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FOSTERING PERMANENCE: PROGRESS
ACHIEVED AND CHALLENGES AHEAD FOR

AMERICA’S CHILD WELFARE SYSTEM

WEDNESDAY, MAY 10, 2006

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, DC.
The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:08 a.m., in

room SD–215, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Charles E.
Grassley (chairman of the committee) presiding.

Also present: Senators Smith and Baucus.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, A U.S.
SENATOR FROM IOWA, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning, everybody. Thank you all very
much for being patient a few minutes.

Today’s hearing is for the purpose of hearing testimony on a
subject that we have named ‘‘Fostering Permanence: Progress
Achieved and Challenges Ahead for America’s Child Welfare Sys-
tem.’’

Just last month, our committee heard testimony on the dev-
astating effect that the methamphetamine epidemic is having on
child welfare agencies. We also heard testimony on the strains that
exist on the child welfare system that are distinct from the meth-
amphetamine problem.

Today’s hearing has several purposes: to elaborate on the issues
raised during the hearing on the effects of methamphetamine on
States’ child welfare agencies, and also for members to hear testi-
mony on child welfare issues generally, and also the Promoting
Safe and Stable Families Program and the Mentoring of Children
of Prisoners Program, specifically. The authorization for both of
these programs ends this fiscal year, so we have to be ready for
that reauthorization.

The committee will hear testimony on the development of the
1997 Adoption and Safe Families Act which was enacted to empha-
size the safety, permanency, and well-being of children. That act
reauthorized, expanded, and renamed the former Family Preserva-
tion and Support Services Program to the Promoting Safe and Sta-
ble Families Program.

I was pleased to have actively participated in the development of
that act back then. The legislation was negotiated in a genuinely
bipartisan manner. All indications are that this bipartisan tradi-
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tion persists relative to legislation addressing child welfare issues
yet today.

The Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program provides funds
to States, territories and tribes for four categories of child and fam-
ily services: family support, family preservation, time-limited reuni-
fication, and adoption promotion and support.

These funds help a broad range of families. Promoting Safe and
Stable Families provides one of the few funding streams to actively
address problems within families that, if not addressed, could lead
to the child’s removal from the home.

The Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program also includes
funding for court improvement grants. The courts play a signifi-
cant, but often overlooked, role in achieving permanency for chil-
dren. Some judges are taking a real leadership role in their States
that ends up better serving children. I look forward to learning
more about the important work being done through the courts in
collaboration with child welfare agencies to increase child safety
and permanence.

I am encouraged by reports, following the landmark National Ju-
dicial Leadership Summit on the Protection of Children last Sep-
tember, that judges, attorneys, court administrators, social work-
ers, and those involved with child protection got engaged and be-
came more focused on collaborative efforts to improve outcomes for
children.

According to the latest data, 340,000 children from the child wel-
fare system have been adopted into safe and permanent homes.
The steady increase in the number of adoptions and the current ef-
forts directed towards court improvement I find very encouraging.
However, we still have 518,000 vulnerable children remaining in
foster care needing care and support.

As many as 20,000 a year will age out of care without finding
that permanent home, and that is a sad situation. The statistics on
outcomes for these young people then still remain very grim.

Additionally, the system is under-staffed and under-trained.
Children linger too long before securing permanency. More funding
should be available for substance-abuse treatment. During last
month’s hearing on the epidemic of methamphetamine, we heard
from Allison Bruno and the Noble family, for whom long-term care
residential and family treatment was a very effective strategy for
reunification.

I appreciate the good work on these issues by members of the
Senate Finance Committee, where there has been a great deal of
Democratic and Republican cooperation. These child welfare issues
really do cut across the ideological divide.

As always, I look forward to working on these reauthorizations
with Senator Baucus, particularly on the Promoting Safe and Sta-
ble Families Program, and hopefully, in addition, making some
progress on consensus on the broader issues relative to child wel-
fare.

We have Senator Baucus with us, and I would ask him for his
statement.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS,
A U.S. SENATOR FROM MONTANA

Senator BAUCUS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I very much appre-
ciate your calling this hearing. It is very important.

The Psalmist called on God ‘‘to defend the fatherless and the op-
pressed.’’ Well, today that job often falls to the child welfare sys-
tem. That system protects the most vulnerable and provides a safe
harbor for children. It looks out for children whose birth families,
for one reason or another, have not been able to provide fertile soil
in which to grow.

Each year, almost 3,000 Montana children enter foster care.
They come because of abuse, they come because of neglect, they
come because of other serious difficulties in their families.

Unfortunately, the number of foster families available to provide
safe, caring homes for these children has not kept up with the
need. The shortfall is especially acute for minority children, older
youth, and sibling groups.

The Montana Department of Public Health and Human Services
places foster children from infants to 18 years of age. Often, sibling
groups need to be placed, and it is almost always better if they can
be placed together. Many of the children have physical, emotional,
or learning challenges, and all of the children need placements in
safe, stable homes.

The children reflect Montana’s cultural diversity and special
needs. We have heard testimony that ‘‘over 65 percent of all foster
care placements in Montana are directly attributable to drug use,
and of those, methamphetamine is the primary factor 50 percent
of the time. Methamphetamine use among residents of the seven
Indian tribes in Montana is far in excess of epidemic proportion.’’

I am proud to be a co-sponsor of legislation introduced by Sen-
ator Bingaman that will make Combat Meth funds under the
PATRIOT Act available to tribes.

Today we will hear from Arlene Templer, a member of the Con-
federated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of Montana. I will be inter-
ested to hear from her the successes and challenges faced by our
Indian child welfare system.

One usually thinks of a child’s placement in foster care as tem-
porary, but some children may never be able to return safely to
their families. In those cases, every effort should be made to find
the most permanent living arrangement possible, such as guardian-
ship or adoption.

Among the children who are adopted nationwide through the fos-
ter care program, 62 percent are adopted by their foster family.
The Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program supports efforts
to rebuild families and helps to provide permanency for kids when
that proves impossible. This program is the largest dedicated
source of Federal funds for services to children and families.

Last year, Montana received a little more than $1 million for the
program. These funds are critical to Montana’s child welfare sys-
tem.

While children are in the child welfare system, their needs are
great. We must also remember that there are approximately 20,000
children in our country that age out of the system without finding
a permanent home. I applaud the resiliency of the children who
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manage to make this difficult transition and go on to lead func-
tional and fulfilled lives.

I also commend the thousands of case workers, foster families,
neighbors, and friends across the country who work to provide safe-
ty, stability, and love for the more than half a million children in
the Nation’s foster care system.

Critical child welfare services have recently experienced cuts in
funding. This year, the Promoting Safe and Stable Families Pro-
gram is up for reauthorization and this, I might remind us, is a
pivotal opportunity to ensure adequate support for strong families.

I look forward to hearing the perspectives of today’s witnesses on
how we defend the fatherless and the oppressed. I look forward to
hearing how we can better protect our Nation’s most precious re-
source. I look forward to hearing how we can better safeguard the
well-being of our children.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Senator Baucus, thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Senator Baucus appears in the ap-

pendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. We have our first witness, Ms. Ohl, Commis-

sioner of the Administration on Children, Youth and Families, and
that is in the Department of Health and Human Services. Before
she was in her current position, she served as the Secretary of
Health and Human Resources for the State of West Virginia.

Senator Rockefeller cannot be with us today because he is recov-
ering from back surgery, but if he were here, he wanted to say nice
things about you. [Laughter.] I cannot replace what he would say,
but I know if he would say nice things about you, there are nice
things to be said about you.

Senator BAUCUS. He will say nice things about you anyway. He
is that kind of a guy.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Well, anyway, you know that Senator
Rockefeller is a key member of this committee, and he has been a
leader on child welfare issues for many years.

I am interested to learn from you about the work that the admin-
istration has done to improve the outcome for children, as well as
learn about the administration’s proposals on the reauthorization
of these programs, so we will listen to you now.

And, if you have a longer statement than the time we allotted
for you, it will be placed in the record in its entirety and we will
obviously study it. So, we will ask you to go ahead with your oral
testimony at this point.

STATEMENT OF JOAN OHL, COMMISSIONER, ADMINISTRATION
ON CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. OHL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Obviously, the last time I
sat in this seat before the two of you was my confirmation hearing.

Senator BAUCUS. Welcome back.
Ms. OHL. I am glad to be here.
I thank you for inviting me to discuss reauthorization of three

important programs: the Mentoring the Children of Prisoners Pro-
gram, the Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program, and the
Court Improvement Program.
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According to the Justice Department, nearly 1.5 million children
wake up each morning with at least one of their parents incarcer-
ated. In recognition of the potential benefit of the mentoring of
these children, the Mentoring the Children of Prisoners Program
was established.

Now in its third year, the program has 218 grantees, including
States, local governments, tribes, and faith- and community-based
programs across the country. These programs connect positive
adult role models with children between the ages of 4 and 15 who
have an incarcerated parent.

As of December of 2005, nearly 20,000 children have been
matched through this program, and we are taking steps to increase
that number by providing targeted technical assistance and by pro-
posing a critical change in conjunction with our reauthorization re-
quest to allow the use of vouchers to provide services to the chil-
dren of prisoners.

