Spinak 
A t t o r n e y I n Charge of 
J u v e n i l e R i g h t s D i v i s i o n 
(40,000 c h i l d r e n move through her d i v i s i o n each year) 
Legal A i d S o c i e t y 
On leave from Columbia U n i v e r s i t y School of Law where she teaches 
Family Law and has run a l e g a l c l i n i c f o r c h i l d r e n and f a m i l i e s 
_212_z.577-3300 

P6/{b)(6) ] 



0̂0 O 
o t h e r s To I n v i t e 

M a r i l y n B e n o i t 
Devereux C h i l d r e n ' s Center of Washington 
202-282-1200 

Angela B l a c k w e l l 
VP 
The R o c k e f e l l e r Foundation 
212-869-8500 
spoke w i t h her, very i n t e r e s t e d but c o u l d n ' t make i t 

Rick B a r t h 
UC B e r k l e y 

Barbara Blum 
Foundation For C h i l d Development 
t a l k e d w i t h her, c o u l d n ' t make J u l y 18 d i s c u s s i o n but would lo v e 
t o t a l k w i t h us anytime 

Sandra Chapungo 
As s o c i a t e Dean 
C a t h o l i c U n i v e r s i t y 
School o f S o c i a l Work 

Te r r y Cross 
I n v o l v e d w i t h the n a t i o n a l c h i l d w e l f a r e system f o r I n d i a n s 
P o r t l a n d , OR 

S h e r y l D i c k e r 
Permanent J u d i c i a l Commission on J u s t i c e For C h i l d r e n 
914-422-4425 

Peirej?—(.or Paul?) Digree 
C h i l d Welfare A d m i n i s t r a t o r 
Los Angeles, CA 

Bernadette Dorn 
or Bruce B l a i r 
C l i n i c On Family Law 
Northwestern U n i v e r i s t y 
Evanston, I L 

Leornard D u s t i n 
N a t i o n a l A s s o c i a t i o n of Black S o c i a l Workers 

I P6/(b)(6) n 
3T3~8"62'="67 00"Cw")" 
D e t r o i t , MI 
C a l l i n t o him. 



Judge Leonard Edwards 
San Jose, CA 
Has done a l o t i n c h i l d welfare: w r i t i n g , work i n the c o u r t s , was 
d i r e c t o r of a s s o c i a t i o n of C a l i f o r n i a judges 

Gene Flango 
or Pam P e t r a k i s 
W.K. Kellogg Foundation 
P r o j e c t , "Improving Courts Handling of Foster Care and Adoption 
Cases" 

313-875-3400 

Jim G i r i b i n o 
U n i v e r s i t y of Connecticut 
Judge Ernestine S. Gray 
Orleans Parish Juvenile Court 
New Orleans, LA 
504-565-7300 

Gerome Hanley 
Commissioner of Mental Health 
South Carolina 
(has done a l o t of work on c h i l d welfare) 

S i s t e r Mary Paul J a n c h i l l 
D i r e c t o r 
C l i n i c a l Services 
Center For Family L i f e i n Sunset Park 
Brooklyn, NY 
718-788-3500 

Gene Jouinoni 
School of Soc i a l Work 
UCLA 

Shelia Kamerman 
Columbia U n i v e r s i t y School of Social Work 
212-854-5449 

I n v i t e d t o f i r s t discussion, out of the country 

David Liederman 
C h i l d Welfare League of America 
DC 
Marsha Lowry ^ ^-^s). 
Children's Rights Project 
212-944-9800 

Ruth Massinga 
The Casey Family Program 
S e a t t l e , Washington 



long-term f o s t e r care planning 
206-282-7300 

Barbara Matula 
D i r e c t o r , D i v i s i o n of Medical Assistance 
Department of Human Resources 

V North Carolina 
919-733-2060 
919-733-6608 fax ry<P\Cu \ 
Judge M i t c h e l l 
Baltimore, MD 
j u v e n i l e c o u r t judge 

Susan Notkin 
Edna McConell Clark Foundation 
212-551-9100 

expert on community-based c h i l d p r o t e c t i o n system 

B i l l Pierce 
National Commission For Adoption 
DC 
215-625-0551 y t T — s 
Michael P i r a i n o 
Chief Executive O f f i c e r 
CASA 
Se a t t l e , WA 
206-270-0072 
Spoke w i t h him e a r l i e r r e : h i s work w i t h CASA. Has been i n v o l v e d 
i n c h i l d w e l f a r e reform v i a the f o s t e r care system f o r some time. 
Very knowledgeable. I d i d n ' t mention the discussion sessions t o 
him, but should have him come i n , 

Robert P r a t s k i 
National Council f o r Juvenile Family Judges 
Reno, Nevada 

L o r i L. Rankin 
Executive Vice President 
Blatner, Associates, Inc. 
Health & Human Services Consultants 
83 Princeton Ave., Suite 2C 
Hopewell, NJ 08525 
609-466-0200 
609-466-1010 fax 

Harold Richmond 
Prof. 
Chapin H a l l Center For Children 
U n i v e r s i t y of Chicago 
312-702-1234 



Spoke w i t h him, r e a l l y wanted t o coine but h i s schedule wouldn't 
p e r m i t i t . He comes h i g h l y recoinmended 

Betsy Rosenbaum 
APWA 
202-682-0100 
Spoke w i t h her g e n e r a l l y about c h i l d w e l f a r e reforms and the 
c o u r t system, d i d not mention the d i s c u s s i o n sessions because I 
had a l r e a d y confirmed s i x people. Though she seems very good, we 
should i n v i t e t o the next session. 

Donald Schmid 
D i r e c t o r 
C h i l d r e n and Family Services D i v i s i o n 
North Dakota Department of Human Services 
Bismark, ND 
701-328-2310 

Ralph Smith 
Casey Family Services 
CT 

203-929-3837 

S h e l l y Smith 
N a t i o n a l C o u n c i l o f S t a t e L e g i s l a t u r e s 
Denver, CO 
303-830-2200 

ly-'jrrS 

Gary S t a n g l e r 
D i r e c t o r 
M i s s o u r i Dept. o f S o c i a l Services 

P6/(b)(6) " i 
"5 7 3 - 75T~4"8T5~('w~) 
C a l l i n t o him. 

Ted S t e i n 
Professor 
SUNY School o f S o c i a l Work 
ex p e r t on law s u i t s , good on system reform 

Bob Swartz 
J u v e n i l e Law Center 
P h i l a d e l p h i a , PA 
215-625-0551 
215-625-9589 ( f a x ) 

C l a r i c e D. Walker 
President; i ( ~ ' '. 
N a t i o n a l Black C h i l d Development I n s t i t u t e 

. i ••: - I ••I / 



Michael Wald 
D i r e c t o r 
C h i l d Welfare Agency 
San Fran, CA 
Former Professor 
Stanford U n i v e r i s t y Law School 


