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TO REVIEW PROPOSALS
TO IMPROVE CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

TUESDAY, MAY 23, 2006

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:04 a.m., in
room B-318, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Wally Herger
(Chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

[The advisory announcing the hearing follows:]

o))



ADVISORY

FROM THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESOURCES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: (202) 225-1025
%ﬁy 12, 2006
-9

Herger Announces Hearing to Review Proposals
to Improve Child Protective Services

Congressman Wally Herger (R—-CA), Chairman, Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources of the Committee on Ways and Means, today announced that the Sub-
committee will hold a hearing to review proposals to improve child protective serv-
ices. The hearing will take place on Tuesday, May 23, 2006, in room B-318
Rayburn House Office Building, beginning at 2:00 p.m.

Oral testimony at this hearing will be from both invited and public witnesses. In-
vited witnesses will include a representative from the U.S. Government Account-
ability Office and other experts in how States use Federal funds for child protective
services. Any individual or organization not scheduled for an oral appearance may
submit a written statement for consideration by the Subcommittee and for possible
inclusion in the printed record of the hearing.

BACKGROUND:

The Child Welfare Services (CWS) program and the Promoting Safe and Stable
Families (PSSF) program (both authorized under Title IV-B of the Social Security
Act) provide approximately $700 million in annual Federal funds to support services
to ensure children are raised in safe, loving families. Combined, this is the largest
source of Federal funds provided to States to assist at-risk families, further protect
children from abuse and neglect, and prevent the unnecessary separation of children
from their parents. Since the program’s inception in the 1930s, States have had con-
siderable flexibility in the use of CWS funds. However, concern that few States were
spending CWS funds for targeted services to help at-risk families resulted in Con-
gress creating the PSSF program in 1993 (P.L. 103—66). Funds from the PSSF pro-
gram must be spent for family support services, family preservation services, time-
limited reunification services, or post-adoption services. While the CWS program is
indefinitely authorized, the authorization of the PSSF program expires at the end
of fiscal year 2006, requiring Congressional action this year to extend or otherwise
improve the PSSF program.

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services recently completed initial
Child and Family Service Reviews (CFSRs) in each State. The CFSRs are designed
to assess each State’s child protection program to ensure the program promotes the
safety, permanency, and well-being of children, such as through services supported
by CWS and PSSF funds. Significantly, as established in a May 13, 2004 Sub-
committee hearing, no State was in full compliance with all measures of the CFSRs.
The CFSRs revealed States need to work to prevent repeat abuse and neglect of
children; improve services provided to families to reduce the risk of future harm,
including better monitoring of families’ participation in services; strengthen upfront
services provided to families to prevent unnecessary family break-up and protect
children who remain at home; improve ways States assess the needs of family mem-
bers and provide services; and better engage parents and children when developing
case plans outlining necessary services to assist families.

In light of these findings, there is considerable interest in ensuring States utilize
CWS and PSSF funds to improve child protection programs and ensure at-risk fami-
lies receive appropriate services. In the course of considering potential PSSF reau-
thorization legislation, the Committee is interested in learning about: (1) services
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provided to families that have been evaluated and shown to achieve improved child
outcomes; (2) how families have been assisted by these programs; and (3) what addi-
tional steps Congress should take to ensure Federal funds support local services
that allow children to safely remain in their own communities. The Committee is
especially interested in hearing from families or former foster youth who have direct
experience with such services.

In announcing the hearing, Chairman Herger stated, “It is important that we do
all we can to help families receive services to prevent child abuse and neglect. I look
forward to learning about how Federal funds have been used to provide services to
protect children, whether those services are effective, and what else we can do to
improve how we protect vulnerable children from harm. Based on the record to date,
much more work needs to be done.”

FOCUS OF THE HEARING:

The focus of this hearing will be to review proposals to improve child protective
services.

DETAILS FOR SUBMISSIONS OF REQUESTS TO BE HEARD:

Requests to be heard at the hearing must be made by telephone to Matthew
Turkstra or Cooper Smith at (202) 225-1721 no later than the close of business,
Wednesday, May 17, 2006. The telephone request should be followed by a formal
written request faxed to Allison Giles, Chief of Staff, Committee on Ways and
Means, U.S. House of Representatives, 1102 Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D.C. 20515, at (202) 225-2610. The staff of the Committee will notify
by telephone those scheduled to appear as soon as possible after the filing deadline.
Any questions concerning a scheduled appearance should be directed to the Com-
mittee staff at (202) 225-1721.

