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The Child Welfare League of America (CWLA) is a ety year-old non-profit
organization representing hundreds of state aral tld welfare organizations
including both public and private, and faith-basgéncies. We are pleased to submit
testimony to today’s hearing by the Subcommitte¢iealthy Families and Communities
on the topic of Preventing Child Abuse and ImprgviResponses to Families in Crisis.

The U.S. Department of Health and Human ServicétsSHeleases the latest national
data on child abuse and neglect every April. F&72@he numbers tell a familiar story:
Nearly 800,000 children were substantiated as abaisé or neglected, out of the more
than 3.3 million child abuse reports made. Childrethe birth to age 1 year had the
highest rate of victimization at 21.9 per 1,000dxr@n. Of the estimated 1,760 child
fatalities in 2007, 34.1% were attributed to negtedy with physical abuse a major
contributor to child fatalities.

Of the child victims, nearly 8% were sexually aldjsend 11% were physically abused.
One consistent statistic that surprises some tawxly 60% of the 800,000 children are
victims of neglect.In many cases, neglect can be just as seriowexaslsor physical
abuse. It also tells us we are not doing enougirgeent these children from being
brought to the attention of child protective seea¢CPS), and thereby being placed into
care.

Another consistent statistic is that of the 800,800sed and neglected children
identified, more than 40% did not receive followsgvices.Reasons for this include

the way in which data is collected, how states pl®gervices, and in some instances the
reluctance on the part of some families to accessces. Still, with such a high and
consistent percentage going without follow-up helparly services are not being
adequately provided at the front end of the chiédfare system. For some, that may
mean they will return to the system.

In the near future, HHS is expected to releasétheth National Incidence Study of
Child Abuse and Neglect (NIS). The Subcommittee mamgt to review this study when

it is released for the insight it may provide ithe need for greater prevention efforts.
The last one was published in 1996, and, like dinat this congressionally mandated
study is likely to tell us that more children suffeom abuse and neglect than the official
statistics indicate. The report will survey professls from dozens of U.S. counties, and
the analysis will shed some light on the numbestaidren harmed by abuse and neglect;
characteristics of children, families, and pergens report sources; and CPS
investigations.

The NIS includes children who were investigatedd®BS agencies, but it also obtains
data on children seen by community professionals wére not reported to CPS or who
were screened out by CPS without investigationrdfioee, NIS estimates provide a
more comprehensive measure of the scope of childealnd neglect known to
community professionals, including both abused meglected children who are in the
official statistics and those who are not.



The NIS follows a nationally representative deseymg because all four national studies
have used comparable methods and definitions, casopa can be made about our
progress or lack of progress, and this likely weihforce the need for greater preventive
efforts.

PREVENTION AS PART OF THE CHILD WELFARE CONTINUUM

Prevention of child abuse and neglect is perhapgibatest challenge in the continuum
of the child welfare system. All too frequentlygpention of abuse and neglect is an add-
on service instead of a core component of the rahgeeded services. The issue of
providing or addressing prevention too often isdiboned on whether a child welfare
agency or state agency can free up appropriatiohsds by reducing the cost, including
what some would describe as back-end servicesatpioster care. Instead, what is
required is an investment in the range of services.

Child protection can trace its origins to the 18#mtury when, in 1875, the Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Children was estaleitsin New York City. After publicity
surrounding the treatment of a young child captuinedoublic’s attention, the President
of the American Society for the Prevention and Gyue Animals was approached and,
as a result of his support, existing state legaato protect children was vigorously
enforced for the first time. Other states and fgliasons would eventually follow by
enacting their own laws. In 1899, lllinois becarhe first state to create a juvenile court
to address issues of dependence, delinquency,egieah By 1907, 26 states had
followed with their own juvenile court laws.

