










































































CHILD WELFARE: CHILDREN AGING OUT OF FOSTER CARE

Policy and Cost. We recommend advancing several proposals to assist young people who “age
out” of the foster care system, i.e. who enter the foster care due to abuse and neglect, are unable
to return to their birth families, and do not find permanency with an adoptive family. Federal
financial support to them ends just at the time they are making the critical transition to adulthood.
First, we propose to significantly increase the Independent Living program, the main federal
program that assists this population. Working essentially as a block grant to states and
administered by HHS, the program provides services to support these young people as they earn
a high school diploma; receive vocational training and education; and learn daily living skills
such as budgeting, career planning, and securing housing and employment. The Independent
Living program has not been increased since 1992; increasing this mandatory program by 50
percent, as we propose, will cost $175 million over five years.

Second, we propose to increase the Transitional Living program, a discretionary program
administered by HHS which provides funds to local community-based organizations for
residential care, life skills training, and other support services to homeless adolescents, ages 16-
21. Unlike the Independent Living program, this program is able to fund housing. We propose
to increase the program by $5 million in FY 2000, up from $15 million in FY 1999.

Third, we propose to ensure Medicaid coverage for this population up to age 24 (see DPC Health
Team memo), for an estimated cost of $50 million over four years. Finally, we propose to extend
IV-E eligibility for federal maintenance payments beyond age 18 for certain purposes, for a cost
of approximately $50 million over five years.

Objections. HHS and OMB have been extremely receptive to advancing a multi-faceted
proposal in this area. The child welfare advocacy community is also highly supportive.

Cost Overview and Status.

(1) Independent Living program (Mandatory) -- $175 million over five years to increase the
P g prog Y y
program by 50 percent. HHS requested this increase and OMB included it in its
passback.

2) Transitional Living Program (Discretionary) -- $5 million increase over FY 1999 for a
total of $20 million. HHS did not include this in its request, but OMB included it in its
passback.

3) Medicaid coverage (Mandatory) -- $50 million over five years. HHS did not include this
in its request; OMB included in its passback.

4) IV-E Eligibility Extension (Mandatory) -- $50 million over four years. HHS did not
request; OMB planning to include in a later passback.


















Stmgy Matemlty Bépeﬁts

U.N. Agency Finds Disparity With Other Nations

By Kirstin Downey Grimsley
Washington Post Staff Writer

The maternity and nursing bene-
fits given to working mothers in the
United States are the least generous
in the industrialized world, accord-
ing to a report released yesterday by
the International Labour Organiza-
tion (1ILO), a United Nations agency.

The report, which reviewed ma-
ternity leave and health benefits
mandated by law in 152 countries,
found that about 80 percent of coun-
tries offer paid maternity leave to
women workers; about a third of the
countries permit the leaves to last for
more than 14 weeks. Hungary, for
example, gives 24 weeks of paid
maternity leave, while Italy gives five
months, Canada gives 17 weeks, and
Spain and Romania each allows 16
weeks.

Special breaks for nursing moth--

ers also are eswablished in law in
more than 80 countries, according to

the U.N. report, with about half of:

those nations requiring additional
breaks beyond the normal rest peri-
ods. In Haiti, for example, women
can choose between two 30-minute
breaks for nursing each day or 15
minutes every three hours. In the
Netherlands, mothers get two 45- -
minute nursing breaks daily.

In the United States, the only law
mandating maternity leave is - the
Family and Medical Leave Act,
passed in 1993, which permits work-
ers to take as much. as 12 weeks
unpaid leave for a variety of medical
conditions, including childbirth.
Many American women, however,
work for cownpanies thaf‘voluntan}y
offer their workers some paid mater-
nity leave.

A handful of Amencan states, in-
cluding Rhode Island, Hawaii, New
Jersey, California and New York, also
provide partial-pay maternity bene-
fits to workers through temporary
disability insurance plans.