Under the current structure, children of incarcerated prisoners
only have access to services provided by the 218 site-based organi-
zations who currently receive the funds. Many children are not lo-
cated in areas that are served by these grantees, and currently
three States have no access to a program within their borders at
all.

Under our proposal, a national mentoring support agency would
recruit and accredit mentoring programs nationwide. Vouchers will
allow families to choose any approved program from among the
4,100 programs currently operating throughout the country.

The second program up for reauthorization, the Promoting Safe
and Stable Families Program, provides funds for States and eligible
tribes to develop, establish, expand, and operate coordinated pro-
grams of community-based family support services, family preser-
vation services, time-limited reunification services, and adoption
promotion and support services.

The program has been expanded over the years in order to
strengthen and enhance States’ abilities to provide these services,
targeting the goals of safety, permanency, and well-being.

It is structured to provide critical support for an array of serv-
ices, while allowing States adequate flexibility to target the re-
sources in the manner it deems best meets the needs of its commu-
nities.

As a result of that, we are not seeking programmatic changes.
Rather, our proposal seeks the 5-year reauthorization of the cur-
rent program at $345 million in mandatory funds, maintaining the
increase under the Deficit Reduction Act, and $200 million in au-
thorized discretionary funding.

The third program that I want to talk about, which is under the
Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program, is the Court Im-
provement Program. In this program, grants are awarded to the
highest court in each State to enable the court to conduct assess-
ments of their foster care and adoption laws and judicial processes
and to implement system improvement.

These improvements must provide for the safety, well-being, and
permanence of children in foster care. Recently, as part of the Def-
icit Reduction Act of 2005, Congress provided $20 million for two
new court improvement grants that are focused on data collection
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and collaboration between the courts and child welfare. We are ex-
cited about the opportunity to expand our work with the courts
through this program.

The reauthorization of these programs is key to our overall strat-
egy for working with the States to improve child welfare. The Child
and Family Service Reviews—the CFSRs, as we refer to them—are
the cornerstones of our efforts to review State child welfare pro-
grams, monitor performance, promote improved outcomes, and en-
sure compliance with key provisions of the law.

CFSRs have now been completed in all 50 States, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico, and we have learned that States need
to take steps to improve their system. By themselves, just this find-
ing would be of little use.

The most important product, the CFSR, is engaging the States
to develop, and then implement, a Program Improvement Plan, a
PIP, in order to address practice issues that underlie the outcomes
for children and families who come in contact with the child wel-
fare system. To date, we have approved PIP plans for all 50 States,
and this summer we will launch the second round of the Child and
Family Service Review.

I know, Mr. Chairman, that time is short. But let me make a
couple of comments regarding some of the things that ACF is doing
with the methamphetamine use and the accompanying social and
economic impact.

ACF’s Children’s Bureau, in collaboration with the Child Care
Bureau and SAMHSA’s Center for Substance Abuse Treatment,
convened a National Conference on Methamphetamines and Child
Welfare.

Additionally, we sponsored comprehensive training last summer
of child welfare grantees and our ACF regional offices on the impli-
cations of methamphetamine abuse for child welfare.

We will continue to use our data resources and our work with the
States through the CFSR process to identify trends in metham-
phetamine usage, as well as its impact on child welfare.

Each of the programs that I have talked about this morning, the
Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program, the Court Improve-
ment Program, and the Mentoring the Children of Prisoners Pro-
gram, play a significant role in promoting the well-being of our Na-
tion’s vulnerable children and families, and we look forward to
working with this committee on the reauthorization.

Thank you very much. I look forward to answering questions
that you may have.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Ohl appears in the appendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Well, you commented on your recent con-

ference on methamphetamine. I want to say that I am pleased that
you have given that serious attention. You just commented a little
bit on the interaction between the child welfare system and the
methamphetamine problem. Could you share some of the promising
practices—if it is not too early to draw conclusions—and ap-
proaches with us?

Ms. OHL. I think one of the things, for instance, is some of the
data that we have looked at that have come out of family drug
treatment courts have been very good in terms of the work. Fami-
lies that have been in those programs have stayed with those pro-
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grams, and the impact that that has had, both in terms of the re-
unification of families, and in effect having children and families
move on, is very positive.

We also are looking—and I thought Senator Baucus would be in-
terested in this—at some of the issues related to the high impact
of methamphetamine on the tribal programs and the high usage.

So one of the things that I looked at in preparation for the hear-
ing—as you know, our data is not overly specific. At the time there
is a removal from the family, it is not drug-specific. But I did look,
because I know, Senator Grassley, you have been asking questions
regarding particularly the rural parts of the country and the im-
pacts on the caseload.

So I began to take a look at some of the data, and looking at
DEA data regarding methamphetamine and laboratories, as well as
in terms of per capita methamphetamine arrests, and beginning
then to take a look at the caseloads and the growth in caseloads.
So that is what has driven our work in terms of both the training
and the conference. We are going to continue to track this data and
work with States.

When you did your hearing a couple of weeks ago, Dr. Nancy
Young, who is the head of the resource center that we jointly fund
with SAMHSA, I know testified before you and had a lot of data
that she presented. So that is the course of the work that we are
currently on.

The CHAIRMAN. Sure. In regard to the one part of Promoting Safe
and Stable Families, we added a program, Promoting Healthy Mar-
riages, as one use of funds. Have States exercised the option to di-
rect funding from the Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program
to Promoting Healthy Marriages? Describe those efforts, if they
exist, and whether or not you judge they have been successful.

Ms. OHL. Senator, we know that at least 17 States have reported
Healthy Marriage initiatives in terms of their reports to us in their
annual updates. Part of those efforts have been utilizing funds for
the Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program.

For instance, in Georgia, there has been Family Support funding
that was used on both Healthy Marriage and co-parenting initia-
tives, trying to strengthen healthy marriages, parental relation-
ships, marriage education, relationship skills, those kinds of things.

Delaware’s Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program has fo-
cused on Healthy Marriage, parenting services, and substance
abuse services. We also had a waiver in Delaware on co-locating—
within the child welfare offices—substance abuse counselors.
Healthy communication and conflict resolution—Louisiana has had
a knapsack program. So as a part of this, there is the growth of
a number of these programs that are currently under way.

I think, also, there have been two national programs that you
may be aware of that ACF has had some involvement in, obviously,
the African American Healthy Marriage Initiative, and the His-
panic Healthy Marriage Initiative, and those are things that have
grown up across the country with coalitions of people from
community- and faith-based organizations.

They have developed programs. It is States, community-based,
tribes, and a variety of groups. A lot of that is in terms of the
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money that came as a result of the reauthorization of TANF. That
program announcement will be out probably within the month.

I think, as a part of that, there are a number of community- and
faith-based groups, States, localities who will be coming forth in
order to apply for those funds.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Senator Baucus?
Senator BAUCUS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Ms. Ohl, thank you very much for all you do. I take my hat off

to all the people in our States who really work very hard to help
kids. I have had some direct experience with all this, working with
families, with foster homes, and parents. I am very impressed by
what I see. I am sure they are stretched, but I am still very im-
pressed.

I took it upon myself to mentor this kid. I do this a lot in Mon-
tana at high schools and middle schools, with school-wide assem-
blies to combat methamphetamine. We have a lot of resource peo-
ple, and we really focus in.

I went in, and this little kid walked up to me, and I could tell
he had some problem. He blurted out to me that his mother was
on methamphetamine and he is in a foster home, he cannot find
his sisters, and all that, his grades are terrible, and he started to
cry.

So I thought, on the spot, I will do what I can to help mentor
this kid, and have for the last year. It is the foster program in
Montana which has really made a difference. We correspond a bit,
and I see him, and so forth. We have learned our favorite ice
creams, and all that.

But I had supper with him at Pizza Hut in Lewistown, MT a cou-
ple of weeks ago, and man, he has really developed. But it is the
foster program which is the real difference there, and his foster
mom.

My eyes kind of welled up when he called his foster mom ‘‘mom,’’
because his birth mother died of methamphetamine-related disease
a couple of months ago. So he is doing really well.

But my concern is this. I want to make sure our dollars are spent
well. Do you have any studies that show that, of the Federal funds
that are appropriated, how many dollars actually get down to the
homes?

Just with what the administrative costs are of the program, and
the pass-through costs, and all that. I just want to make sure that
the dollars we appropriate are spent very, very well. I know you
are working really hard and so forth. But do you have any data on
any of that?

Ms. OHL. Part of it, Senator, would be, on the Promoting Safe
and Stable Families Program, the administrative amount is
capped. I mean, that is 10 percent administrative.

These are the monies that we are talking about that are really
services-related, that in effect can work with families, both in
terms of family preservation and family support and those kinds of
activities. And then States come to us as a part of their plan and
they tell us how they’re going to allocate the monies across those
areas.
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Senator BAUCUS. Right. How much of your effort is spent on try-
ing to prevent some of the causes of kids having to go into foster
home? That is a little complicated, clearly. But in my State, as I
mentioned in my statement, so much of this is related to meth-
amphetamine.

When I go around Montana, I ask each law enforcement officer,
what is your greatest law enforcement problem? I began doing this
about 4 or 5 years ago. In every case, it was methamphetamine.
I asked today, and it is still the same.

