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SUMMARY 07 S. 511 
THE SAFE ADOPTIONS AND FAMILY SMVIRONMENTS (SAFE) ACT 

MAY 2, 1997 

A. Putting safety first 

1) C l a r i f y the federa l requircmcntc f o r reasonable . e f f o r t s by 
r e q u i r i n g tha t the safe ty antf hfialhh nf r.he c h i l d be the paramount 
concern when decidina where to place aa abused u i neglected c h i l d . 
This includes decisions to re tu rn the c h i l d home or to placo the 
c h i l d i n f o s t e r care. 

2) C l a r i f y that i t i s not reasonable to r e u n i f y f a m i l i c c when 
c h i l d r e n ' c sa fe ty and heal th are jeopardized; illustrrat-.P t-.he> hypes 
of case.? i n which such determinations and ea r ly cerminat ion of 
pa ren t a l r i g h t s amy bts appropriate; and require s ta tes , w i t h i n 
three years, to enact l e g i s l a t i o n which spec i f i e s the s i t u a t i o n s 
i n which r e u n i f i r n h i o n e t t o r t s are presumed zo be not reasonable. 

3) D s t a b l i s h m u l t i - d i e o i p l i n » r y / m u l t i - a g o n c y death rttvi«w 
teams i n a l l s ta tes to conduct invas t igat ions into c h i l d 
deaths where there has been a p r i o r report of c h i l d abuse 
or neg lec t , where there i s reason to suspect that the 
death i s caused by or re lated to c h i l d abuse or neg lec t , 
or Where the C h i l d i s a ward of the s ta te or otherwise 
knows to the c h i l d welfare agency. 

B. ffnJiancing Fiibllc Agency and Conmunity Accountability 
for the Safety of Children 

1) Reauire the Administration for Chi ldren and F a m i l i e s 
and the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Servioee 
Admini s tra t ion to assess the extent of substance a Sues 
problems among c h i l d protect ion c l i e n t s and the 
c o l l a b o r a t i v e e f f o r t s underway by c h i l d protec t ion and 
substance abuse treatment agencies to address thes<? 
problems, and make recommendations to congress about 
f e d e r a l l e g i s l a t i v e changes that w i l l help promote 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n and appropriate attent ion to these problems. 

2) E s t a b l i s h p r i o r i t y for substance abuse treatment f o r 
mothers/parents with ch i ldren who are c l i e n t s of c h i l d 
w e l f a r e s e r v i c e agencies . 

3) - I n c r e a s e treatment opt ions f o r f a m i l i e s by a l l o w i n g 
T i t l e I V - E d o l l a r s to be used for Che care of a c h i l d (who 
otherwise would be placed i n out-of-home care) wi th a 
parent i n a r e s i d e n t i a l program that provides safe care 
and appropriate treatment and serv ices for f a m i l i e s coping 
with the problems of substance abuse, domestic v i o l e n c e , 



JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV 
WEST VIRGINIA 

Bnited States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4802 

May 13, 1997 

Dear Br 

I wanted t o a l e r t you and your s t a f f about my e f f o r t s w i t h 
Senator Chafee t o make a r e a l d i f f e r e n c e f o r c h i l d r e n by 
improving f e d e r a l c h i l d welfare programs f o r abused and 
neglected c h i l d r e n . 

This l e t t e r i s t o c a l l your a t t e n t i o n t o the Chafee-
R o c k e f e l l e r SAFE Act, a pending b i l l t o c l a r i f y reasonable 
e f f o r t s , encourage adoptions, and strengthen services f o r 
abused and neglected c h i l d r e n who, based on t h e i r permanency 
hearing, are t o be r e u n i f i e d w i t h t h e i r f a m i l i e s s a f e l y . 

Senator Chafee and I began working on t h i s i n i t i a t i v e 
d u r i n g the l a s t Congress as an a l t e r n a t i v e t o the House 
Republican plan t o block grant a l l c h i l d welfare programs and 
e l i m i n a t e the e n t i t l e m e n t t o f o s t e r care under welfare reform. 
Given the f a c t t h a t more than twenty states are under court 
order f o r inadequate e f f o r t s t o p r o t e c t abused and neglected 
c h i l d r e n , we s t r o n g l y f e l t t h a t a s t a t e block grant was the 
wrong approach t o p r o t e c t such vulnerable c h i l d r e n , and 
stopped t h i s block grant l a s t year. But we also acknowledge 
the desperate need t o improve the f e d e r a l c h i l d welfare 
system. 

Our goal i s t o work on our l e g i s l a t i o n i n the Senate as 
pa r t of r e c o n c i l i a t i o n , then merge our i n i t i a t i v e w i t h the 
b i p a r t i s a n adoption b i l l passed by the House. I f we combine 
our e f f o r t s , we can develop a strong b i p a r t i s a n , bicarmel 
approach t h a t w i l l have tremendous support and help abused and 
neglected c h i l d r e n , across the e n t i r e continuum of care, 
i n c l u d i n g prevention and t r a i n i n g , services t o help r e u n i f y 
f a m i l i e s , but only when safe and appropriate, and adoption. 

The leadership of the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n on adoption i s v i t a l . 
I hope you w i l l review and consider some of our s p e c i a l 
i n i t i a t i v e s t o encourage adoptions, j u s t as I am reviewing the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n bonus i n c e n t i v e s . 
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But I also hope we can work together t o develop 
i n i t i a t i v e s t o help a l l of the nearly h a l f a m i l l i o n c h i l d r e n 
i n f o s t e r care, i n c l u d i n g the 400,000 t h a t are expected t o 
r e t u r n home or i n t o k i n s h i p care, as w e l l as the 100,000 
c h i l d r e n who have adoption i n t h e i r permanency plan. I am 
sure you agree w i t h Senator Chafee and I t h a t every c h i l d 
deserves a safe, permanent home, and we need t o reform the 
system t o move them i n t o such a stable environment. 

Let us f i g u r e out a s t r a t e g y t o work together and develop 
a comprehensive approach t h a t combines the best p r o v i s i o n s of 
both the House and Senate b i l l . Your s p e c i a l i n t e r e s t i n our 
Senate l e g i s l a t i o n could help g r e a t l y i n the weeks ahead. I 
am sending a d e t a i l e d package of materials about our b i l l f o r 
your c o n s i d e r a t i o n . Let's keep i n touch on t h i s and the 
h e a l t h care issues t h a t we both care so much about. Warmest 
regards. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. Bruce Reed 
Domestic P o l i c y Council 
The White House 
16 00 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 20500 

John'D. Rockefeller IV 
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TESTIMONY OF SUSAN BADEAU 
PROJECT MANAGER, NATIONAL ADOPTION CENTER 

ON BEHALF OF VOICE FOR ADOPTION 
BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY AND FAMILY POLICY 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, U.S. SENATE 

concern ing 
S.511, SAFE ADOPTIONS AND FAMILY ENVIRONMENTS (SAFE) ACT 

May 21 , 1997 

Good Afternoon, Chairman Chafee and members of the Senate Finance 
Subcommittee on Social Security and Family Policy. My name is Susan Badeau, and I 
am pleased to have the opportunity to provide testimony today on S.511, the Safe 
Adoptions and Family Environments (SAFE) Act. I come here today from my home in 
Philadelphia. 