In view of the limited time available to hear witnesses, the Committee
may not be able to accommodate all requests to be heard. Those persons and
organizations not scheduled for an oral appearance are encouraged to submit writ-
ten statements for the record of the hearing in lieu of a personal appearance. All
persons requesting to be heard, whether they are scheduled for oral testimony or
not, will be notified as soon as possible after the filing deadline.

Witnesses scheduled to present oral testimony are required to summarize briefly
their written statements in no more than five minutes. THE FIVE-MINUTE
RULE WILL BE STRICTLY ENFORCED. The full written statement of each
witlness will be included in the printed record, in accordance with House
Rules.

In order to assure the most productive use of the limited amount of time available
to question witnesses, all witnesses scheduled to appear before the Committee are
required to submit 100 copies, along with an IBM compatible 3.5-inch diskette in
WordPerfect or MS Word format, of their prepared statement for review by Members
prior to the hearing. Testimony should arrive at the Subcommittee office, B-
318 Rayburn House Office Building, no later than close of business on Fri-
day, May 19, 2006. The 100 copies can be delivered to the Subcommittee staff in
one of two ways: (1) Government agency employees can deliver their copies to B—
318 Rayburn House Office Building in an open and searchable box, but must carry
with them their respective government issued identification to show the U.S. Capitol
Police, or (2) for non-government officials, the copies must be sent to the new Con-
gressional Courier Acceptance Site at the location of 2nd and D Streets, N.E., at
least 48 hours prior to the hearing date. Please ensure that you have the
address of the Subcommittee, B-318 Rayburn House Office Building, on
your package, and contact the staff of the Subcommittee at (202) 225-1025
of its impending arrival. Due to new House mailing procedures, please avoid
using mail couriers such as the U.S. Postal Service, UPS, and FedEx. When a
couriered item arrives at this facility, it will be opened, screened, and then delivered
to the Committee office, within one of the following two time frames: (1) expected
or confirmed deliveries will be delivered in approximately 2 to 3 hours, and (2) unex-
pected items, or items not approved by the Committee office, will be delivered the
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morning of the next business day. The U.S. Capitol Police will refuse all non-govern-
mental courier deliveries to all House Office Buildings.

WRITTEN STATEMENTS IN LIEU OF PERSONAL APPEARANCE:

Please Note: Any person(s) and/or organization(s) wishing to submit for the hear-
ing record must follow the appropriate link on the hearing page of the Committee
website and complete the informational forms. From the Committee homepage,
hitp:/lwaysandmeans.house.gov, select “109th Congress” from the menu entitled,
“Hearing Archives” (http://lwaysandmeans.house.gov/Hearings.asp?congress=17). Se-
lect the hearing for which you would like to submit, and click on the link entitled,
“Click here to provide a submission for the record.” Once you have followed the on-
line instructions, completing all informational forms and clicking “submit” on the
final page, an email will be sent to the address which you supply confirming your
interest in providing a submission for the record. You MUST REPLY to the email
and ATTACH your submission as a Word or WordPerfect document, in compliance
with the formatting requirements listed below, by close of business Tuesday, June
6, 2006. Finally, please note that due to the change in House mail policy, the U.S.
Capitol Police will refuse sealed-package deliveries to all House Office Buildings.
For questions, or if you encounter technical problems, please call (202) 225-1721.

FORMATTING REQUIREMENTS:

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

1. All submissions and supplementary materials must be provided in Word or WordPerfect
format and MUST NOT exceed a total of 10 pages, including attachments. Witnesses and sub-
mitters are advised that the Committee relies on electronic submissions for printing the official
hearing record.

2. Copies of whole documents submitted as exhibit material will not be accepted for printing.
Instead, exhibit material should be referenced and quoted or paraphrased. All exhibit material
not meeting these specifications will be maintained in the Committee files for review and use
by the Committee.

3. All submissions must include a list of all clients, persons, and/or organizations on whose
behalf the witness appears. A supplemental sheet must accompany each submission listing the
name, company, address, telephone and fax numbers of each witness.

Note: All Committee advisories and news releases are available on the World
Wide Web at Attp://waysandmeans.house.gov.

The Committee seeks to make its facilities accessible to persons with disabilities.
If you are in need of special accommodations, please call 202—-225-1721 or 202—-226—
3411 TTD/TTY in advance of the event (four business days notice is requested).
Questions with regard to special accommodation needs in general (including avail-
ability of Committee materials in alternative formats) may be directed to the Com-
mittee as noted above.