We are able to put the precursors of production of methamphet-
amine—ephedrine, et cetera—back behind the counter so they can
no longer be sold out in front, and that has cut down on the labs,
but it has not cut down on demand. The drug still comes in from
Mexico, and so on, and so forth.

I am just curious what you are doing to try to prevent kids from
taking methamphetamine, or their parents from taking meth-
amphetamine. At least in my State, that is the main reason why
so many kids end up in foster homes, because of dysfunctional fam-
ilies, clearly, and a lot of it is related to methamphetamine.

In Montana, we have this program, and perhaps you have heard
of it, that is very effective. A fellow by the name of Tom Siebolds
spent $11, $12 million of his own money producing and airing very
graphic TV ads in Montana, and they are really graphic.

I go around in assemblies and I ask for a show of hands, how
many kids have seen these TV ads. Every hand goes up. How effec-
tive do you think they are? Do you think they are preventing the
first-time use of methamphetamine? Virtually every hand goes up.

Now, that is not terribly scientific, but it is causing kids to talk
to their parents now. It is causing kids to talk to their parents
about methamphetamine. It is clearly having a very positive effect.

I was wondering how much you, in your organization, work with
efforts like that to try to get at the root causes that force kids un-
fortunately to have to be in foster homes because of a dysfunctional
family, et cetera.

Can you address that, please, just very briefly?
Ms. OHL. Yes, I would be glad to. One of the funding streams

that we are here to talk about, Promoting Safe and Stable Fami-
lies, is the most flexible money. It is service-oriented and it can
work with families, identified families, and it can provide support
and it can provide preservation services. It can provide a variety
of things to work with families.

I agree with you, we have to get more ahead of this train than
we have. This is the most flexible money that is in the child wel-
fare system. The remainder of the money, the largest bulk of the
money, is in the foster care maintenance side.

Senator BAUCUS. My time is about up. Has the administration
proposal increased or decreased funds for these programs?

Ms. OHL. Well, in effect, we are requesting that it be reauthor-
ized at the $365 million mandatory and 200——

Senator BAUCUS. I am talking about the budget. The administra-
tion’s budget request.

Ms. OHL. We have an increase in the adoption——
Senator BAUCUS. Are there any decreases recommended?
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Ms. OHL. No. In effect, there are increases projected both in
terms of the adoption assistance, as well as on the foster care side.
There are increases on both sides of that.

Senator BAUCUS. All right. So there are no decreases.
Ms. OHL. No, there are not. There are no decreases. As a matter

of fact, on the Promoting Safe and Stable Families Program, we
have tried to get it on the discretionary side. We have, for numer-
ous years, tried to get it appropriated at the authorized level,
which is $200 million.

Senator BAUCUS. All right. I appreciate that. I would just encour-
age you to really be aggressive. I mean, really aggressive on all
these budget submissions. You are already working on the 2007
budget right now. I mean, the squeaky wheel gets the grease
around here, and the earlier you begin, the better. The early bird
gets the worm, and the squeaky wheel gets the grease.

So if you would really just be aggressive within the administra-
tion here and just raise a ruckus so next year you will get the
money you need, you will be supported by this committee. This
helps, too.

Thank you. My time has expired. Thanks.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Senator Smith?
Senator SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Commissioner Ohl, thank you for your service, and your agency.

You are truly working on the side of the angels. I hope you sense
from all of us here how much we value the work that you do.

Ms. OHL. I do.
Senator SMITH. I chair the Senate Committee on Aging, and in

that capacity we spent quite a bit of time in hearings on the reau-
thorization of the Older Americans Act. So I especially appreciated
the comments in your testimony about grandparents.

One of the things that has come out in our hearings, however,
is that some grandparents are finding that, unless they legally
adopt their grandchildren, that they do not get the services—or the
funding, rather—to help them in their programs.

I am wondering if you can address that. Is this an impediment
that we need to remove to make sure they are given the dollars for
respite and those kinds of things? Are they disqualified because of
that legal standing?

Ms. OHL. Let me answer the question in a couple of different
ways. There are obviously a number of grandparents in this coun-
try who are taking care of their grandchildren, for a variety of dif-
ferent reasons.

As a part of that, as you know, the funding streams are very
straightforward in terms of the foster care, the adoption. We have
waivers where, in effect, we have had guardianships and a variety
of other kinds of permanency streams that could be utilized.

As a part of that, you may be aware, we have, from the adminis-
tration side, proposed what we call a Child Welfare Program Op-
tion, which would give States an opportunity to take their foster
care funding in a flexible funding allocation.

Right now, there are very rigid eligibility requirements. As a
matter of fact, there is a look-back to 1996, as well as there are
a number of licensure and a variety of different requirements.
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What we had proposed is looking at giving States an opportunity
to braid these. We were talking about Promoting Safe and Stable
Families, there is the IV–E—the largest bulk of the funds—foster
care, and we have been doing Child and Family Service Reviews
with States for a period of time. States have a lot of information
about the system and where it is.

So what we have talked about, and getting back to Senator Bau-
cus’s point, if you had your money, if you chose the option, you
could take your funding in a flexible way and use it and build the
kinds of programs that individual States would know would best
meet their needs. You could use everything from prevention, to
subsidized guardianships, to information systems, to a variety of
services, from the front end all the way up to the higher end.

Senator SMITH. So there is no Federal impediment to States
being able to give grandparents help just because they are not the
legal adopted parents.

Ms. OHL. It depends. There is an issue of licensing of homes. We
always try to work with kin first. I think one of the things that we
have found is, we have worked with caseworkers all over the coun-
try to explore, find family, work with them and see if this is the
right option for children. We would like to see more flexibility.

Senator SMITH. Yes, I would, too. As you know, Aid to Families
With Dependent Children was abolished in 1996 and replaced by
the TANF program. However, as I understand it, the eligibility cri-
teria for title IV–E foster care programs continues to follow the old
Aid to Families With Dependent Children Program.

Are you working on a new formula for TANF that is not nec-
essarily tied to the old program?

Ms. OHL. In effect, this is where I was talking earlier about the
child welfare option. As part of that option, you would not have the
look-back, and for States who would choose that, you also would
not have the cost allocation. So, anyway, that is the approach that
we had taken regarding that.

Senator SMITH. One of my areas of concern is for those children
who are in foster care and who are leaving foster care who may
still have some issues with mental illnesses or depression. I am
wondering if there are any services available to help foster children
with mental illnesses who are aging out of the system so that as
they go on they do not fall through the cracks.

Ms. OHL. I think there are differences in terms of the way the
States approach it. As you know, we have the Chaffee program, the
Independent Living Program that is for older children, as well as
the education vouchers.

But States have an option in terms of how they might structure
their Medicaid program, or their CHIP program, or other programs
that, in effect, could then provide wrap-around services to the
young people. But it is a critical issue, particularly on the mental
health services.

Senator SMITH. Just a word of encouragement, that those wrap-
around services be there and that States be encouraged and
incentivized to provide them. It could be a life-and-death issue.

Ms. OHL. As the Chairman indicated earlier, I was a State Sec-
retary, so I know the issues from the field and coming up.

Senator SMITH. Thank you.
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Ms. OHL. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. I have one follow-up question. Then, since other

members are not here, you may get a lot of questions for answer
in writing.

Ms. OHL. I would be glad to answer them.
The CHAIRMAN. This is following up on the Healthy Marriage Ini-

tiative. You answered my question about States and what they do,
but are you aware of any States planning on expanding their
Healthy Marriage program in order to access the new amount of
money of $100 million that is in the stream?

Ms. OHL. I know from being at meetings around the country, and
currently even now, as I mentioned, there is the Hispanic Healthy
Marriage Initiative; currently that meeting started in San Antonio
today, and Assistant Secretary Horn is there.

There are groups all over the country. As you know, we have
been hoping to have this reauthorized for a few years, so they have
been getting ready for a period of time.

I think that when this program announcement comes out, you
will have community- and faith-based organizations, you are going
to have State and local governments, you are going to have tribes.
You are going to have a variety of groups who will be coming for-
ward in order to access those funds.

The CHAIRMAN. Then a question on family support services. It is
intended to help a broad range of families to promote safety and
stability in a family. Some of these services are primarily provided
by community agencies rather than the State agency.

Could you describe the community agencies and services they
provide and the role that faith-based initiatives play in providing
these services?

Ms. OHL. I would be glad to. You may be aware in your own
State, the Iowa Department of Human Services obviously does a
number of contracts and other things with community-based orga-
nizations, and they have also partnered with Prevent Child Abuse
Iowa.

As a part of that, they have identified one of the pieces that they
feel is very important is providing services to children and families
at critical points in the family’s life cycle.

This gets at some of the issues we were talking about earlier on
prevention: immediately after the birth of a child, young parents
with infants, in effect, families that are under stress, and obviously
all of these targeted at trying to prevent child abuse and neglect.

Also, I think that one of the things in the adoption promotion
and support area, a number of faith-based and community-based
organizations, but a lot of faith-based organizations, have been ac-
tively involved in the recruitment of both foster parents, foster
homes, and adoptive homes. We have had a number of one church/
one child types of initiatives, as well as a number of other faith-
based initiatives.