I have worked professionally in the fields of adoption and child welfare for 18 years, 
during which time I was personally involved in the placement af over 600 children with 
special needs into their adoptive homes. I am currently a project manager at the 
National Adoption Center in Philadelphia, a founding member of Voice for Adoption 
(VFA). VFA is a coalition of more than thirty-five major national and state special needs 
adoption organizations and includes professionals, parents, and advocates committed 
to securing adoptive families for waiting children. The coalition's aim is to ensure 
permanent, nurturing families for our nation's most vulnerable children and to 
strengthen support for families who adopt. 

However, the most important credential I bring to you today is the fact that I am an 
adoptive parent of children with special needs. Together with my husband. Hector, we 
have 21 children, 2 born to us and 19 adopted. All of our adopted children have been 
identified as having special needs. 

I am pleased to join with VFA in offering my support and overall endorsement to S. 511 
because it is consistent with my own beliefs about the types of reforms that are needed 
to insure that all children have the opportunity to grow up in safe, stable and 
permanent homes. I appreciate the work that Senators Chafee and Rockefeller have 
done in sponsoring this important bill and I am grateful to each of your for giving it your 
attention today. Especially important to us, S.511 recognizes that service reforms as well 
as procedural reforms in current federal adoption law are essential in order to ensure 
that the thousands of children in this country waiting in foster care without permanent 
homes, most of whom are children with special needs, will be placed in adoptive 
homes. As a result of my lifetime of personal and professional experiences in adoption, 
there are many provisions within S. 511 around which I have very strong beliefs, 
expertise and passionate feelings. If given the opportunity to speak with you at greater 
length, I would'be happy to discuss any or all of these issues in more depth. 
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However, I would like to use my few moments here today to zero in on two particular 
aspects of this bill and urge this Committee to recognize their importance to the 
children and families of our country. These are the issues of adoption assistance and 
geographic barriers. 

Adoption Assistance for Children with Special Needs 

Voice for Adoption strongly supports provisions in S.511 which delink eligibility for 
adoption assistance from poverty status. This important change in current federal law 
is required or many children without permanent homes will never be placed in 
adoptive homes. Of the thousands of children in this country waiting in foster care for 
families who will adopt them, it is estimated that 80 percent are children with special 
needs - children with disabilities, older children, minority children, or sibling groups. 

I have stated that I have adopted 19 children, all of whom have special needs. Only 
half of these children ever qualified for and received adoption assistance subsidies. 
When we have believed that a child was right for our family, we were always willing to 
adopt that child regardless of whether or not subsidy was available. Neither the 
availability nor the amount of assistance available was ever the determining factor in 
our adoption decisions. However, adoption assistance has made it possible for us to 
undertake the challenges of parenting children with severe disabilities, terminal 
illnesses and chronic conditions, as well as 3 separate sibling groups, one of which 
consisted of 6 children and to provide for them the educational, med ica l therapeutic 
and recreational opportunities they need and deserve in order to grow, thrive and 
reach their potential. Our five oldest children - who social workers once predicted 
would never graduate from high school - have all done so and are now living on their 
own as independent adults. The next three children are all enrolled in college. 

Adoption subsidies help families in very practical and very real ways. Although medical 
insurance may cover medical bills, it is the subsidy that makes it possible for parents to 
take the extra days off from work, to provide the transportation to and from 
appointments, to pay insurance co-payments and to make modifications at home that 
medically fragile children need. Although school systems provide individual 
educational plans for children with special needs, it is the subsidy that makes it possible 
for parents to attend training seminars, purchase supplemental instructional materials 
to have at home and provide educational opportunities that extend beyond the 
child's 18th birthday. Although medical insurance provides for a certain number of 
mental health therapy visits, it is the subsidy that makes it possible for parents to attend 
appointments with their child, continue the sessions after the insurance ends and 
provide the enrichment activities at home that compliment and expand the 
effectiveness of the therapy. 

All children with special needs deserve to have these opportunities. And yet, many 
have not because the subsidy eligibility has been linked with Title IV-E poverty status. I 
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cannot emphasize how strongly I support the provisions in S.511 which delink the 
subsidy eligibility and poverty status. Let me give you one example from our own 
family. 

A few years ago, we agreed to adopt a (then) 6 year old child with a terminal illness 
and profound mental retardation. We were already parenting a child with the same 
condition and knew that we could provide a good home for our new son. Because he 
was Title IV-E eligible he was able to receive a subsidy payment that included both 
federal and state dollars. This subsidy has made a tremendous difference in our ability 
to provide for his very challenging needs. He had a biological brother that was also in 
the foster care system. His brother also had some daunting challenges and the 
agency decided to place him separately in a second adoptive home. When that 
adoption disrupted, the agency turned to us and asked if we would adopt our son's 
sibling. We had not a moment's hesitation. We strongly believe in keeping siblings 
together and we knew we could meet his special needs as well. However, due to his 
adoption disruption, he was no longer Title IV-E eligible and therefore, he was not 
eligible for the same full subsidy amount his brother was eligible for. Fortunately, he 
was at least eligible for a state subsidy, however, his monthly amount is approximately 
one third that which his brother receivesl Therefore, providing for his challenging 
special needs has placed a financial burden on our family. We have adopted other 
children with special needs who were also ineligible for adoption assistance. In fact, 
some of our children who were not eligible for assistance have more extensive special 
needs than those who were eligible! This is not fair to either the children or the 
adoptive families. 

Some children who were once Title IV E eligible, like our son, lose their eligibility as a 
result of an adoption disruption. While disruptions are rare (less than three percent of 
adoptions are disrupted), how tragic for those children that when a disruption occurs, 
they lose not only their family, but their opportunity for critical resources. Good friends 
of ours adopted a sibling group of 4 severely challenged children who had lost their 
subsidy eligibility this way. These children no longer were eligible for federal subsidy 
and in their state, this eliminated them from state adoption assistance as well. Their 
special needs were primarily a result of fetal alcohol exposure and extreme early life 
abuse and neglect. They present a multitude of educational and behavioral health 
challenges to their family. The family has stretched themselves further than many 
would to continually meet the needs these boys present. 

Other children, like 2 of our daughters, are ineligible for subsidy because they never 
were Title IV E eligible. Their birth families were not poor. One child has fetal alcohol 
syndrome and related disabilities while the other child has cerebral palsy. Neither of 
their birth families were able to parent them, thus, adoption was the appropriate option 
for providing them with permanent homes. Neither alcohol dependency, nor the 
unexpected birth of a child with a disability are uniquely confined to poor parents. Yet 
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due to this circumstance of birth, neither of these children nor many others like them 
throughout the country, are eligible for adoption assistance. 

Clearly it is inequitable to treat differently children who both have special needs. The 
economic status of the child's birth family, or former adoptive family, should not 
determine whether or not that child is eligible for the kinds of services and supports that 
a subsidy provides, especially since parental rights have been terminated and the 
child is free for adoption. By delinking adoption assistance and basing a child's 
eligibility solely on his special needs status, you will remove a significant barrier that 
currently prevents all children with special needs from receiving equal adoption 
opportunities, including Medicaid coverage, which otherwise can change when a 
child's family moves from state to state. 

Furthermore, administrative costs will be saved by delinking adoption assistance 
eligibility since agencies will no longer be required to conduct time-consuming, 
lengthy investigations to establish eligibility based on financial situation. 