“It's a patchwork of different
kinds” of leave in the United States,
said FJ. Dy-Hammer, chief of the
ILO’s work-conditions department,
who oversaw the study from her
office in Geneva. “My colleagues and
I say that in the United States, it's a
do-it-yourself maternity plan.” 4

The ILO mentioned only two other
industrialized countries, Australia
and New Zealand, as offering mini-
mal mandated maternity leaves. In
Australia, mothers are permitted by
law to take aleave of up to one year,
unpaid, while New Zealand women
can take as- many as 14 weeks un-
paid. - RS

The report sald t.he issue of mater-
nity leave is increasing .in impor-

tance as the number of workmg
women grows, particularly those in

Ashr as1 know. its on]y women

who give ‘bifth and need rest and
recuperauon ‘after < chﬂd-beanng."
shesaid.” = -

According to the U N. report. in
: most of the world, workers are com-
pensated dunng their ‘Toaternity .
leaves by the countries’ social securi-
 ty,-health insurance a disability in-
suranceprograms In about a third of
“the countries,’ ‘employers ‘pick ‘up
partorallof the tab; In countries that

their child-bearing years. In about:30  offer-only unpaid maternity leaves, it

percent of the world’s’ households,j;
women now are the primary source
of income. The. U.N.-projects *that

within 10 years, 80 percent of. allf

¢ women in industrialized nations will:

work outside the home dunng thelr
child-bearing years.

The disparity between matermty

comes more: of a benefit: for; mid-
.and" upperincome women' be-
bse they usually have enough sav-
to:tide them : over vpoorer
fmmlm don (e
In some’ countnes woinen are
ited to'a certain number of mater-
mty leaves: In Nepal, for example,

Sy

benefits here and elsewhere is a-
reflection of American laissezfaire
political attitudes, said Alfred J.°
Kahn, a Columbia University profes-
sor who studies comparative social
policies.

.“We have a very strong industrial
lobby and weak labor unions, and it
has only been recently that the coun-
try has absorbed the fact that most

SeeMATERNTIY All, Col. l

r— —
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Women are working,”. Kahn ‘said.
Only now are we coming to terms | [

gﬁth it .,
*“Kahn' said’ breast-feeding breaks 1'

. have never entered the public discus-

Sion in the United. States, desplte
growmg research on the .many
ealth benefits it provides to infants. |*

§People just assume that if you go to
work, you use formula,” he said. .

{ Kristin Hogarth, a spokeswoman
for the National Federation.of Inde-
Pendent Business, said the federal
government should not mandate ma-
fernity leave pollcnes She said most
$mall companies do it voluntarily
pecause they “treat their employees
§s famil.”

% “We feel like the

EP

-according to the report, women may

take just two' maternity, leaves in a
iifetime, while ini Barbados, Grenada,
Egypt and Jamaica the limif is three
leaves.

But programs that exist in policy

. may not exist in- pracuce in some

countries, Dy-Hammer said. In some
African countries, for example, laws
have been passed to' mandate bene-

" fits, but the government: agencies
- that would administer the programs

have ceased to exist. - And some
" countries permit employers to make
rula so restrictive that women sim-
mn'f qualify’ for them or receive
partxal pay.
“What is said in the: Iaw doesn't

. really mean it happens in reality,”
| Dy-Hammer saxd ~

shouldnt be telllng small- business
owners how to run their business-
es,” Hogarth said. “It's between busi-

ness owners and employees to craft

_the benefits that suit their needs.”

countries with costly ‘benefits, such
as paid maternity leaves, conse-

“Some have very high unemploy-
ment rates and they are not creatmg
new jobs,” she said,

Dy- Hammer said she behm a
key issue is that Americans strive to
develop laws that are gender-neutral,

Hogarth added that many of the-

quently suffer economic problems..

like the Family and Medical-Leave .
‘Act, which offers 12. weeks'a year
equally to men or women, but which
. fails to take into account real biologi-
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cal differences between men and :

women.



In Remembrance of the USS Maine

Observance Marks

 Anniversary of Sinking

By Steve Vogel
\Vashingion Post Stalf Writer

“Remember the Maine,” the rally-

. ing cry that led the United States into

a war with Spain, was intoned once
again yesterday as more than a hun-
dred gathered to mark the 100th

* anniversary of the ship’s sinking in

Havana harbor.

This time, the words were a
mournful cry in memory of the 266
American sailors and Marines who
perished in the explosion and sink-
ing.