As I said, I was the secretary in West Virginia, and we had an
organization called Mission West Virginia. I went to them with the
Governor, and they were very active in helping to recruit foster
parents and adoptive parents.

Just as an aside, when the Compassion Capital Fund was look-
ing for intermediaries in order to help develop grassroots
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community- and faith-based organizations, Mission West Virginia
became one of the intermediaries as a part of that.

So there are a number of community- and faith-based organiza-
tions that are providing these Promoting Safe and Stable Families
types of services, and have had a long tradition of doing this.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Any further questions from Senator Smith?
Senator SMITH. No.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Ms. OHL. Thank you very much. It is a pleasure to have been

with you this morning.
The CHAIRMAN. Now will the second panel come? I am going to

introduce you while you come.
We have Jackie Hammers-Crowell, former foster care youth and

foster care advocate, Iowa City, IA, spending 10 years, as she did,
before aging out of her sixth placement in 1999. She has earned a
B.A. degree in journalism at the University of Iowa. She success-
fully published a number of articles on foster care. She happened
to be an intern in my office, and I welcome her back.

Gary Stangler, executive director, Jim Casey Youth Opportuni-
ties Initiative, St. Louis, MO. I think he has a unique perspective
because, while working in the private sector currently, he has also
served the State of Missouri as Director of the Missouri Depart-
ment of Social Services under two Governors.

Arlene Templer, of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes.
Senator BAUCUS. Kootenai.
The CHAIRMAN. Kootenai Tribe. Oh. In Montana. No wonder you

know how to say that. [Laughter.] Could you pronounce Meskwaki?
[Laughter.] Anyway, thank you for that.

Senator BAUCUS. No, I cannot.
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Senator Baucus has already elaborated. Did you want to further

elaborate on your constituent?
Senator BAUCUS. On one of my bosses? Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. So why don’t you do that at this point?
Senator BAUCUS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to introduce Arlene Templer. Arlene is with the Con-

federated Salish Kootenai Tribes in Montana, a very, very progres-
sive organization, I might add. All that they are involved in, the
Salish Kootenai, with defense contracts and other work they are
doing, it is a very, very impressive organization.

Arlene has been with the tribe for 25 years. She was selected as
chair of the State Rehabilitation Council for Montana as well ear-
lier this year, and is a Social Services representative at the Salish
Kootenai College, a very progressive tribal college. They do great
work. She is on the Human Services Board there.

I met with Arlene earlier today and she said, oh, I am nervous.
I do not know what to say, and all that. I said, Arlene, just speak
from your heart. Just tell us what we need to know, and it is going
to be just great. So, Arlene, thanks for making the effort and com-
ing out.

The CHAIRMAN. And then we have Joe Kroll. He is executive di-
rector of the North American Council on Adoptable Children, and
he is both an adoptive and a biologic father and has been involved
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in this council’s work for over 30 years. So I think we have people
with real-life experiences here.

And we are going to start with you, Jackie. Thank you for coming
back, too.

STATEMENT OF JACKIE HAMMERS-CROWELL, FORMER FOS-
TER CARE YOUTH AND FOSTER CARE ADVOCATE, IOWA
CITY, IA

Ms. HAMMERS-CROWELL. Thank you for allowing me to be here
today.

Whenever I speak about foster care, I am aware that I have the
privilege of speaking for myself, but also for other former foster
children and current foster children in the system.

Fortunately, I was able to bring the perspective of some of them
with me here today in the form of a DVD, which I have provided
to each member of the committee, and more are available for other
interested people

Just to say a bit about me. I spent 10 years in six foster care
placements in Iowa. I had mixed experiences in the system, but I
do not hesitate to say that I feel the system saved my life.

My birth mom was born mentally challenged and she spent time
in foster care herself due to be being part of a rather dysfunctional
family. When I was born, her biological parents helped her to take
care of me, which they did to the best of their ability, but we still
lived in filth and poverty.

When my grandmother died unexpectedly, it set off a chain of
events that ended with my mom in a home for adults with disabil-
ities and me in foster care.

When I was in care, I sometimes told my social worker what I
thought was wrong with the system, and she would help me with
what she could, but sometimes she would tell me that some of
those things would have to wait until I was a grown-up. I think
that it was probably just a way to try to get me off of the phone,
but it kind of helped me to think.

As I grew older, I became aware of not just the flaws of the sys-
tem, but the benefits that it is able to offer to foster children. For
example, when I was in school, my social worker was able to access
funds to help me pay to join extra-curricular activities. This fund-
ing came largely from decategorized money, a type of flexible fund-
ing.

After I aged out, the State of Iowa cut funding to many areas,
and decategorized money took a major hit. Since then, it has not
been restored to the same levels as when I was in care.

More flexible funding from a national level would lend itself not
just to helping children join school activities, but could be used to
better educate professionals about the needs of the children in their
caseloads, to rehabilitate birth families, or to meet a host of other
needs that could vary from State to State.

While I am on the subject of rehabilitating birth families, I would
like to address the perception that services provided to birth fami-
lies who do not reunite with the child taken from their home before
the child ages out or is adopted are wasted.
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People who think this way do not realize that, just like my moth-
er, the majority of children in foster care return to their birth fami-
lies after they turn 18.

Because of the high possibility that a child will attempt to recon-
nect with them later, it is best for the family to be at its most func-
tional so that it can provide appropriate reciprocal relationships
and not derail a young person at this critical time in their life.

I would also like to discuss Medicaid and its impact on foster
youth. When I was in care, Medicaid covered things like dental and
doctor appointments, but also ophthalmology, orthodontics, and
dermatology. It is not always the case, however, that foster chil-
dren are able to get the medical help that I received.

Medical professionals hesitate to accept Medicaid because of low
reimbursement rates and the extended length of time before they
are paid. When offices do accept Medicaid, it is often for a limited
number of patients. Once these spots are full, they no longer accept
Medicaid.

As an example of this, I was contacted by a foster mom who lives
in my area who was trying to get braces on her teenaged foster
daughter’s teeth, and she was unable to find an orthodontic clinic
that would accept the Medicaid program before the foster child was
going to be 22 years of age.

We did finally find an orthodontic clinic, but she took their last
spot, so if another foster kid came along later, they might have
been denied.

I would also like to talk a bit about the programs that have been
created by the Foster Care Independence Act of 1999. I think this
is just the greatest thing since sliced bread.

In Iowa, it has allowed us to create After Care, which provides
self-sufficiency advocates and direct vendor payments. It has pro-
vided funding for the first of two State-wide foster youth boards.
It has created eight transition planning specialist positions, and a
program manager to oversee them.

It has paid for State-wide life skills conferences for youth in fos-
ter care, and a State life skills curriculum that is distributed to all
teens after their 16th birthday if it is likely that they will age out
of care.

Beyond what I have already listed, my favorite parts of this bill
are that it allowed for foster children to continue to receive Med-
icaid coverage until their 21st birthday, which is especially helpful
for college students, and it acknowledged that there are children
for whom reunification and adoption are not always the best op-
tion.

This has opened discussion to options like subsidized guardian-
ship, which my fellow panelist, Joe Kroll, will touch on. But that
would have been a good option for me, and he will explain why.

A relatively new program that is benefitting foster children na-
tionally is the Education and Training Voucher program, or ETV.
Thanks to good legislation, foster children all over our country who
might not have otherwise had the opportunity can go to college,
beauty school, or a police academy. The program is even available
to foster children who were adopted after the age of 16.

There is one problem, however. Some foster parents who are not
able to afford to send their adoptive children to college are waiting
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until the child turns 16 to perform the adoption. I feel that this
practice can add to unstable feelings of a child who has experienced
foster care.

I cannot condemn prospective adoptive parents for doing this be-
cause they just want the child to get a college education, so my
suggestion would be to lower the age at which a child can be adopt-
ed and still qualify for ETV.

I alluded to it before when I was talking about flexible funding,
but I also wish to say directly that some new workers and attor-
neys working with foster children are not always aware of the
needs of the children on their caseloads.

This may be partially due to the fact that the positions are poorly
paid. When they realize that their salary will not allow them to
cover their student loans and other bills, many of the best can-
didates may go elsewhere.

A forgivable loan program for professionals going into child wel-
fare could potentially increase the pool of applicants for a social
work and guardian ad litem position, diminish the number of in-
competent workers hired, lessen burn-out, decrease turnover, and
maybe help the child feel more connected to an adult in their life.

There are foster children in each of our States who can achieve
as good, or better, outcomes than what I have, but it cannot hap-
pen unless they have access to appropriate programs and at least
one lifelong permanent connection to a caring adult.

More than anything, it is the support of the adults in my life
that I feel has helped me come through the system intact. The life-
long supports in my life include two sets of foster parents, my so-
cial worker, a transition planning specialist, and the families of two
of my friends.

For other foster children, it might include a teacher, a coach, a
mentor, a therapist, a member of the clergy, maybe even a U.S.
Senator. The point of that connection is that it be lifelong and sup-
portive.

In conclusion, the foster care system is a work in progress. It has
made huge strides in only a few decades, but it still has much room
for improvement. Each State, each county, and each child is dif-
ferent from the next.