Voice for Adoption supports, too, provisions in S.511 which would continue eligibility for 
adoption assistance payments if the child's adoptive parent dies, or the child's 
adoption is dissolved, and the child is placed with another adoptive family. 

I would like to point out that the House bill,H.R.867, does not include this delinking 
provision. Therefore, I would urge you. Senators, to place considerable emphasis in 
maintaining this important provision of S.511 when the two bills go to conference. 

Removal of Geographic Barriers to Adoption 

In discussions about reforming the foster care and adoption systems, much emphasis is 
often placed on the need to improve and expedite the termination of parental rights 
process. I agree that this is an important area of concern. The objective is to place 
waiting children with appropriate families and to eliminate barriers to the placement of 
children in interstate and inter-county adoptions.. 

However, even after parental rights have been terminated, many children continue to 
wait in foster care due to geographic barriers. From the county level to the state level, 
and regionally, there is a resistance to place children outside of one's immediate 
jurisdiction. States and counties hang on to approved families in their jurisdictions, in 
case a child comes into care needing a home, while children are waiting in other 
jurisdictions for families to be found. Such was certainly the case with several of my 
children. In fact, we adopted one set of 6 siblings who had waited for nearly 5 years in 
care after their parental rights had been terminated. Geographic barriers were the 
main culprit. 
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Just as the Multi-Ethnic Placement Act (MEPA) addressed the removal of racial and 
ethnic barriers preventing permanency for children, strenuous efforts must be made at 
the federal level to remove geographic barriers, so that a state cannot discriminate 
against a placement simply because it would occur in another jurisdiction. I strongly 
endorse two provisions of S 511 which address this concern. 

The first is in Section 301, "Reasonable Efforts for Adoption or Location of a Permanent 
home. In regard to the documentation of steps taken by an agency to find an 
adoptive family for a child, and in particular, the language which states that "At a 
minimum, such documentation shall include child specific recruitment efforts such as 
the use of State, regional and national adoption exchanges including electronic 
exchange systems". My six oldest children had many strikes against them in their quest 
for an adoptive home. First of all there were six of them - a large number for any one 
family to take onl Secondly, they were older (ranging from age 6 to 12 when they 
came into care and ranging from ages 13 to 19 when we adopted them). Several of 
them had their own individual special needs including deafness, mental retardation 
and emotional disabilities. They were also African American. These children needed 
recruitment efforts that extended as far and as wide as possible. Yet for several years, 
they remained - separated - in foster care - while only local and then regional efforts 
were attempted. Finally, they were listed on a national exchange and that is how our 
family, across the country, saw them and determined to adopt them. We quickly told 
their agency we would adopt all 6 and yet, it still took 2 more years before they came 
home to us, all the while their workers and agencies were resisting placing them with a 
family "so far away". Due to this unnecessary and irrelevant geographic barrier, my 
children lost most of their childhoods. National recruitment at an earlier time could 
have moved them to permanency more quickly and prevented many of the 
traumatic experiences they endured. 

Secondly, I strongly endorse the plan, in Section 305 to create an advisory panel to 
examine interjurisdictional adoption issues, particularly concerning the procedures to 
grant reciprocity to prospective adoptive family home studies from other states and 
counties. It has been my experience that this issue alone has hindered more adoptions 
than any other single issue. In fact I would be happy to volunteer to serve on this panel 
to share my knowledge of this issue in more depth. 

Innovation Grants 

Finally, I would like to add my support for the provisions in S.511 which authorize 
innovation grants to reduce the backlog of children awaiting adoption. While it is 
always important to study, identify and address barriers, it is equally important to 
recognize and reward success. 

In addition to important innovations needed in removing barriers to adoption, Voice for 
Adoption supports the focus in S.511 on post-adoption sen/ices. Adoptive parents need 
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a range of services. These may include respite from parenting very challenging 
children, and continued educational workshops as different issues surface in the years 
following adoption, as well as specialized medical and mental health sen/ices for their 
children. All need to be obtainable. The availability of post-adoptive services can 
mean the difference between a child remaining with an adoptive family or going 
back into another, more costly foster care placement. 

I have found that it has often been the individual caseworker, supervisor or agency 
program with creative thinking, dedication to children and flexibility to attempt 
innovative practices that have made the greatest difference in the lives of my own 21 
children and those of the hundreds of children I have worked with professionally. Any 
leadership Congress can provide to acknowledge, reward, promote and strengthen 
these efforts is welcome and needed. 

Reasonable Efforts 

The bill's emphasis on reasonable efforts to ensure children's safety is important. In 
reviewing the cases delineated in S.511 in which the state is not required to make 
efforts at reunification, Voice for Adoption urges the inclusion of termination of parental 
rights of a sibling as one of the exceptions, with the provision applying to a parent 
whose rights have been terminated to another child and who will not respond to 
rehabilitative services and a court finds it unlikely that further services would result in 
reunification. Such a provision would follow, for example, a similar provision in Rhode 
Island state law, which has served to move children to adoption sooner. 

Procedural Reforms 

Voice for Adoption supports the provisions in H.R.867 mandating a "permanency 
planning" hearing within 12 months. The requirement of a concurrent planning process 
is appropriate, to enable agencies to determine whether a child should return home or 
is freed for adoption. 

Reunification Services 

Without service money, the impact of procedural reform is slight. Voice for Adoption 
strongly endorses the provisions in S.511 allowing states to use Title IV-E foster care funds 
for up to one year to pay for reunification services. By helping ensure that services 
actually happen, this change in current law can serve to shorten the time a child 
spends in foster care before returning home or being deemed eligible for adoption. 

Again, I thank you for taking the time to listen. Your leadership and advocacy on 
behalf of special children is deeply needed and appreciated. On behalf of all of my 
children and all waiting children and families in the country, I urge you to press on and 
ensure that these important provisions of S511 are passed and implemented. 



HECTOR AND SUSAN BADEAU 
Brief Biography, 1997 

"There are only two lasting gifts we can give our children - one is roots, the other is 
wings." Hector and Susan Badeau found this Hodding Carter, Sr. quote on a poster 
many years ago and have been seeking to live by its message every since - giving both 
roots and wings to their own 21 children (2 by birth, 19 by adoption, most with special 
needs) as well as assisting hundreds of other children with special needs find their 
roots in adoptive families from all over. 

Susan grew up as the oldest of four children in Barre, Vermont. Her mother's family 
were immigrants from Spain, her father had deep family roots in Vermont. Hector also 
grew up in Barre, Vermont, the 11th of 15 children bom to a first generation French 
Canadian immigrant family. 

Hector and Susan met in high school and married after they graduated from college. 
After operating a bookstore for 4 years, they decided to devote their lives to children, 
particularly children with special needs. Two children, Chelsea and Isaac, were bom to 
them, and were followed by Jose, a malnourished toddler adopted from El Salvador; 
and Raj, a preemie with cerebral palsy, adopted from India. 

While beginning their family, they also provided foster care to teenagers, nearly ail of 
whom faced challenges involving special education and mental health services. During 
these years a total of 23 foster children passed through their home and touched their 
lives. 

By the mid-1 SSO's Susan and Hector had won many awards for their work in adoption 
and had been featured in the New York Times newspaper in 1988 and Newsweek and 
Woman's Day magazines in 1989. 