Yesterday, beneath a bright blue
sky, Secretary of the Navy John H.
Dalton and descendants of the ship's
crew members walked to a hilltop in
Arlington National Cemetery where
the mast of the sunken ship is the
centerpiece of the USS Maine Me-

. morial. The name of each victim is
* etched on the stone of the memorial.
: The graves of 228 Maine crew mem-
+ bersare nearby.

“We are gathered at a location

. which few Americans even know

exists,” retired Rear Adm. Morton E.
Toole said. “Butin its day, this was as
sacred as the Vietnam Memorial wall
is today.”

“The USS Maine, bristling with
heavy guns that made it one of the
premier battleships in the Navy, was
dispatched to Cuba in January 1898,

: ostensibly on a goodwill visit. But it

was also to protect Americans on the
island in the wake of increased fric-

: tion between the United States and
: Spain. Cuba, then part of the Spanish

empire, had been the scene of some
insurgency by Cuban rebels.

On Feb. 15, 1898, at 9:41 p.m., as
the 319-foot-long Maine lay moored
in the harbor, Havana was illuminat-
ed by a burst of bright light. The
Maine was shattered by a prolonged
explosion that sent debris into the air
and filled the sky with black smoke.
Less than one-fourth of the 350 crew
members on board survived the ex-
plosion; the rest were blown apart,
crushed, drowned or suffocated.

Public opinion fixed blame for the:

explosion on Spain, and “Remember
the Maine” soon became the cry of
American newspapers, particularly
William - Randolph: Hearst's New
York Journal. The United States de-
clared war on Spain inh April 1898.
American victories in Cuba and the
Philippines marked the emergence
of the United States as a world power.

But there were always doubts that

Tho crowd comes to attention at the p«esentatlon of the eoloa ata uMu:e In
Adington Natlonal Cemetery marking the 100th annivé¥sary of the ship’s sinking.

the sinking of the Maine was anything

but an accident. An inquiry ordered by
Adm. Hyman Rickover and conducted '
by historians and" engineers ln the'

mid-1970s concluded that a miné or :

torpedo conld not have been responsi-
ble for the blast. The likely cduse was a
coal bunker fire that ignited the ship’s "
magazme Some still -insist that‘the
Maine'was a victim of sabolalze at
Speakers at yesterday’s oeremonles
said the debate is no:longer relevant. "
“It makes no difference whether the
explosion was caused Internally -by -«
coal or externally by a ‘mine,” Toole :(
said. “The factis 266 Americans died.” :
Wreaths were placed on thiree of the
graves surrounding the USS Maine
Memorial. One was laid on the grave of
Sgt. James T:-Brown, the senior Ma-
rire killed on the battleship; the sec-
ond on the grave of Chief Yeoman
James M. League, an Annapolis native;
and the third on a joint grave that holds

.+ Kelly Jasger mlrloves hls hat aﬂortaklng a photo of mlallvos of Sgt. James T. Brown, who dled on the USS Mailne.

LIRLST LT YL
the remains of four unknown victims.

- Thirty4wo: descendants of League’s,

most of whom .still live in Maryland, .
were among those who attended the .
. ceremony. “We usually have a reunion
. every year, but, this is the first time -
we've all assembled to come to the .

memonal said ‘Patsy Mills, 67, who

retired as, secrehry of the. Somerset i

County Board and is one of Leagues
greatgranddaughiers.
My grandmolhef always talkea

about him, how he was a warrant
officer and they found him in his
bunk,” Mills said. “When we were little,
my, parents always brought us to this
monument, to see all the names.” .

MargaretDaly. 81, a granddaugh
ter of Brown's who lives in New York
City, dabbed her, eyes with a tissue
after helplng lay a wreath on her
grandfather’s grave. “A lot of people
don't even  know what it’s all about,”
Daly'said.”

ThetVashingtonPost
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Staffwriter Lena H. Sun contnbuled y
to this report. . Do
i

FOR MORE INFORMATION <2 ki
To read firsthand accounts, :
documents and theories about the' '.'.'
destruction of the USS Maine, click
on the above symbol on the front pdge
of The Post’s Web site at

www washingtonpost.com




Stay-at-Home Moms

cided how to respond to the increased child

care subsidies that are the largest initiative in
the president’s budget. Some would just say no to
what they regard as a further expansion of gov-
ernment; some, instead of subsidizing child care,
would use the money for a generalized tax cut.
Others, however, see the cost of child care as a
pervasive social problem from which, for political
as well as substantive reasons, the party can ill
afford to turn away. They are drafting an alterna-
tive to the president’s plan, one feature of which, it
seems pretty clear, will be what they would call
neutrality as to the form of care. In addition to
helping working parents buy child care, they want
to Lelp parents of preschool children who make the
choice to remain at home.