Since we cannot customize the people to fit the services that we
have available, we must tailor the options to the people who are
being served. This is the best way to end the cycle that keeps feed-
ing generation after generation of children into our foster care sys-
tem.

I would be happy to answer any questions that you might have.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. We are going to go through the entire panel

and then we will come back for questions. Thank you for your testi-
mony.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Hammers-Crowell appears in the
appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Stangler?
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STATEMENT OF GARY STANGLER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, JIM
CASEY YOUTH OPPORTUNITIES INITIATIVE, ST. LOUIS, MO
Mr. STANGLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am executive director of the Jim Casey Youth Opportunities

Initiative based in St. Louis. It is a national foundation focused ex-
clusively on youth transitioning from foster care. It is named for
Jim Casey, who was the founder of UPS.

We have demonstration projects in 10 States, ranging from
Maine, to Iowa, to Tennessee, to California, focused on two things:
enhancing opportunities for economic success of youth transitioning
from foster care, and building permanence in their lives.

Policy and practice in the field of child welfare has evolved over
the past 10 years—and I think this is a very positive develop-
ment—from viewing independent living as a goal, very often even
a placement category, instead of thinking of the permanent connec-
tions that young people need to make a successful transition.

The evolution and thinking in the field has been of the integra-
tion of preparation for adulthood and permanence. We as parents
intuitively understand that you cannot separate those two for our
own kids. You cannot separate preparing them for adulthood from
the stability and permanence they need in their lives.

What is permanence? What do we mean? We mean, as close to
a family relationship as we can possibly get, whether that is reuni-
fication with kin, adoption, legal guardianship, preferably a legal,
long-term relationship.

We also talk about relational permanence, which is an emotional
bond beyond a legal relationship. But the important point, I think,
about permanence for young people, is that it is forever, and it is
a forever attachment that they can count on.

We have a lot to learn about how to achieve this permanence for
older youth transitioning from foster care, but some things we do
know. We know, for instance, that success in education is entirely
dependent on permanence, that your ability to succeed in school is
so closely linked to closeness to a family, including a foster family,
for you to have educational success, which then is the basis for eco-
nomic success.

At Chapin Hall at the University of Chicago, their recent re-
search says that this closeness to a family, for kids in foster care,
doubles the chances of them succeeding in school.

Intuitively, that is not surprising to us. If a child is bounced from
placement to placement—many kids in our systems have seven,
eight placements as adolescents—it is no surprise that education
suffers, so grades get repeated, records do not follow. We have kids
immunized more than one time because the records do not keep up.

So establishing this permanence is an important, necessary step,
I believe, for educational success for them to be successful adults
and transitioning to permanence.

There are specific things that I would ask Congress to consider.
People respond to incentives, especially financial incentives. Sys-
tems are like people, they respond to financial incentives as well,
and this committee knows that very well.

We need to extend the supports and the Federal support and in-
centives to States to continue foster care to age 21, and Medicaid
to age 21. I would note that the State of Iowa, just this past month,
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passed legislation—the legislature and the Governor working to-
gether—to establish foster care to age 21, Medicaid to 21, and to
allow kids to reenter the system.

Kids turn 18, they think they are grown up, they want to get out
on their own, and then they find out it just is not so great out there
trying to make it on your own as an adult.

Again, back to the Chapin Hall research, kids who are allowed
to stay in foster care to 21 had double the odds of success finan-
cially and in school.

On Medicaid, Jackie referenced the importance of Medicaid, espe-
cially in mental and behavioral health, and this committee has
wrestled with methamphetamine and other forms of substance
abuse.

Ms. Ohl referenced that, under Chaffee, States can opt to cover
18- to 21-year-olds under Medicaid; only 12 States have done so in
the 5 years since Chaffee passed. Congress put the money on the
table. It is disconcerting to me that the States do not pick up this
option for one of the basic important services for kids leaving foster
care.

As young adults, many are going to become pregnant. The men-
tal and behavioral and substance abuse issues are right in front of
us. I think the States, for one reason or another, need to overcome
the barriers to establishing Medicaid for kids to 21.

By the same token, I find it disconcerting that, again as Jackie
mentioned, education and training vouchers are a terrific thing.
Again, the Congress has put the money on the table.

States have layered requirements upon kids leaving foster care,
often well-intentioned in terms of staying in school, making grade
progress, et cetera, but so many of these kids—18-year-olds—they
have to find a place to live, they have to support themselves, they
have to work part-time, and they have to go to school.

We need to factor that in in supporting post-secondary education
and continuing their education, and I would urge the Congress to
look at this and how this money that is there can be better used
by the States to support these kids staying in school. Hardly any
kid in the United States has graduated from high school at age 18,
and foster kids at age 18 have a whole host of other things to deal
with besides that.

Two final things. One is, we should sever the link between eligi-
bility for financial aid for post-secondary education and adoption,
legal guardianship, other forms of permanency.

We have a young lady from our Nashville Youth Board. All of our
projects have youth boards. She testified last year on the Hill about
how she had to choose between adoption and financial aid for col-
lege. She was 18 years old.

She said that she chose a family because she wanted a father to
walk her down the aisle, she wanted her kids to have grand-
parents, and she gave up the financial aid, because now her new
family’s income was deemed for her eligibility for financial aid for
college. Senators Coleman and Landrieu have introduced legisla-
tion to correct this, and I believe that is still in committee.

Finally, to sum up, I was a member of the Pew Commission on
Children and Foster Care, and want to reiterate our recommenda-
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tions about post-adoptive services, subsidized guardianship, and
post-permanency services.

We should provide post-adoption-type services, not just for adop-
tive parents but for legal guardians and for other people who try
to establish permanence for kids leaving foster care, to have those
same kinds of family supports and family preservation services
that Senator Grassley alluded to earlier.

I also congratulate the Congress for their work on improving the
courts and the court improvement grants. This is a big step. It is
part and parcel of everything we do. We have made much progress
in the last 10 years, Senators, and I believe this committee will
help this country continue that progress. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Stangler appears in the appen-

dix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Now, Ms. Templer?

STATEMENT OF ARLENE TEMPLER, MSW, ACSW, CRC, CONFED-
ERATED SALISH AND KOOTENAI TRIBES, DEPARTMENT OF
HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT, SOCIAL SERVICES DI-
VISION MANAGER, PABLO, MT

Ms. TEMPLER. Good morning. I am Arlene Templer. I am honored
to be here. My father was illiterate, he could not read or write, and
I grew up in great poverty. My mother pushed education, and the
tribe pushes education for its individual members. So I sit here be-
fore you today, and I am a little nervous.

I am from the great State of Montana, and I am a member of
the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes. I am the end of the
line in my family. My children are first-generation descendants.

The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes is a self-govern-
ance tribe, which means that we operate almost all of the programs
and services that the Federal Government, mainly through the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs and Indian Health Service, would be re-
quired to provide were the tribes not operating them on behalf of
the Federal Government.

The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes manages both the
Child Protection Services and foster care. Last year, our agency re-
ceived over 480 CPS referrals involving over 900 children.

The majority of all families referred for suspected abuse and ne-
glect are unemployed. There is a direct relationship between pov-
erty and abuse and neglect on our reservation.

Our unemployment rate is 36 percent. The average unemploy-
ment rate on Montana Indian reservations is 62 percent. The other
reservations, it runs anywhere from 75 to 90. Our low average
brings down everybody’s unemployment rate.

Due to a combination of limited State, Federal, IV–E, and BIA
funds, our ability to respond to the high number of referrals and
the need for quick investigation are severely compromised.

The present IV–E funds and the BIA funds do not provide for
total support of foster care families struggling with high-need chil-
dren. We have submitted an official testimony, but I would like to
tell you what is happening in the field.

In the last 4 years, we have placed 30 methamphetamine-
affected children. As you know, this is probably the tip of the ice-



20

berg. Law and Order reports that in 2000 there were 39 labs seized
in Lake County, that is, on the reservation; in 2001, there were 23
in Montana, 5 on the reservation; in 2002, we had 13 labs; in 2003,
we had 18 labs. In 2004, we had 74 Federal arrests and 120
searches.

The developing fetus appears to be vulnerable to the DNA
changes from methamphetamine because it has not developed the
enzymes that protect it. In adults, you can actually see degenera-
tion of the brain.

At 14 to 18 months, we are seeing excessive screaming, head-
banging, and crying for extended periods of time. At 3, 31⁄2, we are
seeing destruction of property and physical aggressiveness behav-
ior, mostly to grandparents because the parents are still caught up
in their addictive behavior. They are literally beating up the grand-
parents. They are hurtful to animals and exhibit extreme defiance.

Services for these children include speech therapy, sensory re-
integration therapy, occupational therapy, and dental services. We
have had six emergency surgeries in 1 month, in the last couple of
months. They have rotten teeth, they are abscessed. These kids
have a high tolerance to pain, and that worries me. On a weekly
basis, these kids have several appointments.

In many of them, the guardian or the foster parent needs to be
involved. In the last month, five of our foster kids have been re-
turned back to us, given back to us before we can achieve perma-
nency, saying, here, we cannot deal with it. We need to act fast.
I do not want to be back here justifying the need for orphanages.