Seventeen more children were added to the family over the years including Joelle, a 2 
pound infant with fetal alcohol effects, from Florida; 4 Mexican siblings, all with special 
educational and mental health needs - Abel, SueAnn, George and Florinda; another 
set of siblings, again, all of whom have special educational and mental health needs 
JD, Fisher, Lilly, Renee, Trish and David - who is developmental ly delayed and 
profoundly deaf; two children with a rare terminal disease called San Filipo Syndrome -
Wayne and Adam, an infant who suffered brain damage, Dylan; a child with cerebral 
palsy who relies on assistive technology for communication, Alysia, and two more 
young boys, both challenged by ADHD and learning disabilities, Todd and Aaron. 

The Badeau children have faced numerous challenges over the years including 
handicap access issues, medical and health issues, mental health issues, special 
educational and school issues, vocational and transitional life planning issues, drug 
and alcohol dependency issues, racism and more. Through it all the family has 



remained committed to each other and the children are all doing very well according to 
their individual special needs. 

The Badeaus moved from Vermont to Philadelphia, Pennsylvania in 1992 where Susan 
works as a technology project manager at the National Adoption Center, a non-profit 
center promoting permanence for children with special needs. Sue is also the 
Pennsylvania state representative for Family Voices, a national, grass roots 
organization of families whose children have special health care needs and sits on the 
City of Philadelphia Health Department's Special Needs Work Group. Hector is 
particularly active in the children's schools, participating in ail IEP meetings and 
advocating on behalf of his own and other children within the school settings. In 
addition to volunteering hundreds of hours per year for the National Adoption Center, 
the Badeau children are active volunteers with the Special Olympics, Habitat for 
Humanity, Multicultural Students Association, local homeless shelters, their church and 
youth sports organizations. 

Hector and Susan and their children are totally committed to using their personal and 
professional experience to continue to help more children have the opportunity for 
"roots" and "wings" of their own. 
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Rockefeller Amendment #16 

TANF Administrative Cost Allocation & Safe Adoptions & Family Environments (SAFE) 

Present Law: 

TANF limits States' administrative costs to 15% of the block grant. Title IV-E foster care 
includes language that reasonable efforts must be made before placing a child into foster care, 
and Title IV Adoption Assistance provides assistance to eligible children, based on AFDC 
eligibility in 1996. 

Reason for the Change: 

Since TANF limits States' administrative costs to 15% of the block grant, we should assure that 
States do not game the system and shift TANF administrative costs to other federal programs 
such as Medicaid. The resulting savings shall be used as an offset for the SAFE Act, to enhance 
child safety by modifying reasonable efforts, to promote adoption by de-linking adoption 
assistance eligibility to the AFDC income eligibility, and 1-year limited services to parents of 
foster children prior the child's return home to ensure the child's safety. 

Amendment: 

1)Amend the Welfare-To-Work Block grant 

TANF Administrative Cost Allocation 

Current law: TANF limits States' administrative costs to 15% of block grant. 

Change and Explanation: Add language to ensure the states do not shift TANF 
administrative costs to other open ended federal entitlement programs, such as Medicaid, 
and use the resulting saving for needed changes in the Title IV-E Foster Care program 
and Title IV-E Adoption Assistance program as described: 

Promotion of Adoption of Children with Special Needs 

Current Law: The IV-E Adoption Program funds three distinct types of activities: 
maintenance payments for qualified special needs children who are adopted, with such 
payments negotiated and capped at the foster care levels; administrative payments for 
expenses associated with placing special needs children in adoption; and training of staff 
and parents who will be adopting special needs children. 

Change and Explanation: Why should a special needs child's eligibility for federal 
adoption assistance be linked to the income of parents, from whom that child must be 
removed for their own safety? Or should eligibility be linked to income of previous 
adoptive parent i f such adoption fails? Delinking federal adoption assistance provides 
support that is based on the child's special needs and will encourage adoptions 
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To: Laxarie Rubiner, Senu Chafee's Stadff 
Barbara Pryor, Sen. Rockefeller's Staff 

From: Justin Latus, Congressional Budget Office 
Date: June 16,1997 
Re: Estimate of certain sections of Chafee/Rockefeller adoption bill 

Here's a mare detailed description of the attached estimate of the sections of your bill that you 
requested me to look at first. I hope this is helpful. Please call me if you have questions. 

Section 203—Foster care payments for children with parents in residential treatment 
facilities 
This provision would allow IV-E reimbursement for children staying with their parents in 
residential treatment facilities. I assumed that the number of facilities that have the capabilities 
to serve both parents and children would be limited. The costs that I estimate here ($10 million 
in fiscal year 1998) represent the incremental costs of the more expensive residential treatment 
facilities over the less expensive placements of these children under current law (e.g. foster 
family homes). 

Section 305~Pronaotion of adoption of children with special needs 
This provision would allow adopted children with special needs who are not SSI- or AFDC-
eligible to receive adoption assistance payments. I estimate that this would increase outlays by 
about $305 million in 1998, or $2.3 billion over the 1998-2002 period. This estimate is based on 
the assumption that currently about two-thirds of foster care adoptions are IV-E eligible, and that 
this would expand eligibility to the remaining one third. States have greax flexibility in 
deteimining which children have "special needs," and most stales have defined this term very 
broadly. However, I have assumed that some adoptions from the foster care system would not be 
special needs and have subtracted them from my estimate of costs. I also subtracted out 
nonrecurring adoption expenses from my estimate, since under current law all special needs 
children are eligible for reimbursement, regardless of AFDC or SSI eligibility. I have added to 
my estimate costs of expanding adoption assistance to children placed by Indian tribal 
organizations would be covered under this provision but who are ineligible for reimbursement 
under current law. 

Costs for this provision would grow over time. I assumed that the growth rate would be the same 
as the growth rate for my adoption assistance baseline, which incorporates such factors as 
increases in caseload (the program has grown rapidly in recent years), inflation, and real growth 
in adoption assistance payments. 

These children would also receive Medicaid under this provision. However, since states already 
have the option to provide Medicaid to non-IV-E adopted children and since most do, this would 
not greatly increase Medicaid spending. Spending would increase by $5 million in the Medicaid 
program in 1998. 
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Section 304-One-year reimbursement for reunification services spending above 1996 levels 
This provision is very much scaled back from the previous version. The sendees covered are 
limited, only the parent is eligible for them, and only spending above 1996 levels is eligible for 
the Medicaid match under the IV-E program. 

Increases in spending under this provision are difficult to estimate for several reasons. The 
services covered and the costs of these services vary widely. There are no records of what total 
state spending on these services in 1996 is. And it is unclear how accurate states will be in 
reporting their 1996 spending. States would have the incentive to underreport 1996 spending in 
order to establish a lower base against which future increases would be measured. 1 varied the 
assumptions that went into this estimate to determine likely spending under this provision and 
determined that my best estimate is to say that this would increase outlays by $40 million in 
fiscal year 1998, or $455 million over the 1998-2002 period. I assumed that spending for 
reunification services would grow at the same growth rate as my foster care baseline. This 
provision becomes more expensive over time since spending above 1996 levels increases each 
year. 

The number above represents the net increase in costs. For this estimate, I subtracted out savings 
in reduced stays in the foster care system that would result from increased spending on 
reunification services. 