——

Chairman HERGER. Good afternoon, and welcome to today’s
hearing. The purpose of this hearing is to review State and commu-
nity-based efforts to assist at-risk families, protect children from
abuse and neglect, and prevent the unnecessary separation of chil-
dren from their parents. Those services are supported by Federal
funding from two major programs, both under this Subcommittee’s
jurisdiction. The first, known as Child Welfare Services (CWS), was
created in the thirties. The second, called the Promoting Safe and
Stable Families Program (PSSF), was added in the nineties. To-
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gether, these two programs provide States about $700 million per
year for services intended to ensure the safety, permanency and
well-being of children. Combined, these programs are considered
the largest source of targeted Federal funding in the child protec-
tion system used for prevention. That is for services to ensure that
children are not abused or neglected and when possible, to ensure
these children can remain safely with their families.

We know the costs in children’s lives and well-being are far
greater when prevention efforts fail. We also know the costs to Fed-
eral taxpayers increase if prevention efforts fail. The Congressional
Budget Office projects that Federal taxpayers will spend almost
$35 billion over the next 5 years to support children in foster and
adoptive homes and otherwise support State administration of
these programs. In addition to society’s obvious interest of pro-
tecting children and strengthening families, Federal and State tax-
payers all have an interest in ensuring the prevention dollars work
to keep kids safely with their own parents, if at all possible. All of
which begs several questions, which are the focus of today’s hear-
ing. What services are States funding through the CWS and pro-
moting safe and stable programs? How effective are these services
at preventing child abuse and neglect and assisting at-risk fami-
lies? And what more can Congress do to encourage States to invest
in proven outcome-based services that protect children and support
families at risk of abuse and neglect? The PSSF expires at the end
of fiscal year 2006, requiring congressional action this year. If we
reauthorize this program and the CWS programs, for 5 years, as
has been our custom, we will make available more than $3.5 billion
in Federal funds for States to ensure that children are protected
whether they live with their parents or in foster or adoptive homes.
That includes a $200 million increase in funding provided under
the Deficit Reduction Act (P.L. 109-171), which the President
signed in February.

I am pleased that we have before us today a wide range of indi-
viduals to help us better understand the effectiveness of these pro-
grams and what more needs to be done. They will provide useful
context about the services currently provided and what changes
Congress should consider to better protect children. I have shared
with the witnesses draft legislation developed in a bipartisan man-
ner with our colleagues. I look forward to hearing from all of our
witnesses today about ways to better ensure these programs pro-
mote the safety, permanency and well-being of all children. With-
out objection, each Member will have the opportunity to submit a
written statement and have it included in the record. At this point,
Mr. McDermott, would you care to make a statement?

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning—
or good afternoon, I guess it is. Good day to make a difference in
the lives of vulnerable children. I welcome the opportunity for us
to work together, as we have on this bill, as concerned leaders, not
as political adversaries. Sometimes we are a little adversarial in
here. The Members on this dais and the familiar faces I see in the
audience share a common goal, helping America’s vulnerable kids
by strengthening America’s lifeline of hope, the Nation’s CWS.
Now, it is up to us to find some common ground. There is a lot we
don’t know, and we need to learn when we consider ways to im-
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prove the CWS and the reauthorization of the PSSF. What we do
know is troubling, 40 percent of kids who have been abused or ne-
glected never receive follow-up care, 40 percent. We also know that
this Act needs more than a well-intentioned title. It needs to be
strengthened through its reauthorization—that means money.
Now, right now, this bill is the single largest source of money for
preventing child abuse and neglect. Yet it is barely one-tenth the
size of the programs that fund foster care. Once a family—a child
is removed from a home.