This is what we need to do. Excuse my ignorance of crossing over
boundaries. These issues cross many boundaries. Tribes cannot ac-
cess Department of Correction dollars unless we give up jurisdic-
tion of our kids to the county. These dollars can be used for treat-
ment and services.

Tribes cannot access the State of Montana’s title IV funds, the
general funds, like our partners, Department of Family Services,
for in-home services, respite care, and counseling. Tribes cannot ac-
cess IV–E funding unless it develops a contract with the State. One
year, our contract was held up for the entire year because of the
argument of venue.

We support the Pew Commission in removing the income guide-
line requirements and direct funding to tribes. Tribal members,
tribal children, are coming home. When States transfer back kids
to the reservation, we attempt to keep the IV–E intact. But in our
northwest, we have gotten kids back where the IV–E has not come
back intact. When that happens, we have to use BIA funds.

If we get to guardianship on those kids, the BIA funds only pay
75 percent of the State rate and then they have to ask for that
funding annually, and only if the Bureau has the money.

IV–B funds are inadequate. These funds can be used to train
workers, train foster parents. The children we are dealing with
have comprehensive service needs. We as a tribe believe reunifica-
tion is in the best interests of children.

If we cannot reunify, we go to permanency through legal guard-
ianship. We would like to see legal guardianship interchange with
the adoption language. We do not do many adoptions. In the last
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2 years, we have done 33 guardianships, mostly kinship, and only
3 adoptions.

We do not believe in termination of parental rights, but the serv-
ices are the same in legal guardianship and adoption. We need to
figure out how to make foster parenting attractive and create in-
centives to become foster parents. These are the people we look to
to go to guardianship, relatives or not.

I have heard a lot of talk about flexible funding. Here are some
of the things we could do under flexible funding. We spend a lot
of time writing grants. We wrote a grant to assess children’s needs
when they were born positive to methamphetamine called DAC, a
Developmental Assessment Clinic.

We have professionals from the medical, nutrition, occupational
therapy, physical therapy, cognition, dental, audiology, speech, and
language fields. It is a model program, but the funding is 1 year
and we do not have the funds to pick it up.

Family-based services. We are currently applying to the Stran-
ahan Foundation; again, limited funding for limited years. We
want to keep our families together.

Joe Kroll will talk about how 90 percent of the IV–E funding is
for children who have entered foster care. We do not have the
money for prevention, family support, and reunification efforts and
services.

We need flexible funding for extra-curricular activities, for kids
to do sports, cultural events, things that keep them away from
drugs. We need funding for family shelters. We need to place fami-
lies, not just kids, into family shelters and teach them how to live
drug-free and train them for employment.

Reauthorization has not occurred on WIA, critical to the Native
American disability community. Title IV is vocational rehabilita-
tion. Tribes, not States, must compete under discretionary grants
every 5 years.

These funds will be critical as parents attempt to reenter the
work world from their addictions, and for the children who are
methamphetamine-affected and must now learn to work with what-
ever disability they might have.

Drug court funding. More funding for tribal drug courts. We ap-
plied. We were not chosen. We are currently rewriting our Tribal
Children’s Code, making plans for long-term changes, but we need
resources. The drug court grants can include funding for drug
treatment programs.

Independent living. Again, it is a State pass-through. Seven
tribes were put in a room and told that we could divide up $70,000
between us. That comes out to a 0.4 FTE. Some of these kids have
lost their parents to addiction. We need to break the cycle of addic-
tion and poverty. This program is a necessity for kids aging out of
foster care. It does not have to be a sad situation.

Indian Health Service. The methamphetamine epidemic is going
to, and will continue to, have catastrophic effects on the Indian
Health Service budget and the State Medicaid budget.

Indian Health Service is currently funded at 59 percent. If there
is no action to increase funding, the general health of the Indian
community will not be met when dealing with the increased health
needs of the methamphetamine-affected children. We have the
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ideas. We need the resources to resolve our problems and chal-
lenges.

Lastly, my life has been threatened twice in the last month. We
have installed ‘‘panic’’ buttons for social services workers’ offices.
We are exposed to contaminated children. We are walking into
homes, methamphetamine labs. We are drug testing adults and
getting positive results. That means they are coming to our office
within hours of taking methamphetamine.

We have two CPS and one foster care position open in our office.
We have been advertising for 3 months and only have four applica-
tions.

The last methamphetamine drug bust, there were seven children
in the home, and the youngest one was 7 weeks old. I believe today
we have outlined what our needs are to turn this around. Please
consider our offerings of ideas and needs. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Templer appears in the appen-

dix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Now, Mr. Kroll?

STATEMENT OF JOE KROLL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NORTH
AMERICAN COUNCIL ON ADOPTABLE CHILDREN, ST. PAUL,
MN

Mr. KROLL. Thank you, Senator Grassley. I guess I am the closer
here. A number of the previous panelists have indicated what I
might be talking about, and I will be as brief as possible.

I just want to thank the committee for taking the time today,
and I want to thank you personally for your sponsorship of the
forum that we had back in March. I like to call my testimony ‘‘Real
Families, Real Recommendations.’’

Also, I just want to say, whenever I have the opportunity to talk
about my work, I talk about this committee’s bipartisanship. I
made the joke once that in the dictionary under ‘‘bipartisanship’’
there is a picture of this committee, because you do work together
and you achieve those wonderful votes.

I think that the passage of the Adoption and Safe Family Act
back in 1997 that I worked with your staff on was a benchmark
in this country. The proof is, in 7 years there are 330,000 more
children in permanent adoptive families. The increase has been
dramatic, and the outcome is excellent. There is still work to be
done, though, so I will address that now.

There are 118,000 still waiting for permanent families, and each
year 20,000 children age out of foster care. Too many end up home-
less, incarcerated, or physically and mentally ill.

My remarks will focus on two areas today: supporting expanded
permanency options and providing additional post-permanency sup-
port. I know the committee has a 9-page testimony, but I have
shortened it dramatically.

NACAC has ‘‘adoption’’ in its name, but we are going to talk
about birth families, relatives, and adoptive families who are car-
ing for children who are the most vulnerable in the country.

I first want to address birth families. As mentioned earlier, 90
percent of the funds in the IV–B and IV–E programs goes to foster
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care and adoption. Only 10 percent goes to the flexible title IV–B
services in both part I and part II.

In Nashville recently, I met Melissa. Melissa spoke at our forum
very eloquently in March and described her story. The short
version is, she was addicted to drugs. She was at risk of losing her
son, when she found an innovative drug program that kept parents
and children together rather than placing children away from their
families in foster care.

Melissa explained how hard it would have been for Marley to
enter care rather than staying with her during treatment. ‘‘The
pain of his mother being sick and gone . . . I know that would have
been devastating. None of it was his fault. To be able to heal with
him while I was healing—that was just a beautiful thing.’’ Melissa
is now a proud soccer and Cub Scout mom, and a nurse.

I think the recommendation that we want to emphasize in this
area is that the Federal Government must significantly increase its
investment in title IV–B, parts I and II, and provide States with
increased flexibility in how they spend child welfare monies.

In addition, if States successfully reduce the use of foster care,
they should be able to reinvest Federal dollars saved into preven-
tive and post-permanency services. This would provide an incentive
to keep or move children out of care, while also beginning to ad-
dress the vast imbalance in Federal funding.

Now I want to address subsidized guardianship. Also at the hear-
ing, a Des Moines resident, Helen Clay, described caring for her 9-
year-old grandson, Cordell. He had been with her for many years,
but adoption was not the right choice.

As Helen explained so eloquently, ‘‘He has enough problems
without his aunts and his mothers becoming his sisters. That is
like a bad rap song.’’ She delivers that line much better than I did.

Helen is no opponent of adoption—she has adopted four other
foster children—but knows that in Cordell’s case, guardianship
would provide the permanency needs without rearranging family
boundaries. At the same time, Helen needs assistance to help meet
Cordell’s significant special needs.

Senator Smith had asked earlier about barriers to guardianship,
and there is a huge barrier. We would like to see that subsidized
guardianship be an approved permanency option included in the
title IV–E program, like adoption assistance. A Federally supported
guardianship program could help almost 20,000 children leave fos-
ter care right now, and thousands more can be served each year.

In the area of the adoption incentive program, which has been
recently reauthorized and expanded and focused on older children,
there are a couple of recommendations that I would like to make.

It is a small pot of money but it goes to support children and
families. We think that the Federal Government’s goal, and each
State’s goal, should be to achieve the best permanency option for
a particular child in as short a time as possible. Incentive programs
should be expanded to reward States for safe reunification, guard-
ianship, and adoption, all permanency goals that work for children.

Then I want to add a free one that does not cost the Federal Gov-
ernment any money. We think that the incentive dollars, when
they are rewarded to the States, should be there for more than 1
year. They get awarded in September, they have until the following
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September to spend the money. We think, if the States had 3 years
to spend the money, they could develop more appropriate pro-
grams.

Then, finally, two areas related to adoption. The first one is in
terms of adoption assistance. We have had families around the
country addressing their issues. Sean, from Iowa, spoke last March.
He said of adoption assistance, ‘‘It took the weight off and moved
us from thinking, ‘Can we financially make it work?’ to ‘Can we
love and care for this child?’ ’’ The adoption assistance program
served Sean well.