For data on the number of children and families who would be eligible for these services, I 
consulted with HHS and the people there who work on AFCARS (the recently up-and-n inning 
data source on states' foster care populations). For estimates of current spending and costs of 
reunification services, I spoke with states and experts in the field. 

Section XXX~Extend 75 percent enhanced SACWIS match through fiscal year 1998 
This would increase budget authority by $65 million in 1998, and outlays by $55 million in 1998 
and $10 million in 1999. This is a preliminary estimate and is based on states' SACWIS 
planning and development budget estimates. — /y/g 4/^/3 jyi//f ^ ^ ^ j -
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CBO Preliminary Estimate of Chafee Proposed Amendment 
on Administrative Cost Allocation among TANF, Food Stamps, and Medicaid 

Based on language received June 15,1997. 

(by fiscal year in billions of dollars) 199S 1999 2000 2001 2002 

06/17/97 

1998-
2002 

DIRECT SPENDING 

Food Stamps a/ 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

Medicaid 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

Total 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

-0.3 
-0.3 

-0.3 
-0.3 

-0.6 
-0.5 

-0.3 
-0.3 

-0.3 
-0.3 

-0.6 
-0.6 

-0.3 
-0.3 

-0.4 
-0.4 

-0.7 
-0.7 

-0.3 
-0.3 

-0.4 
-0.4 

-0.7 
-0.7 

-0.3 
-0.3 

-0.4 
-0.4 

-0.8 
-0.7 

-1.6 
-1.5 

-1.8 
-1.8 

-3.4 
-3.3 

Details do not add to totals because of rounding. 

a/ CBO has determined that this legislation would limit reimbursement for Food Stamp administratrve costs 
and that states do not have the flexibility to amend their programmatic responsibilities in the Food Stamp 
Program to continue providing required setvices. It would therefore constitute an intergovernmental 
mandate as defined by the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995. The cost of the mandate would 
exceed the threshold established in that Act ($50 million in 199S, adjusted annually for inflation). 
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CHAF AD2.WK4 06/16/97 12:17 PM 

CBO Estimate of CERTAIN PROVISIONS ONLY of S. 511 
PRELIMINARY 
(millions of dollars) 

06/16/97 
Direct spending 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 ,98-,02 
Sec. 203 
Foster care payments for children with parents in residential treatment facilities 
Foster care 

BA 10 10 15 15 15 65 
OT 10 10 15 15 15 65 

Sec. 303 
Promotion of adoption of children with special needs 
Foster care 

BA 360 415 475 535 600 2,390 
OT 305 410 465 530 590 2,300 

Medicaid 
BA 5 5 5 5 5 30 
OT 5 5 5 5 5 30 

Sec. 304 
Reunification services; reimbursement for spending above 1996 levels a/ 
Foster care 

BA 50 70 95 120 145 480 / 
OT 40 65 90 115 140 455 

Sec. XXX 
Extend enhanced SACWIS match of 75% through fiscal year 1998 
Foster care 

BA 65 0 0 0 0 65 
OT 55 10 0 0 0 65 

Notes: 
Based on language received May 29, 1997, and clarifications of staff. 
a/ Based on language from staff that would reimburse only spending above 1996 levels. 
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However, I would like to use rny few moments here today to zero in on two particular 
aspects of this bill and urge this Committee to recognize their importance to the 
children and families of our country. These are the issues of adoption assistance and 
geographic barriers. 

Adoption Assistance for Children with Special Needs 

Voice for Adoption strongly supports provisions in 5.511 which delink eligibility for 
adoption assistance from poverty status. This important change in current federal law 
is required or many children without permanent homes will never be placed in 
adoptive homes. Of the thousands of children in this country waiting in foster care for 
families who will adopt them, it is estimated that 80 percent are children with special 
needs - children with disabilities, older children, minority children, or sibling groups. 

I have stated that I have adopted 19 children, all of whom have special needs. Only 
half of these children ever qualified for and received adoption assistance subsidies. 
When we have believed that a child was right for our family, we were always willing to 
adopt that child regardless of whether or not subsidy was available. Neither the 
availability nor the amount of assistance available was ever the determining factor in 
our adoption decisions. However, adoption assistance has made it possible for us to 
undertake the challenges of parenting children with severe disabilities, terminal 
illnesses and chronic conditions, as well as 3 separate sibling groups, one of which 
consisted of 6 children and to provide for them the educational, medical, therapeutic 
and recreational opportunities they need and deserve in order to grow, thrive and 
reach their potential. Our five oldest children - who social workers once predicted 
would never graduate from high school - have all done so and are now living on their 
own as independent adults. The next three children are all enrolled in college. 

Adoption subsidies help families in very practical and very real ways. Although medical 
insurance may cover medical bills, it is the subsidy that makes it possible for parents to 
take the extra days off from work, to provide the transportation to and from 
appointments, to pay insurance co-payments and to make modifications at home that 
medically fragile children need. Although school systems provide individual 
educational plans for children with special needs, it is the subsidy that mokes it possible 
for parents to attend training seminars, purchase supplemental instructional materials 
to have at home and provide educational opportunities that extend beyond the 
child's 18th birthday. Although medical insurance provides for a certain number of 
mental health therapy visits, it is the subsidy that makes it possible for parents to attend 
appointments with their child, continue the sessions after the insurance ends and 
provide the enrichment activities at home that compliment and expand the 
effectiveness of the therapy. 

All children with special needs deserve to have these opportunities. And yet, many 
have not because- the subsidy eligibility has been linked with •Title IV-E poverty status. I 
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cannot emphasize how strongly I support the provisions in S.511 which delink the 
subsidy eligibility and poverty status. Let me give you one example from our own 
family. 

A few years ago. we agreed to adopt a (then) 6 year old child with a terminal illness 
and profound mental retardation. We were already parenting a child with the same 
condition and knew that we could provide a good home for our new son. Because he 
was Title IV-E eligible he was able to receive a subsidy payment that included both 
federal and state dollars. This subsidy has made a tremendous difference in our ability 
to provide for his very challenging needs. He had a biological brother that was also in 
the foster care system. His brother also had some daunting challenges and the 
agency decided to place him separately in a second adoptive home. When that 
adoption disrupted, the agency turned to us and asked if we would adopt our son's 
sibling. We had not a moment's hesitation. We strongly believe in keeping siblings 
together and we knew we could meet his special needs as well. However, due to his 
adoption disruption, he was no longer Title IV-E eligible and therefore, he was not 
eligible for the same full subsidy amount his brother was eligible for. Fortunately, he 
was at least eligible for a state subsidy, however, his monthly amount is approximately 
one third that which his brother receivesl Therefore, providing for his challenging 
special needs has placed a financial burden on our family. We have adopted other 
children with special needs who were also ineligible for adoption assistance, in fact, 
some of our children who were not eligible for assistance have more extensive special 
needs than those who were eligible! This is not fair to either the children or the 
adoptive families. 

Some children who were once Title IV E eligible, like our son, lose their eligibility os a 
result of an adoption disruption. While disruptions are rare (less than three percent of 
adoptions are disrupted), how tragic for those children that when a disruption occurs, 
they lose not only their family, but their opportunity for critical resources. Good friends 
of ours adopted a sibling group of 4 severely challenged children who had lost their 
subsidy eligibility this way. These children no longer were eligible for federal subsidy 
and in their state, this eliminated them from state adoption assistance as well. Their 
special needs were primarily a result of fetal alcohol exposure and extreme early life 
abuse and neglect. They present a multitude of educational and behavioral health 
challenges to their family. The family has stretched themselves further than many 
would to continually meet the needs these boys present. 