The witnesses here today can both educate us and advocate for
the real-world solutions that we can incorporate into this reauthor-
ization. In some ways, this is draft legislation so you can give us
some ideas before we actually put it in print. We have before us
a draft—and it really is for your comment today. There remain
questions that needs to be answered and concerns that need to be
addressed, but the draft is a good starting point. The chairman has
directed his staff to work with my staff, and they have been work-
ing for some time to discuss the challenges that face the CWS and
ways we can improve it for vulnerable kids. I am pleased that we
have been able to generally agree on the need to invest more in the
people who implement child welfare policy. People make all the dif-
ference. It really is a people business. We can do more to help
child—State child welfare agencies attract and retain quality staff.
As we discuss the reauthorization, that is the money, we all recog-
nize the need for much more comprehensive reform of Federal wel-
fare financing. We discussed this at least for 6 years without mak-
ing any progress, and it is time we do. I am pleased that we are
here today. Administration and some of my colleagues across the
aisle support blocked grants. In fact, the administration’s gone so
far as to block the extension of the title IV-B—IV-E waiver au-
thority to put added pressure on States to support a block grant
as the only option for fiscal and programmatic flexibility. We can
do better than that in my view. We know from history that block
grants are a favorite target for budget cuts. Once you got it all
blocked together, it is easy to whack off ten percent. We are seeing
it today with the administration’s effort to cut the social service
block grant. The system is significantly under-funded and yet a
concerted effort is under way to make matters worse. In reading
the prepared testimony of the panelists, I was pleased to see a
strong plea for Congress to maintain the title IV-E entitlement. If
we are to improve the lives of vulnerable kids, we need to partner
with the States to create the meaningful reforms we want. As the
panelists comment on the proposal to reauthorize this bill, I hope
they will help us understand the larger context of child welfare fi-
nancing and the changes required to ensure that we are adequately
caring for our Nation’s most vulnerable kids. The draft proposal, in
my view, is the first step and it is in the right direction. I hope
that Mr. Herger and I can make a second step after this hearing.
Our common goal should be a bipartisan reauthorization of this Act
that meets the real-world needs of the system. We can find com-
mon ground if we try, and I am glad we are here to begin. Thank
you.

Chairman HERGER. Thank you, Mr. McDermott. Before we
move on to our testimony, I want to remind our witnesses to limit
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their oral statement to 5 minutes. However, without objection, all
the written testimony will be made a part of the permanent record.
Our first panel today we will be hearing from Cornelia Ashby, Di-
rector of Education, Workforce and Income Security Issues at the
U.S. Government Accountability Office; the Honorable Constance
Cohen, Associate Juvenile Judge in the Fifth Judicial District of
Iowa on behalf of the Zero to Three; Linda Spears, Vice President
of Corporate Communications and Development of the Child Wel-
fare League of America; Terry Cross, Executive Director of the Na-
tional Indian Child Welfare Association; Dr. Kent Hymel on behalf
of the American Academy of Pediatrics; and Thomas Atwood, Presi-
dent and Chief Executive Officer for the National Council For
Adoption. Ms. Ashby, please proceed with your testimony.

STATEMENT OF CORNELIA ASHBY, DIRECTOR OF EDUCATION,
WORKFORCE AND INCOME SECURITY ISSUES AT THE U.S.
GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE

Ms. ASHBY. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee,
I am pleased to be here today to present information from our 2003
report on States’ use of title IV-B funds. Specifically, my comments
will focus on: One, how States use IV-B dollars to serve families;
two, the extent the Federal oversight ensured State compliance
with spending requirements under subpart one; and three, what re-
search said about the effectiveness of services States have provided
to families using IV-B funds. While overlap exists and it is difficult
to clearly differentiate among the various service categories and
populations served, States reported using subpart one funds pri-
marily to staff and administer child welfare programs and serve
families in the foster care system and subpart two funds primarily
for prevention and support services for families at risk of child
abuse and neglect. Use of subpart one funds is limited in that the
total of subpart one funds used for foster care maintenance, adop-
tion assistance, and child care cannot exceed a State’s total 1979
subpart one expenditures for all types of services. However, the
range of services allowed under subpart two is more limited than
under subpart one. Generally, as you know, States must spend at
least 20 percent of their subpart two funds on each of four service
categories. States can spend no more than ten percent of subpart
two funds on administrative costs and under subpart two, family
reunification services can only be provided during a child’s first 15
months in foster care. State child welfare directors responding to
our survey reported that flexibility was important to meet the
needs of their child welfare systems. Therefore, they generally pre-
ferred the financing structure of subpart one over subpart two.

Despite the statutory limitation on State expenditures for Fed-
eral funds under subpart one for foster care maintenance, adoption
assistance, and child care, U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) provided relatively little oversight of State use of
Federal funds under subpart one; and therefore, could not ensure
State compliance with the subpart one spending requirements.
HHS does not collect data on subpart one expenditures, relying in-
stead on cursory reviews of plans submitted by States that discuss
how they intend to use their subpart one funds in the coming year.
We found that HHS regional offices have paid little attention to
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statutory limits in reviewing States’ planned use of subpart one
funds. In response to our survey, ten State child welfare directors
reported actual 2002 subpart one expenditures that exceeded the
spending limits by over $15 million in total. Furthermore, at the
time we conducted our study, research had provided little informa-
tion on the effectiveness of services provided in the subpart one,
and HHS evaluations of services funded under subpart two had
generally shown no or little effect on children’s outcomes.