I think you probably heard about the situation in Missouri where
there was a dramatic cut attempted of the subsidy program, with
almost 1,000 families being removed from the program. A judge
just recently found that law to be unconstitutional, and there is, in
effect, a stay of execution on that issue.

But we think that it is time for the Federal Government to de-
link the adoption assistance program from the AFDC requirements.
Senator Rockefeller has introduced a bill, Adoption Equality Act of
2005, that would extend title IV–E adoption assistance to every
child with special needs adopted from foster care. We think that it
is time for that to occur.

Then, finally, in the area of post-permanency support, just one
brief description, a family from New Mexico. Heather, from New
Mexico, adopted Chris from foster care at age 9. At that time Chris
had been in several foster placements, including a group home.
Heather explains, Chris attended over 11 different schools by the
time he hit second grade. He could not really read or write. He was
in special education and had ADHD. Unfortunately, after a few
years Chris’s behavior escalated and he began stealing and lying,
and then seriously injured his younger sister. Heather helped get
Chris into a psychiatric hospital and then residential treatment.
Chris is coming home, but Heather knows that he and the rest of
the family will continue to need extensive, often expensive, support.
Those are the kinds of children that we are caring for now who
have been adopted from the foster care system.

The title IV–B program, which provides post-adoption services,
has a limited amount of funds, and we think that more research
is needed for adoption, competent mental health services, and case
management programs that will ensure that children with difficult
histories and current mental health and behavior problems do not
needlessly return to foster care.

We want to keep the families intact once an adoption subsidy or
reunification occurs. That is our goal, and we hope that the Federal
Government can assist us with that goal. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kroll appears in the appendix.]
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I am going to start with Jackie. Ob-

viously I appreciate your testimony and devotion to this cause. It
has been very helpful to us to hear from you directly because you
have been a part of this system that we are talking about.

You mentioned many programs that have provided essential ben-
efits for foster children, including the Foster Care Independence
Act. Now, I have a 3-part question and I will ask it all at once. As
one of your lifelong supports, you mentioned in your testimony
about a transition planning specialist.
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Could you provide us with a little more detail as to the types of
skills these specialists need to work with children to develop the
skills that children have to develop? Is there a specific program
that is followed, or is it tailored for each individual? At what age
do children typically begin working with these specialists?

Ms. HAMMERS-CROWELL. I would be happy to answer that. The
transition planning specialists, because there are only eight of
them in the State of Iowa, are not assigned a regular caseload of
children. What they do is, they meet with the children twice who
are expected to age out of care. They do not meet with children
who are anticipated to be reunified or adopted.

The first time they meet with that child it is as part of a family
team meeting, and they discuss what the child would like to see
in their future, what their plans are, if they would like to go to col-
lege, trade school, anything like that, any job skills that they have,
job skills they may need to acquire, the different problems that
they may have had in their foster home that could be a sign of
something that they need to work on in their adult lives, et cetera.

The first time they do that, they come up with a plan with this
family team, which would be the foster parents, the regular social
worker, perhaps the guardian ad litem, may even include teachers,
anyone who is really interested in the child being successful leav-
ing the system.

The second time, they meet to follow up to make sure that the
plan that was created is put into place and that the people who
agreed to help the child with the skills are doing their part of the
deal. Basically it is on a case-by-case basis. They would get to know
the child a little bit, get to know what supports they have, and help
them develop a plan.

Because it is done in the family team meeting style, you do not
always have the same person doing the same thing. The child
might have a particularly strong bond with the foster parents or
they might not. They may go with a bond that is stronger for cer-
tain things in a different family.

I believe that the first meeting is when the child is 16, and the
second meeting is sometime before their 18th birthday, but I could
look that up and get back to you on that to be sure. But it is after
the age of 16 that they are initially referred.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
I am going to go on to Mr. Stangler, about the courts. You heard

what I said in my opening statement about the program for fund-
ing court improvement grants, obviously because courts play a very
significant role in permanency. Some judges take a real leadership
role in some States to better serve children. And we have this $20
million.

So my question is, from your experience as director of the Mis-
souri Department, can you elaborate on the role that State courts
play in working towards establishing permanency for a child out of
home care, and could you share some specific examples from your
experiences in Missouri of effective collaboration?

Mr. STANGLER. Thank you, Senator. Starting with the latter, we
worked with the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges and our Supreme Court to have joint convenings of execu-
tive branch bureaucrats like myself with the judiciary to work on
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common protocols and procedures and ways for agency case work-
ers to talk to judicial officials. The bottleneck that the courts often
have for the child welfare system very often is a lack of resources,
or lack of leadership, very often, as you have pointed out. You have
an effective leader, like you have in Maura Corrigan in Michigan,
among others, who was on the Pew Commission with me. People
like that can make all the difference in the world.

I would tell one anecdote, stealing from Judge Corrigan, where
the guardians ad litem were not meeting with the foster youth
prior to the hearing. She established a rule from the court that
they would not be reimbursed for their time absent an affidavit at-
tached testifying that they had met with the child prior to the
hearing.

Surprisingly, compliance rates went up quickly in terms of the
guardians meeting with the kids, and Jackie referenced this. So it
is not just things like the model courts, which are wonderful, and
there are people far smarter than I on this.

But I think, being the highly-trained bureaucrat that I am, Con-
gress could also find ways to incentivize the executive agencies as
well who are not getting any of the model court’s money to work
with the judiciary; we are often intimidated by judges who occa-
sionally threaten us with things. So I think getting over that for
this collaboration and incentivizing that would be a wonderful
thing.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
I will have two questions of the last two witnesses after Senator

Baucus.
Senator BAUCUS. Thank you, Senator.
Arlene, you gave a very effective, compelling statement which

kind of sounds like a dysfunctional system; that is, with all the dif-
ferent potential sources of dollars, all the jurisdictional impedi-
ments that you face, whether State, tribal, Feds, whatnot.

What really works? That is, what funds, or sorts of funds, or ap-
proach, or combination? If you could wave the magic wand and say,
what works, what would you do? You are there, you are on the
front lines. You see what is going on. What would you do about
prevention? What would you do about foster care? What would you
do about rehabilitation treatment?

I know that is an awful lot in a short period. But Arlene, you
are the one. You are going to write this. What are some of the
things that come to mind?

Ms. TEMPLER. The State block grants have not worked well for
us. We get a very small proportion once they pass through the
States. If we were given the resources we need, if we had direct
funding, we have had things that have worked. The Developmental
Assessment Clinic has worked for those kids on methamphetamine.
We have assessed their needs. We have been able to make the re-
ferrals for those kids. But that program is over. There is no more
funding.

Senator BAUCUS. What is the program that works?
Ms. TEMPLER. The Developmental Assessment Clinic. The DAC

clinic has worked.
Senator BAUCUS. All right.
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Ms. TEMPLER. Rehabilitation. We hope that those parents, once
they get off the drugs, will come back in to vocational rehabilita-
tion. The tribe, though, only gets funded under discretionary grant
funds.

Senator BAUCUS. All right. But how much do you get for kids,
and how short is that?

Ms. TEMPLER. We only get a little over $300,000 under IV–E.
Senator BAUCUS. You get $300,000. Generally, if you look at the

various programs, what is the total to get that is effective?
Ms. TEMPLER. We get $500,000, and that is not effective.
Senator BAUCUS. What do you get that is effective, roughly?
Ms. TEMPLER. We do not get the money to make us effective. It

is haphazard.
Senator BAUCUS. No, no, no. The money that you do receive.
Ms. TEMPLER. Yes. How are we spending effectively?
Senator BAUCUS. And of the dollars you receive, how much of

that is effective, roughly? Just a guess, off the top of your head. It
is all right.

Ms. TEMPLER. Fifty percent.
Senator BAUCUS. Fifty percent. And how much would that be,

roughly? How many dollars?
Ms. TEMPLER. I guess I am not understanding.
Senator BAUCUS. No, you are on the right track.
Ms. TEMPLER. Am I?
Senator BAUCUS. You are right. Yes. Fifty percent of the total

you get would be what?
Ms. TEMPLER. A hundred and fifty thousand.
Senator BAUCUS. A hundred and fifty thousand. How many dol-

lars do you need to reasonably get the job done?
Ms. TEMPLER. Twice that.
Senator BAUCUS. At least $300,000.
Ms. TEMPLER. At least, yes.
Senator BAUCUS. Now, why is half of the $300,000 currently inef-

fective?
Ms. TEMPLER. We can start programs but we cannot continue

them. Funding runs out. Time is limited.
Senator BAUCUS. So it would help tremendously if you knew that

you had $300,000 and it is going to stay there and it is going to
continue for over a couple, 3 years.

Ms. TEMPLER. Yes. Yes. And the flexibility to do the things that
we have identified.

The CHAIRMAN. Can I ask, you indicated that there is money
creamed off at the top. I presume this is for administrative costs.
What does that average?

Ms. TEMPLER. On the IV–E?
The CHAIRMAN. Well, on whatever you said. If the money came

directly to the tribe and you could depend on it, you would have
more money because, I get the impression, so much of it is left at
the State level.