A group of Senate Republicans led by John
Chafee has drafted one such proposal. The subsidy
for stay-at-home moms, as it is called, would be
financed in part by imposing an income cap on the
current dependent-care tax credit. A phase-out of
that credit above certain income levels is overdue
and a good idea no matter how the money is used.
The stay-at-home benefit has helped Mr. Chafee
attract the support of party conservatives who
might otherwise have opposed the bill; Sen. Jesse
Helms is among the cosponsors. Meanwhile, Sen. -
Christopher Dodd has drafted a Democratic bill
that also includes a small stay-at-home provision,
and administration officials have suggested that
they too could support such a step if the benefitis
financed.

The political appeal of a stay-at-home benefit is
obvious. Partly it is symbolic; a vote in favor
translates into an expression of support for the
traditional famnily and traditional values—and of-
fers a way of sending additional money home to a
blameless constituency besides. Whatever the
research on the subject may suggest, a lot of

€ONGRESSIONAL Republicans haven't de-

people, including many who are not traditionalists,v

also believe that, all else being equal, most very -
young children especially are better off in a
parent’s care.
But a stay-at-home benefit presents problems as
~well, and not even the enthusiasts in Congress
have thought it through completely. Part of. the
predicate is that the government shouldn’t choose
among lifestyles by favoring paid-for child care
over parental care. But tax economists will tell you
that the wages a working mother uses to, pay the
cost of child care, for example, are also subject to

tax. A mother who stays home and forfeits the
earnings but also escapes the cost ends up with the
child care without the tax. Even after the child care
credit, for which many families don’t qualify, it isn’t
clear which kind of household comes out ahead.
Theincome tax is meanwhile criticized for favoring
one-earner over two-earner families—that’s part of
the basis for complaints about -the “marriage
penalty”"—and the Social Security benefit structure
tends to favor. one-earner families, those with
stay-athome moms, as well.

Many strong congressional supporters of stay-
at-home moms also have a consistency problem. In
the last Congress, they were vigorous supporters
of a welfare bill the point of which was that welfare

‘moms should go to work. You can argue that

welfare is a different matter, which it is—and no
one can be in favor of chronic dependency. But how
does the society—or Congress—then draw the
line between the mothers deserving of help to stay
home and those it wants to push into the work
force? Surely the rule isn’t that lower-income
mothers should work while those with somewhat
higher incomes are subsidized in order not to.

In fact, the relating of subsidies to need is a
problem with all these proposals. Part of the
reason is that all rely to some degree on the tax
code as a delivery mechanism, and families toward
the lower end of the income scale already owe no
income tax. They can't be given a cut; the only way
to extend them a benefit is to- give them a
“refundable” credit, meaning the Treasury ends up
sending them a check. But Republicans oppose
this as a form of welfare, and the president didn’t
include it in his proposal either (though he did
include another device for getting grants to the
poor).

The risk is that, in the name of child care, the
parties will end up creating, each for its own
political purposes, a mushy, mainly middle-class
benefit that, if stay-athome moms are included,
will be indistinguishable from a generalized tax cut
for families with small children—an extension of
last year’s children’s credit. Such a bill would be far
better politics than policy. The child care problem
in this country isn't helping moms stay home. It's
helping low- and lower-middle-income moms who
mostly have no choice but to work find for their
children the decent care that families at higher
income levels can already afford. That’s the test by
which these bills should bejudged. . .
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ROM BEING South America's most bitter
Fenemies, Peru and Ecuador are moving to

resolve a half-century of conflict that has cost
them and theirregion dearly in blood and treasure
and access to a brighter future. They are now set
on completing a peace treaty that will erase the
traces of a wasting 19th century quarrel, steady
their relations with each other and boost the cause
of hemispheric integration. Tomorrow in the capi-
tals of the four treaty guarantors—Brazil, Argenti-
na, Chile and the United States— the drive down
the home stretch begins.