In our survey, 22 States reported providing services other than
maintenance payments, staff salaries or administration under sub-
part one. However, none of these States had evaluated the out-
comes of these services. Similarly, our literature review showed
that few evaluations had been conducted, and evaluations that had
been conducted produced mixed results. In conclusion, I would like
to summarize the recommendations we made in our 2003 report
and HHS’s response to them. We recommended that the Secretary
of HHS: One, provide the necessary guidance to ensure compliance
with statutory restrictions on the use of subpart one funds. Two,
consider the feasibility of collecting and using data on States’ use
of these funds to facilitate program oversight and analysis of how
States’ spending patterns correlate with child outcomes. Three, use
the information gained through enhanced oversight of subpart one
expenditures as well as any available information on States’ use of
subpart two funds to inform the design of an alternative financing
option that would give States more flexibility in spending child wel-
fare funds. Well, HHS agreed with the first recommendation and
provided guidance to States, reminding them of the statutory re-
quirements for subpart one spending. However, HHS disagreed
that it should collect data on States’ use of subpart one funds and
stated that its level of oversight was commensurate with the scope
and intent of subpart one. Also, HHS did not comment on the mer-
its of having enhanced oversight and information to inform the de-
sign of an alternative financing option. Mr. Chairman, this com-
pletes my prepared statement. I would be happy to answer any
questions you or other Members of the Subcommittee may have.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Ashby follows:]

Statement of Cornelia Ashby, Director, Education, Workforce, and Income
Security, U.S. Government Accountability Office

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am pleased to be here today to present information from our 2003 report on how
states used funds authorized under Title IV-B of the Social Security Act to help
families address problems that lead to child abuse and neglect and subsequent sepa-
ration of children from their families.! For federal fiscal year 2004, child protective
services (CPS) staff in state and local child welfare agencies reported investigating
or assessing an estimated 3 million allegations of child maltreatment and deter-
mined that approximately 872,000 children had been the victims of child abuse or
neglect by their parents or other caregivers. Established in 1935, Title IV-B first
authorized funds to states that could be used to provide a wide array of child wel-
fare services including those necessary to investigate reports of child maltreatment,
remove children from their home and place them with a temporary foster family,
help preserve or reunify families, and place children who cannot be safely reunified
with their families in an adoptive home.

The Congress has passed various laws over the years emphasizing the need for
states to use Title IV-B funding to provide supportive services to preserve and re-

1GAO, Child Welfare: Enhanced Federal Oversight of Title IV-B Could Provide States Addi-
tional Information to Improve Services, GAO-03-956 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 12, 2003).
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unify families. In 1980, for example, the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act
established a dollar cap on the amount of child welfare funds that states could use
under Title IV-B for foster care and certain other activities to encourage states to
use additional funding for services to families. In 1993, the Congress established the
family preservation and family support services program under Title IV-B subpart
2, authorizing funding to states for family preservation and community-based family
support services. The Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 further encouraged
spending on family support services by reauthorizing subpart 2, renaming it Pro-
moting Safe and Stable Families, and expanding the types of programs on which
states were authorized to spend Title IV-B funds to include adoption promotion and
support services and time-limited family reunification services. In fiscal year 2006,
the Congress appropriated $287 million for child welfare services under subpart 1
and $394 million for family support services under subpart 2.2 These funds are ad-
ministered to states by the Department of Health and Human Services’ (HHS) Ad-
ministration for Children and Families (ACF).

My testimony today is primarily based on information included in our 2003 report.
Specifically, I will be discussing: (1) how states used Title IV-B dollars to serve fam-
ilies under subparts 1 and 2; (2) the extent that federal oversight ensured state com-
pliance with spending requirements under subpart 1; and (3) what the research said
%bfgutdthe effectiveness of services states have provided to families using Title IV—-

unds.

In summary, while overlap exists, states reported using Title IV-B subpart 1
funds primarily to staff and administer child welfare programs and serve families
in the foster care system, while states reported using subpart 2 funds primarily for
prevention and support services for families at risk of child abuse and neglect. It
1s difficult, however, to clearly differentiate among the various service categories
and populations served. HHS provided relatively little oversight in how states spent
federal funds under subpart 1, and at least 10 states spent a total of over $15 mil-
lion over the legislated cap for foster care and adoption assistance payments. Al-
though the predominance of federal funding spent for foster care and adoption as-
sistance has long been cited as providing a disincentive to preserve and reunify fam-
ilies, little research is available on the effectiveness of the services subpart 1 funds
provide and HHS evaluations of services funded under subpart 2 have generally
shown no or little effect. Similarly, the extent that differences in how states spent
funds to support children and families resulted in better or worse outcomes for chil-
dren is unknown.