Ms. TEMPLER. Probably 25 percent of it is creamed off the top for
administrative.

Senator BAUCUS. How much of that can be cut, reasonably?
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Ms. TEMPLER. It is hard to cut that because tribes have what is
called an indirect cost. We are told what indirect costs are for ad-
ministrative.

Senator BAUCUS. No. Your gut guess. You have seen it. Forget
all this stuff. How much administrative cost do you think is reason-
able? What percentage, roughly?

The CHAIRMAN. In other words, I think he is asking, if you were
spending the money directly, how much would you spend for ad-
ministrative costs as opposed to the 25 percent? We are talking
about effective use of taxpayers’ money here.

Ms. TEMPLER. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. If you are telling us it is being wasted at the

State level, we need to know that.
Senator BAUCUS. And Arlene, if anybody gives you a hard time,

let me know and I will back you up. [Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. And I will back up Senator Baucus. [Laughter.]
Ms. TEMPLER. What we have been doing as a detriment to the

tribe is, when we write grants we rarely put administrative dollars
into them. We write the grants for direct services, for monies that
get to the family level. So in my position I wear three, four, and
five hats because we are trying to get that money out to families
and out to individuals.

The CHAIRMAN. So you are saying you would have 25 percent
more money to spend on services.

Ms. TEMPLER. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Am I not hearing you right?
Ms. TEMPLER. I think you are.
The CHAIRMAN. But you are afraid to say it. [Laughter.] Well,

then you did not say it.
Senator BAUCUS. That is right. You did not say it. Well, that is

important.
Any other thoughts while you have the magic wand and you are

the deal here, you are the one who will fashion this?
Ms. TEMPLER. I think the biggest thing that I heard them all say,

is the flexibility in dollars. We at the tribal level know the pro-
grams and the services that people need. If that flexibility is cre-
ated within the funding line items, I believe that we know how to
help our own people.

Senator BAUCUS. Where is the current inflexibility?
Ms. TEMPLER. Title IV–E dollars. Ninety percent, as Joe said,

goes to foster care maintenance. There is only a 10 percent margin
in there that you can do anything with.

In IV–B, there just are not enough dollars. Do you do training
of personnel or training of foster parents? We would like to do a
whole prevention, family support, many more other things, but the
dollars are not there.

Senator BAUCUS. Would any of the others of you disagree with
what Arlene said about flexibility? I see Jackie kind of agreeing
with Arlene, and others do.

Mr. KROLL. I think on the flexibility issue that one of the things
that people have talked about is, if States can reduce their foster
care population, their title IV–E reimbursement goes down. How
could we reinvest that money in front-end and back-end services?

Senator BAUCUS. Right. Right. Right.
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Arlene, what else do you have on your list?
Ms. TEMPLER. The methamphetamine stuff. We need tribal court

grants. We need to be able to get in front of methamphetamine.
Senator BAUCUS. Right.
Ms. TEMPLER. We need to be able to have law offices.
Senator BAUCUS. Why were you turned down in your application

for a tribal court?
Ms. TEMPLER. They liked our application, they asked us to re-

apply. We intend to do that. The competitiveness of those drug
court grants is pretty intense.

Senator BAUCUS. Where do those drug court dollars come from?
I am just curious: what is the competition? The demand apparently
is high. Where is the supply?

Ms. TEMPLER. Office of Juvenile Justice.
Senator BAUCUS. Office of Juvenile Justice.
Ms. TEMPLER. And there is no set-aside for tribes. It is, every-

body competes against each other.
Senator BAUCUS. Well, that is an idea. Maybe there ought to be

a set-aside for tribes because the need is so great there.
Ms. TEMPLER. Right.
Senator BAUCUS. Anything else on your list? Here is your oppor-

tunity.
Ms. TEMPLER. Indian Health Service needs the money.
Senator BAUCUS. Right.
Ms. TEMPLER. Indian Health Service needs the money. At 59 per-

cent, when we identify all the kids’ needs from the DAC clinic, we
need to have a referral where we can send them. We need the men-
tal health services. We need the alcohol programs. We need the
dental. The dental, on our reservation, is scarce, to be nice.

Senator BAUCUS. Right.
What about these methamphetamine ads. Have you seen them

on TV?
Ms. TEMPLER. Yes, I have. And I have heard the kids, like you

said. A lot of the parents say, too graphic, too graphic. The kids are
not saying that. The kids are hearing them. The kids are relating
to them. I think they are incredible.

Senator BAUCUS. Do you think they are helping?
Ms. TEMPLER. I do.
Senator BAUCUS. Great.
Ms. TEMPLER. I do.
Senator BAUCUS. Good. All right. Well, thank you very much. My

time has expired here. Jackie, I was going to ask you any thoughts
you have since you have been through the system here, and what
works and what does not work, just in a nutshell, maybe one sen-
tence or two.

Ms. HAMMERS-CROWELL. Well, I think what works is talking to
the people who are in the system, talking to foster parents, talking
to the kids, talking to their biological parents, talking to social
workers. They know what is going to work for each individual case.

As an example, I know someone who wanted to be adopted, and
she was 16 years old. She was told she was too old to be adopted,
which is the most ridiculous thing I have ever heard. If there is a
family who wants to adopt her and she wants to be adopted, then
that should happen.
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What would have worked for her, what would have been good for
her, would have been to be adopted, but she was pushed not to do
that. Things like that happen all the time where there is a mis-
conception.

I think there needs to be more training of social workers, more
training of guardians ad litem. When people say that guardians ad
litem do not talk to their caseload, mine was one of those. I prob-
ably could not pick him out of a group of 10 people. I probably
could not say, yes, that was him.

Senator BAUCUS. Right. Right.
Ms. HAMMERS-CROWELL. So I think that that is important, that

they be aware of what is going on with the kids. It is really hard
to identify a potentially abusive situation that could arise in a fos-
ter home if they are never meeting with the kids.

Senator BAUCUS. Well, thank you very much. My time has ex-
pired. Thank you very, very much. And Arlene, you were just aces.
You should be nervous more often. You did a great job. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. Arlene, after 150 years I suppose we ought to un-
derstand the Native Americans, and I do not think we do. So, you
are there and there are certain things that we ought to be sensitive
to as we craft policy.

Could you describe the unique aspects of the culture of Native
Americans that are specifically relevant to children interacting
with the child welfare agency operated on a reservation or where
there are Indians generally located?

Ms. TEMPLER. Culturally, we do not like to remove children. We
do not like to terminate parental rights. If you look at a reservation
like ours, we have about 7,000, but maybe only 4,000 people live
on it. It does not work to terminate rights.

We are such a small community, and we need to know who fam-
ily members are in that kind of a small community. We have cere-
monies. We have cultural events. We have the things that families
need. A lot of times the child welfare system does not recognize
those.

In the flexible funding, if we could use those things in our own
child welfare system, I believe we would have a better chance at
working with our families. We want to do sheltered care. We want
to remove entire families, not kids. We want to keep our families
together.

When we do addictive treatment, mental health, or alcohol treat-
ment, we use our own native stuff. We use ceremonies. We use cul-
tural events. We use camp-outs. We have the things that we do
back on the reservation that work for people. We need that flexi-
bility.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Mr. Kroll, the Government Accountability Office has identified a

lack of appropriate substance abuse treatment as a key barrier to
determining a child’s permanency options. Could you elaborate on
substance abuse as a barrier to permanence?

In your testimony, you described mothers who struggled with ad-
diction who were either at risk of losing their child or who had a
child in foster care. According to your testimony, both of these
mothers were able to be reunited with their children after treat-
ment.
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So as a follow-up to my first question—and I will remind you of
the first one: could you elaborate on substance abuse as a barrier—
could you describe additional instances where long-term family
treatment was an effective tool in reunification?

Mr. KROLL. The two examples that are in the testimony, I think
are excellent and illustrative of solutions to a very bad problem.
Many of the children—the number is not coming into my head
right now—come into care because their parents are substance
abusers, and there simply are not enough resources for those fami-
lies.

The one that I mentioned where the child stayed with the mom,
there were less than 20 beds in that facility in Nashville, Ten-
nessee. The need is much greater than the resources. So we know
how to serve the families. We just do not have enough slots for all
the families. I think that example of Renewal House in Nashville,
TN is one of the models in the country that needs to be replicated,
replicated, replicated.

The other mother was in a long-term treatment program, but the
child was removed and in foster care, and she was able to reunite.

I think one of the issues with ASFA that is of concern to many
advocates is the fact that we have tightened down the guidelines
to make a permanent decision, and sometimes people do not make
it out of treatment in time. That is something that, in terms of
ASFA, there is a balancing act there.

There is kind of a tightrope, and we need to be respectful of the
parents attempting to get help, getting them help, but also when
we have to move on for the child’s best interests. I think that is
a very, very difficult situation that judges and caseworkers are put
in.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Well, I thank you all very much for testifying. As a notice to

staff, we would like to have questions—if there are questions that
they should answer in writing—by close of business Friday, May
12, I guess it is. If you folks do not have experiences with answer-
ing questions, my staff will be glad to help you with that process.

Thank you all very much.
[Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the hearing was concluded.]
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