The matter lying between Ecuador and Peru is
often called a border dispute, but this scarcely
describes its sources of ultranationalism and politi-
cal obsession. Somehow Ecuador came to include
the Amazon River as a key element in its national
identity. The trouble is, Ecuador was never in
contact with or control of territory on the fabled
waierway. A treaty of 1942 with Peru offered
Ecuador free access to the Amazon Basin but was
never put into effect. The issue has smoldered
since; Americans will recall the brief but nasty
remote-jungle war of 1995.

Its silver lining was the combatants’ recognition
that the price and peril of their continuing encoun-
ters were rising to dangerous levels and blurring
their focus on their more important obligations.
They were helped along the way to this conclusion
by the four countries that had accepted still-live
guarantor responsibilities in the 1942 treaty and
that were now pleased to put multilateral hemi-
spheric diplomacy to work.

“The result being sought is a treaty that would
demarcate a relatively small disputed area in a
settled boundary line of more than 1,024 miles. It
would bestow on Ecuador not sovereignty over this
area but navigation rights and full access leading to
border integration. The treaty also would create a
foundation for contemporary cooperation between
the two countries.

The conflict between Ecuador and Peru is a 19th
century weight on a continent heading into the 21st
century. The treaty under preparation would re-
solve this conflict the modern way—by applying
law. It would mark a triumph of maturity over
hysteria.

A Bill to Debase Mafyland

al power in Annapolis are doing the bidding

of America’s big-time gambling interests.
They’re pressing hard for a truly bad bill to pepper
the state with slot machine operations—and what-
ever else the industry’s heavy-rollers might set up
all around the state after that. To make this
maneuver all the more insulting to the public, the
chief bill-pushers, Del. Howard P. Rawlings of
Baltimore City and House Speaker Casper Taylor,
are touting the fx’l'easure as the savior of public
education (“Slots 'for Schools™), horse racing and"
almost anything else on anybody’s wish list. They
would have you believe that this would be a way to
stop casinos, when the eventual effect would be the
opposite.

First—and perhaps worst—this proposal is not
just a bill; it proposes a constitutional amendment
to allow slot machine operations (not to be con-
fused with casinos—yet) at various sites around
the state. That's no teeny experiment—it would
mean 11,250 machines for starters. Three of these
gambling centers would be at racetracks, two at
“resort destinations” (translation: in Speaker Tay-
lor's Cumberland and in Cambridge, where a
longtime friend of Maryland President Mike Miller

T WO MARYLAND politicians with exception-

has been pushing allout for a fullfledged casino)
and the rest at off-track betting establishments.

As another bone to any lawmakers who might be
too ambivalent or weak-kneed to exercise their
authority to keep casino gambling out of Maryland,
the Rawlings bill calls for a referendum that, if it
succeeded, would lock the works into the con-
stitution—where it would be difficult to undo if the
state turned into Las Vegas East or worse.

The hope of sponsors is that the public will drool
at the prospect of big gambling money to use for
schools and racing. After all, the supporters say,
the state already leans on lottery- revenues to
finance projects. True, but lotteries and even horse
racing do not have the histories of corruption that

‘tend to come with big casino operations. If this is

the way to finance public education, why not open
up all sorts of activities in the name of public

"education? You could have “Bordellos for Schools,”

“Cock Fights for the Kids” or “Jello Wrestling for
School Lunches.”

There are other ways to improve the financial
climate for racing and to dedicate money to public

‘education. Maryland should not bet its future on

risk-laden hopes for a jackpot economy.
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teachers, and schools to meet high standards. In effect, we are saying that, from now on, the best
way for the federal government to help students is to insist that states and local school districts
live up to their responsibilities, rather than simply attempting to compensate for their failure to
do so.

Along with the investments in your budget, this approach is intended to help close the
opportunity gap by lifting achievement in low-performing schools and making sure that
disadvantaged students are not left behind. We hope the approach would be compelling enough
to unite Congressional Democrats, the education community and the public, as well as to counter
an expected Republican push for vouchers and block grants.