To help address this information gap, our 2003 report recommended that the Sec-
retary of HHS consider the feasibility of collecting and using data on states’ use of
Title IV-B subpart 1 funds. We made this recommendation not only to facilitate fed-
eral oversight and analysis of how states’ spending patterns correlate to child out-
comes, but also so that HHS could use this data to inform the design of alternative
funding proposals that would give states more flexibility in spending federal child
welfare funds. We also recommended that the Secretary provide the necessary guid-
ance to ensure compliance with statutory restrictions on the use of Title IV-B sub-
part 1funds. ACF agreed with our findings and implemented guidance to states re-
minding them of the statutory requirements for subpart 1 spending. However, ACF
disagreed with our recommendation to consider collecting data on subpart 1 expend-
itures. ACF believed that its level of oversight was commensurate with the scope
and intent of subpart 1, noting that its oversight efforts were more appropriately
focused on reviews of the states’ overall child welfare systems. ACF did not com-
ment on our recommendation to use such data to inform the design of an alternative
financing option.

Our review was based on two surveys to child welfare directors to obtain informa-
tion on how they use Title IV-B funds. We also visited four states—California, New
Jersey, Ohio, and Washington—where we interviewed state and local officials and
service providers. We also held discussions with HHS headquarters and regional of-
fice officials and child welfare experts. We reviewed results from HHS’s assessments
of state child welfare agencies as well as the literature assessing the effectiveness
of various child welfare services.

Background

Title IV-B of the Social Security Act authorizes funds to states to provide an
array of child welfare services to prevent the occurrence of abuse, neglect, and need
to place children in foster care. The Administration for Children and Families with-
in HHS is responsible for the administration and oversight of federal funding to
states for child welfare services under Title IV-B. HHS headquarters staff are re-

2 States are required to provide matching funds in order to receive federal Title IV-B funding.
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sponsible for developing appropriate policies and procedures for states to follow in
obtaining and using federal child welfare funds, while staff in HHS’s 10 regional of-
fices are responsible for providing direct oversight of state child welfare systems. No
federal eligibility criteria apply to the children and families receiving services fund-
ed under Title IV-B. The amount of subpart 1 funds a state receives is based on
its population under the age of 21 and the state per capita income, while subpart
2 funding is determined by the percentage of children in a state whose families re-
ceive food stamps.

Subpart 1 provides grants to states for child welfare services, that are broadly de-
fined. Subpart 1 funds are intended for services that are directed toward the accom-
plishment of the following purposes:

¢ protect and promote the welfare of all children;

¢ prevent or remedy problems that may result in the abuse or neglect of children;

¢ prevent the unnecessary separation of children from their families by helping
families address problems that can lead to out-of-home placements;

¢ reunite children with their families;

. pla(i:e children in appropriate adoptive homes when reunification is not possible;
an

» ensure adequate care to children away from their homes in cases in which the
child cannot be returned home or cannot be placed for adoption.

Subpart 2 services are similar to those allowed under subpart 1, although the
range of services allowed under subpart 2 is more limited in some cases. For exam-
ple, time-limited family reunification services can only be provided during a child’s
first 15 months in foster care, while no such restriction is placed on the use of sub-
part 1 funds. In addition, states must spend a “significant portion” of their subpart
2 funds on each of four service categories: 3

e Family preservation service. Services designed to help families at risk or in cri-
sis, including services to (1) help reunify children with their families when safe
and appropriate; (2) place children in permanent homes through adoption,
guardianship, or some other permanent living arrangement; (3) help children at
risk of foster care placement remain safely with their families; (4) provide fol-
low-up assistance to families when a child has been returned after a foster care
placement; (5) provide temporary respite care; and (6) improve parenting skills.

e Family support services. Community-based services to promote the safety and
well-being of children and families designed to increase the strength and sta-
bility of families, to increase parental competence, to provide children a safe
and supportive family environment, to strengthen parental relationships, and to
enhance child development. Examples of such services include parenting skills
training and home visiting programs for first time parents of newborns.

o Time-limited family reunification services. Services provided to a child placed in
foster care and to the parents of the child in order to facilitate the safe reunifi-
cation of the child within 15 months of placement. These services include coun-
seli