Other children, like 2 of our daughters, are ineligible for subsidy because they never 
were Title IV E eligible. Their birth families were not poor. One child has fetal alcohol 
syndrome and related disabilities while the other child has cerebral palsy. Neither of 
their birth families were able to parent them, thus, adoption was the appropriate option 
for providing them with permanent homes. Neither alcohol dependency, nor the 
unexpected birth of a child with a disability are uniquely confined to poor parents. Yet 
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due to this circumstance of birth, neither of these children nor many others like them 
throughout the country, are eligible for adoption assistance. 

Clearly it is inequitable to treat differently children who both have special needs. The 
economic status of the child's birth family, or former adoptive family, should not 
determine whether or not that child is eligible for the kinds of services and supports that 
a subsidy provides, especially since parental rights have been terminated and the 
child is free for adoption. By delinking adoption assistance and basing a child's 
eligibility solely on his special needs status, you will remove a significant barrier that 
currently prevents all children with special needs from receiving equal adoption 
opportunities, including Medicaid coverage, which otherwise can change when a 
child's family moves from state to state. 

Furthermore, administrative costs will be saved by delinking adoption assistance 
eligibility since agencies will no longer be required to conduct time-consuming, 
lengthy investigations to establish eligibility based on financial situation. 

Voice for Adoption supports, too, provisions in S.511 which would continue eligibility for 
adoption assistance payments if the child's adoptive parent dies, or the child's 
adoption is dissolved, and the child is placed with another adoptive family. 

I would like to point out that the House bill,H.R.867, does not include this delinking 
provision. Therefore, I would urge you. Senators, to place considerable emphasis in 
maintaining this important provision of S.511 when the two bills go to conference. 

Removal of Geoaroohic Bomers to Adoption 

In discussions about reforming the foster care and adoption systems, much emphasis is 
often p laced on the need to improve and expedite the termination of parental rights 
process. I agree that this is an important area of concern. The objective is to place 
waiting children with appropriate families and to eliminate barriers to the placement of 
children in interstate and inter-county adoptions. 

However, even after parental rights have been terminated, many children continue to 
wait in foster care due to geographic barriers. From the county level to the state level, 
and regionally, there is a resistance to place children outside of one's immediate 
jurisdiction. States and counties hang on to approved families in their jurisdictions, in 
case a child comes into care needing a home, while children are waiting in other 
jurisdictions for families to be found. Such was certainly the case with several of my 
children. In fact, we adopted one set of 6 siblings who had waited for nearly 5 years in 
care after their parental rights had been terminated. Geographic barriers were the 
main culprit. 
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whether a child is eligible. For example, some States add religion 
or not being able to place the child without subsidy lo the defini­
tion of special needs. 

Adoption assistance agreements and payments 
An adoption assistance agreement is a written agreement be­

tween the adoptive parents, the State FV-E agency, and other rel­
evant agencies (such as a private adoption agency) specifying the 
nature and amount of assistance to be given. Under the adoption 
assistance agreement, States may make monthly adoption assist­
ance payments for AFDC- and SSI-eligible children with special 
needs who are adopted. 

The amount of adoption assistance payments to be made is based 
on the circumstances of the adopting parents and the needs of the 
child. No means test can be used to determine eligibility of parents 
for the program; however, States do use means tests to determine 
the amount of the payment. Payments may be adjusted periodically 
if circumstances change, with the concurrence of the adopting par­
ents. However, the payments may not exceed the amount the fam­
ily might have received on behalf of the child under foster care. 
Adoption assistance payments may continue until the child is age 
18, or, at Slate option, age 21 if the child is mentally or physically 
handicapped. Payments are discontinued if the State determines 
that the parents are no longer legally responsible for the support 
of the child. Federally subsidized pavments may start as soon as 
an agreement is signed and the chita has been placed in an adop­
tive borne. Parents who have been receiving adoption assistance 
payments must keep the State or local agency informed of cir­
cumstances that would make them ineligible for payments, or eligi­
ble for payments in a different amount. 

The Federal matching rate for the adoption assistance payments 
is based on each State's Medicaid matching rale. States may also 
claim open-ended Federal matching at the rate of 50 percent for 
the costs of administering the program and for training both staff 
and adootive parents at the rate of 75 percent. 

Not all families of adopted IV-E eligible children with special 
needs actually receive adoption assistance payments. The adoptive 
parents' circumstances may be such that an adoption subsidy is not 
needed or wanted. Adopted AFDC- or SSI-eligible children with 
special needs are also eligible for Medicaid if an adoption assist­
ance agreement is in efTect, regardless of whether adoption assist­
ance payments are being made. 

States also have the option under the Medicaid Program to pro­
vide Medicaid coverage for other special needs children (those not 
eligible for AFDC or SSI) who are adopted if they have been identi­
fied as a special category of medically needy children under a 
State's Medicaid Program. Pursuant to the 1985 budget reconcili­
ation legislation, a child for whom an adoption assistance agree­
ment is in effect is eligible for Medicaid from Ihe State in which 
the child resides regardless of whether the State is the one with 
which the adoptive parents have an adoption assistance agreement. 

The structure of adoption subsidy programs varies across States. 
Some States offer basic maintenance payments and also allow addi­
tional payments for certain activities (such as family counseling) or 
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for certain groups of children (such as children with severe handi­
caps). Other States offer one level of payment to everyone with no 
special allowances. Some States allow parents to request changes 
in payment levels on a regular basis if circumstances change for a 
child; others allow very little change once the adoption agreement 
is signed. Some States start payments as soon as placement is 
made; others not until the adoption is finalized. 

Not all children who receive adoption subsidies from States are 
eligible for Federal FV-E funds. The American Public Welfare Asso­
ciation (APWA) estimatefi that at the end of 1990 (the latest year 
for which data are available), approximately half of the estimated 
99,000 children nationwide whose families received adoption sub­
sidies were IV-E eligible. The non-IV-E children's adoption sub­
sidies are paid solely by the State in which their adoption agree­
ment was signed. States difier in whether comparable IV-E chil­
dren and non-IV-E children receive similar adoption subsidy 
amounts. 

Nonrecurring adoption costs 
The Adoption Assistance Program also authorizes Federal match­

ing funds for States to pav the one-time adoption expenses of par­
ents of special needs children (regardless of AFDC or SSI eligi­
bility). In order to be eligible, the child must be a child with special 
neeaa, as defined in section 473(c) of the Social Security Act and 
described above. 

Through the program, parents may receive reimbursement of up 
to $2,000 per child for these nonrecurring adoption expenses, and 
States may claim 50 percent Federal matching for these reimburse­
ments. Qualified adoption expenses are defined as reasonable and 
necessary adoption fees, court costs, attorney fees, and other ex­
penses that are directly related to the adoption of a child with spe­
cial needs. States may vary in the maximum amount they allow 
parents to receive under Uiis provision (see table 12-9 for Stale-by-
State data on maximum reimbursement rates). 