A. Annual School Report Cards. Our proposal would require annual report cards,
easily understood by and widely distributed to parents and the public, for each school, school
district, and state. The report cards would include information on student achievement, teacher
quality, school safety, and class size. Where appropriate, the data collected and published --
especially on student achievement -- would be broken down by demographic subgroups, to allow
a greater focus on the gaps between minority and majority, low-income and more advantaged
students.

B. Ending Social Promotions. Our proposal would require states and districts
participating in ESEA to adopt policies that (1) require students to meet academic performance
standards at key transition points in elementary and middle school and for high school
graduation; (2) use objective measures -- j.€., tests valid for these purposes -- to make an initial
determination if a student has met the standards; and (3) permit other, non-objective factors,
including teacher judgment, to enter into a final determination as to whether the student has met
the standards. States and school districts would have to show how they will help students meet
promotion standards by (1) strengthening learmning opportunities in the ¢lassroom with steps such
as clear grade-by-grade standards, small classes with well prepared teachers, high quality
professional development, and the use of proven instructional practices; (2) identifying students
who need help at the earliest possible moment; (3) providing extended learning time, including
after-school and summer school, for students who need extra help; and (4) providing an effective
remedial plan for students who do not meet the standards on time, so that they do not repeat the
same unsuccessful experiences. The proposal would phase in this requirement over five years;
design the requirement to fit state governance systems (allowing “local control” states to delegate
responsibilities to the local school district); and base the requirement on state or local rather than
national standards. The Secretary would review and approve each state’s plan, with continued
funding conditional on adequate annual progress ii implementing the plan.

To reinforce this requirement and encourage local school systems to address it even
before the enactment of ESEA, your FY2000 budget contains a $400 million increase in funding
for the 21* Century Learning Center program, half of which will be reserved for after-school and
summer school programs in school districts implementing policies to end social promotions.



C. Accountability for Teachers. Our proposal would require states and local school
districts participating in ESEA to phase out the use of unqualified teachers over five years. In
particular, states and school districts would have to end the use of (1) teachers with emergency
rather than full certification; (2) secondary school teachers teaching “out of field” -- j.e., teaching
subjects for which they lack an academic major or minor; and (3) instructional aides serving as
lead instructors. Ending these practices is particularly important for high-poverty schools, where
the practices are most prevalent. States also would have to adopt teacher competency tests for
new teachers, including tests of subject-matter expertise for secondary school teachers. States
and school districts would be able to use funds from a number of ESEA programs, including
Title 1, bilingual education, and a new grant program focused in part on teacher quality, to help
meet these requirements.

In addition, we are working with the Education Department to fashion a requirement for
states and school districts to deal with low-performing teachers. We are exploring a number of
approaches, including (1) requiring periodic recertification of teachers, and (2) requiring school
districts to adopt procedures to identify low-performing teachers, provide them with needed help,
and remove them fairly and quickly if they do not improve. We will work closely with the NEA
and AFT over the coming weeks to try and fashion a provision that will meet our objectives
while addressing their concemns.

D. Accountability Fund for Title 1 Schools. We recommend significantly
strengthening accountability requirements in Title 1 so as to require and adequately fund
immediate and significant state and local intervention in the lowest performing schools.

Because the schools of greatest concemn are invariably Title 1 schools and because Title 1 already
contains certain accountability provisions, we believe we should incorporate these provisions
into Title 1, rather than imposing a broader ESEA requirement.

Our proposal would retain current provisions for states to adopt performance standards
and assessments by 2001. In addition, it would strengthen the current provisions in Title 1
relating to low-performing schools by: (1) requiring the immediate public identification of and
intervention in the lowest performing schools in each state -- j,e,, schools with very low levels of
achievement that have made little or no improvement over the previous three years; (2) setting
aside 2.5% of Title 1 funds to support aggressive intervention in these schools, including an
external assessment of each school’s needs and the implementation of needed improvements
(such as addressing school safety and security needs, providing better teacher training, acquiring
up-to-date textbooks, technology, and curriculum materials, and extending learning time to help
students catch up academically); and (3) requiring states to provide recognition or rewards to
Title 1 schools showing the greatest improvements.

To increase the appeal of this approach, your FY2000 budget contains a significant
increase in Title 1 funding, of which $200 million is specifically dedicated to this initiative.

III. Other Changes in ESEA





