The first White House Conference on Children wasvened in 1909 and led to the
creation of a Children’s Bureau at the federal leRart of the mission of the new bureau,
at the urging of the White House Conference, wdsmicestigate and report on all
matters relating to the welfare of children andahfe among all classes of peopfe.”

Throughout the following decades, other federal state laws were enacted, but in 1960,
Dr. C. Henry Kempe’s work on “battered child synued' raised the importance of
communities in their efforts to protect childrerddad the medical community to

improve methods of identifying and protecting cheld from abuse. In 1974, Congress
passed the first Child Abuse Prevention and TreatiAet (CAPTA). This landmark law
helped establish national standards for specifiontng and response practices for states
to include into their child protection laws.

CAPTA is the only federal legislation exclusivelgdicated to preventing, assessing,
identifying, and treating child abuse and negledte-¢ontinuum of child maltreatment
services and supports. Since 1974, CAPTA has baempthe federal government’s
effort to help states and communities improve tpeactices in preventing and treating
child abuse and neglect. CAPTA provides grantsdtes to support infrastructure and
innovations in state child protective services (EPS



CAPTA includes three programs:

» CAPTA authorizes grants to the states to developvuative approaches to
improve their CPS systems. To qualify for thesentgrastates must meet
eligibility requirements, such as having mandategyorting laws, preserving
victim confidentiality, appointing guardian ad hte, and establishing citizen
review panels.

» CAPTA discretionary funds support state effortemprove their practices in
preventing and treating child abuse and neglease@&unds support program
development, research, training, technical assistaand the collection and
dissemination of data to advance the preventioni@adment of child abuse and
neglect. These funds also support the NationaldOkluse and Neglect Data
System, the only federal data collection effortiédermine the scope of child
abuse and neglect. These funds support nation@tines, such as the National
Office of Child Abuse and Neglect, the National ®&ese Center on Child
Maltreatment, and the National Clearinghouse ondCAlbuse and Neglect.

* The Community-Based Family Resource and SuppodrBno was created in
1996. The program provides grants to states tomstifigeir efforts to develop,
operate, and expand a network of community-basedeption-focused family
resource and support programs that coordinate res®among a range of
existing public and private organizations. Fundmgllocated to states by a
formula based on the number of children in a stgtepulation.

While CAPTA is intended to bolster child protectieffiorts and invests some limited
funds into preventing abuse from occurring, it'ading and appropriations history has
been dismal at best. Each reauthorization resufidjustments in policy and practice

but it has not resulted in increased appropriatmnsommitment from past congresses or
administrations. We hope that will change in thé"Congress and with the President’s
next budget in February.

As significant as it is, CAPTA is only one parttbé child welfare system and ultimately
our prevention initiatives. Over the years lawshsas Aid to Dependent with Dependent
Children, (AFDC) followed by Temporary Assistanoad\eedy Families (TANF), and

the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) providdaaltfunding to child welfare services
including services to protect children. OverallB&5is a major source of federal

funding, representing 11% of federal funding foilctkvelfare services that addresses the
needs of vulnerable children and yofi8SBG frequently serves as a link between
government funding and private and charitable sssiamd helps build and fund a
network of private agencies. SSBG funds supplenoeal and charitable efforts by
providing federal dollars to fill a gap these chiag may not be able to meet. The breadth
of services provided by SSBG funds can also cavertfalls left by other federal social
services programs.



Two other important sources of funding also foumthie Social Security Act along with
TANF and SSBG are Title IV-B part 1, Child Welfeé8ervices (CWS), and Title IV-B
part 2, Promoting Safe and Stable Families (PS8Bjh are flexible funding streams
that fund a range of services. But even in theseances, with CWS funded at $281
million in annual appropriations and PSSF funde®3&8 million in combined
mandatory and discretionary appropriations, furelgeho be shared between programs
that might prevent abuse and those that assistiésnaind children through adoption and
reunification services. It should also be notet tioth have actually been cut over the
past eight years.