All 49 States have implemented the program; the District of Co­
lumbia has not. However, the average reimbursements have not 
equaled the $2,000 Federal cap, with the average payment being 
$966 in 1996. According to the Association of Administrators of the 
Interstate Compact on Adoption and Medical Assistance 
(AA1CAMA), for which the American Public Welfare Association 
serves as the secretariat, in a number of States, the larger amounts 
of nonrecurring adoption costs are being paid for costs incurred in 
the adoption of special needs children from foreign countries and 
private agencies. Parent adopting children from the public child 
welfare agencies are not claiming as many expenses because many 
costs incurred in the adoption of these children are already covered 
under the States' adoption programs. 
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Notes: on the SAFE Act and the cost allocation offset 

We had a bad day at CBO — CBO will say that our "good government" provision is an unfunded 
mandate. This is bad news, but basically it is because the unfunded mandate law treats 
entitlement differently, and our offset does "touch" food stamps. CBO assumed that states would 
shift administrative costs from welfare to Medicaid and food stamps — our provision prohibits 
this, and "captures" about $3.4 billion in savings. 

All the state organizations are upset, and NGA, NCSL, and APWA decided to oppose our 
amendment, disappointing but not surprising since states wanted to be able to shift costs. 

Counterpoints: 

States say this is an unfunded mandate, and unfair to vulnerable families. 

FACT: Governors asked for a block grant of welfare reform, and said that they 
could be more efficient with flexibility. 

Administrative costs were raised from 10% to 15% in the block grant In 1995, 
average adminstrative costs were 13.7% for welfare — and that was before the 
flexibility of the block grant. 

We are not harming families. We are just ensuring that State don't shift 
adminstrative costs from welfare programs to Medicaid and food stamps. To be 
clear, this offset does not touch Medicaid only and food stamp only cases. If 
Medicaid claims go up, states can still get adminstrative matching funds at the same 
50-50 level. 

States will claim that our cost allocation offset, hurts food stamps and Medicaid. 

FACT: Our offset does require States to "live" under the 15% administrative cap of 
the welfare block grant. 

FACT: Our offset is not the same as the Stenholm amendment, it does not have a 
cap of administrative costs for food stamps, Hke Stenholm. 

FACT: Our offset will not change the 50-50 Administrative match for Medicaid only 
and food stamp only cases. 

State claim that we are "taking" money from vulnerable families. 

Our offset just prevents States from circumventing the 15% administrative costs 
under the welfare block grant and shifting the costs to other federal programs like 
Medicaid and food stamps. 
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June 16.1997 

Dear Srutter: 

We an writiDfi tc oxpreie the strong opposlHoa of the Nation*! Governors' A&sociition, the Ksdoaal Conarenco of 
State Logidatun* and the American hilic Welftit Anoeistiea t6 ihe ChafiWRockcfeller araeaimeat that would 
dxiK&se the historic federal support for fbod stomp aod Medicaid administrative costs. TTiis amendment is a 
viobnoQ of (be. Unfunded Usadaiet law and would ihift costs to the Kates, We believe thit this proposal would 
roopea ftderal welfare rdarm and would divert state funds wty from tetvices fbr vulnerable ohiUien and famllks. 

We bdirve that this djnendment violaw P.L. 104-4, the Unflwded Mandates Raftjim Act of 1993 and would be 
subject to a point of order against it. The Comnssionil Budgat Office hu already found that froezlag the cost 
allocadon or capping administrsiJve costs &r fbod stamps is as unfunded mandate because it leaves xana ta cany 
out federally mandated adminismtive rcspontlblUtin vdth reduced fbderal flindias. 

The Cbafte/RocfcefeUer anendmcne would constitute a oon shift to states by freezing in place the cost allocation 
metiodology in eflbct in FY 96, prior to the welAn reform law. In 1996 and prior yean, states generally 
daslpoaind weUue as the prunaiy program for cost aliocaiion which meant that fhared adminutrative costs lor 
deteiaialof vtUan, fbod stamp aad Medicaid eligibility, certification, fair hearings and claims were "charged" or 
allotted to the AFDC program. AFDC became The primary program because it was the first profnm created of 
these three programs aod the federal fovemment generally eocoureged this deslgBsiios. Since all three programs 
had an open-ended 50750 adminisuativt match, it didn't rtaUy matter to wfaai program the costs w e allocated or 
that wing a primary allocation methodology was not a true reflection of how actual costs were Inourred. 

However, states are sew aperatiitg tmder a fixed TANF block grant with a 15% adonnistiâ ve cap. Under This 
amendment, costs that legitimately would hzv« been approved as "Medicaid and &od stamp adndnistxauon costs 
will be subject to the TANF administrative cap. In order to shoulder this SS tnOion cost-shift, states may befuiusd 
to reduce spending on diicct services to needy children and families. At the sane time sates are being asked to 
absorb this new burden, they are also being astasd by the Finance Comtnlttfio to commit additional state reeomces 
for a wide range of new human service taitiatives. All cf these demands cannot be met. 

Future economic downturns, natural disasters, or other factors coold easily increase the caseloads and 
concomitantly the food stamp and Medicaid adminstrative costs, fcnher exaeesbating the cost-shift. 

While we appreciate Senators Chaffee and Jtoekefeller's commitment to psrmaneney and safety fbr children in the 
child wdftre system, federal resources to xuppott this initiative most not come at the expense of other critical 
prognnu to slreagthen fcmllles.' We will oppose any similar amendments that impose limimiens or caps on 
administrative ddlars. 

Sncwely, . 

Raymond C. Scheppech 
Executtva Director 
National Governors" Assoc la tion 

WflliamT. Pound 
ExCQTUVt DiftCTOT 
National Conference of 
State Legislatures 

A. Sidney JoimsMi m 
Executive Director 
American Public Welfoe 
Asaodalioa 
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ADMINISTRATION, HOUSE, AND SENATE ADOPTION/CHILD WELFARE PROPOSALS 

Adoption 2002 Report 

Work with States on numerical goals and targets to 
double the number of adoptions and other 
permanent placements by 2002. 

Provide technical assistance to State agencies, 
courts and communities to improve the timeliness 
of permanency decisions and to increase the 
number of adoption iand other-permanent—-- ̂  ̂  
placements. 

Financial incentives to states to increase the 
number of adoptions from the public child welfare 
system (per child bonuses). 

Continued aggressive implementation of the 
Multiethnic Placement Act, as amended, i-i: 

H.R. 867 (Camp-Kennelly) as passed 4/30/97 

No additional legislative authority needed. 

Techuical assistance authority (Sec. 12) 

Adoption incentives payments (Sec. 4) 

No additional legislative authority needed. 

S. 511 (Chafee, Rockefeller, et al) as introduced 

No additional legislative authority needed. 

No provision. 

No provision. 

No additional legislative authority needed. 

Publish an annual State-by-State report on success 
jn meeting numerical targets for adoption. 

Annual report on States' performance (Sec.10) No provision. 

PravidezStates with'fiindingJ:oddentify.:and remove-
Jiarrj£î Q_p£imnejic^^ ^ 

Noiprovision;-

o ad¥j(ionane^^iveWtliority nee 

ion 401 authorizes S year grants to reduce 
backlogs/barriers.regarding adoptions.-Authorizes 
a new funding stream under I V-E ̂ to be section 
478) with up to $50 million for these grants. 

Glari fy-the:purpese-of-disppsitio 
renaming them permanency planning hearings and 

Dispositional hearing renamed a»permanency 
hearing. "(Sec, 5) 

Same provision, section 302 

(3 

O) 

C3 
I on 

shortenihe timeframe until such"a heanngTsr"~ 
required from 18 months to 12 months. Require permanency hearing no. later than 12 

months after a child is In care (rather than 18). 
(Sec. 5) 
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ADMINISTRATION, HOUSE, AND SENATE ADOPTION/CHILD WELFARE PROPOSALS 

Adoption 2002 Report 

Clarify "reasonable efforts" requirements to 
emphasize that child health and safety should be 
the paramount concern in making child welfare 
decisions and to illustrate circumstances in which 
reunification is not appropriate. 

Establish a reasonable efforts requirement to 
secure an adoptive home when reunification has 
•beeiiruled out. 

incourage t̂ates'tSlistrthe feoeri 
Service-to-Iocate absent-parents and relatives-who— 
might provide a permanenfhome for the child and 
to-teTminateparenlalTights^en-appî prtate: 

Increase the number of child welfare 
demonstration-waivers.-

H.R. 867 (Camp-Kennelly) as passed 4/30/97 

Clarify reasonable efforts by requiring each state 
to define legislatively the categories of aggravated 
circumstances under which reasonable efforts are 
not required. In addition to the State's list, the 
circumstances listed in the CAPTA bill would not 
require reasonable efforts, nor would^fforts be 
required if parental rights to a sibling had 
p?wiwsty~teerfferm inated Involuhtari ly. The 
provision further notes that child health and safety 
should be the paramount consideration in 
determining reasonable efforts. (Sec. 2) 

Requires reasonable efforts to find an adoptive 
home or other permanent living arrangement if 
reunificatioh is jioTpuiiued. (Sec, 2) 

Section 7 requires that reasonable efforts to find an 
adoptive home must be documented. 

-9) 

Increase from 10 to 15 the number of child welfare 
demonstration waivers (Sec. 11). 

An.aniiccdmenLaddfid.Qn the.House floor, provides.. 
that one of the additional demonstralions must be 
on the subject of kinship care. 

S, 511 (Chafee, Rockefeller, et al) as introduced 

Adds language on child health/safety and 
reasonable efforts similar although not identical to 
H.R. 867. (Sec. 102). 

Also adds safety language to provisions regarding 
the contents of case plans and requirements for 
case reviews. (Sec. 103) 

Requires reasonable efforts to find an adoptive 
-home or other permanent living arrangement and 
requires documentation of such efforts. (Sec. 301) 

provision. 

Increase from 10 to 15 the number of child welfare 
demonstratipn waivers, Section 402. 

- (v-
(3 

I 
„ i n . 
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ADMINISTRATION, HOUSE, AND SENATE ADOPTION/CHILD WELFARE PROPOSALS 

Adoption 2002 Report 

A variety of steps are proposed to encourage more 
timely decision making, but no specific deadlines 
for TPRs are proposed. 

Not addressed. 

Suggests this is an4ssue that needs further study. 
Commits to establishing kinship demonstration 
projects as providwTforin the rê thorized 
CAPTA legislation, and through child welfare 
demonstration waivers. ~ ~ 

Not addressed 

Not addressed. 

Not addressed. 

H.R. 867 (Camp-KenneJly) as passed 4/30/97 

Require states to file a TPR petition or join TPR 
proceedings after a child under 10 years old has 
been in foster care 18 of the past 24 months unless 
(1) at Ihe state's option, if the child is in relative 
care; (2) a State court or State agency has 
determined there are compelling reasons why TPR 
is not in the child's best interests; or (3) the State 
has not provided-the services the State deeims- -
appropriate. (Sec. 3) _ 

Foster parents must be provided notice of and an 
opportunity to be heard in reviews and hearings. 
(Sec. 6) 

Required report and recommendations on kinship, 
care. (Sec. 8) : s ^ ^ ^ 

An amendment added on the House floor provides 
that states way coî uct-criminal background̂ " ~ 
checks of prospective foster and adoptive parents 

rand̂ grouphrortrers 

Report toJIIongresŝ on coordination of substance 
abuse and child-protection/child-welfare services. 
(Sec. 13) • 

S. 511 (Chafee, Rockefeller, et al) as introduced 

No provision. 

No provision. 

No provision. 

Section 205 requires SiaTes to conduct criminal 
background checks for prospective foster and 
adoptive parents and for staff of group care h 

Section 201 requires HHS to prepare an îentory 
of federal programs providingsubstance abuse 
prevention and treatment to families receiving. ^ 
" b ird welfare semce" ' " i i ~ c 

Clarification of population eligible for Independent 
Living Services. (Sec. 14) 

requires a Report to-
iohgress on issues in providing siich serviceŝ  

No provision. 

- i — 
-t^--
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ADMINISTRATION, HOUSE, AND SENATE ADOPTION/CHILD WELFARE PROPOSALS 

Adoption 2002 Report H.R. 867 (Camp-Kennelly) as passed 4/30/97 S. 511 (Chafee, Rockefeller, et al) as introduced 

Not addressed. An amendment added on the House floor expresses 
the sense of Congress that States should consider 
enacting standby guardianship laws. (Sec. 18) 

No provision. 

Not addressed in Adoption 2002, but CAPTA 
already encourages States to establish such teams. 

No provision. Section 104 requires each state to implement a 
child death review team, and requires a-federal 
child death review team to investigate deaths on 
military^ases and Indian Reservations. - • 

Not addressed. 
No provision. Section 202 amends the Substance Abuse 

Prevention and Treatment Block Grant to broaden 
the current preference for services to pregnant 
women to include also parents with children who 
have been referred to treatment by child welfare 
agencies. -

Not addressed. No provision. 

HHS will "review and may revise the title IV-E 
JraMng xegulations tolassureiazcianprehensive 
approach to child welfare training." 

No provision. 

Section 2(B allows foster care payments on behalf 
of children living in residential treatment programs 
with their mothers. 

Section 204 broadens the use of foster care training 
funds for-trainiiig collaborating agencies on child ^ 
protection/child welfare issues. 

Not addressed. No provision. Section 206 requires States to develop and 
implement guidelines for out of home care akin to 
accreditation. 

Not addressed. No provision. Section 303 revises adoption assistance-eligibility -
so thatbirth families' low-income is not an 
eligibility requirement. In addition, the bill makes 
immigrant children in the care of state/tribal child 
welfare agencies and who otherwise meel IV-E 
requirement£_eligibleTor-adQplion assistance. _ 
(Essentially exempts adoption assistance from the 
immigrant provisions of̂ the welfare refonn bill.) 
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ADMINISTRATION, HOUSE, AND SENATE ADOPTION/CHILD WELFARE PROPOSALS 

Adoption 2002 Report H.R. 867 (Camp-Kennelly) as passed 4/30/97 S. 511 (Cbafee, Rockefeller, et al) as introduced 

Not addressed. No provision. Section 304 expands the definition of IV-E 
maintenance payments to include a year's 
reunification services. 

Proposes technical assistance to support the 
development of collaboratives that encourage 
placements across geographical boundaries. 

No provision. Section 305 requires HHS to study 
interjurisdictional adoption issues. 
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