PROMISING INITATIVES

There are a number of important efforts taking @lacross the country and we are
encouraged that some of the Administration’s natiatives are building on these efforts
and we hope much more will be done.

First and foremost is President Obama’s propos&B8d billion over 10 years for a new
mandatory program that provides funds to statesVatence-based home visitation
programs for low-income families. Home visitingust one of several other initiatives
around child care and early childhood educationclwthe Obama Administration is
proposing to advance their zero to five initiatives

To date, Congress has been very supportive ofrthiative as well. Included in HR

3962, is a provision that would provide much neegleahts to states to improve the well-
being, health, and development of children by englihe establishment and expansion
of high quality programs that provide voluntary hemsitation for families with young
children and families expecting children. Thesentgare intended to target at risk and
vulnerable families and communities who are in ngfeskrvices that will not only reduce
abuse and neglect but also improve the overaltiheald development of young children.
Priority funding will provided for programs thatlaere to a model of home visitation
with the strongest evidence of effectiveness.

Funding for this provision is currently set at $#B0lion over five years which is much
less than what the Administration initially propdsand half of what the Senate bill's
provision contains. CWLA believes that this prog@sal other proposals that place an
emphasis on evidence based practices and evidaioceed innovation can serve as a
model for a major prevention initiative.

CWLA is also pleased that the President has prapasd it appears the Congress will
approve a new “Promise Neighborhoods” initiativiisTinitiative, which President
Obama raised during the campaign, is based on dhnlerd Children’s Zone program.

The program attacks poverty through a compreherssiieol-based model that provides
wrap around services for the entire family. Itqels a special emphasis on early-learning,
elementary and secondary education, and guidedrehithrough the entire period of
learning. The goal is to spread this model to sevammunities across the country. The
planning grants would go to non-profits for onery&anly those grantees that developed



proposals that incorporated strong partnershipsémmhg plans would be eligible for
larger implementation grants the following year.

CWLA is also very supportive of the Administratisremphasis zero to five initiatives.
Some of these efforts include the Early Learningl@nge Grants, which the Education
and Labor Committee has already acted on, and othiatives focused on pre-K
funding as well as next year’s debate on child.cAltbhough some of these important
initiatives that may not be thought of as child sdprevention, they are all critical
components of assistance to the country’s mostevabie families and children.

At the local level we also see examples that calnuile on through greater federal
support. Some examples include Baltimore’s Famdyi@ctions program, which uses a
range of funding sources from the public, privééh-based, foundation, and other
community partners to show some significant resiilte Family Connections program
has shown positive results in reducing the instauo¢@buse and neglect by using limited
federal funds to better coordinate communities serglices. As the University of
Maryland points out,

Evaluation results show Family Connections improves protective factors such as
parenting skills and attitudes, and reduces risk factors such as parent depression,
caregiver drug use, caregiver stress, and children’s behavioral problems. The program
also demonstrated reduced incidents of child abuse and neglect and increased child
safety and well-being.’

The results were enough to encourage HHS to fugitt edditional models with initial
resources focused on an 11-month community-planpiogess.

Differential response is one prevention strate@y tolds promise in protecting
vulnerable children. This form of practice alloves fnore than one method of response
to reports of child abuse and neglect. Also catledl track, multiple trackor alternative
responsethis approach recognizes the variation in theneatfireports and the value of
responding differentially.

Great variation exists in state and county impletagon of differential response, which
generally involves low- and moderate-risk casetsr@eive a non—investigation
assessment response without a formal determinatisnbstantiation of child abuse and
neglect. Although states are attempting severalcgapes in this area, the basic policy
difference is in how complaints of abuse and ndglee dealt with and screened into or
out of the CPS system. In some instances, resptmseports of child abuse and neglect
may result in greater family support and serviceaddress the underlying causes.

Initiatives that combine the efforts of the cowatsl the child welfare community also
have shown promise. These initiatives, which previghds to train key personnel—
including judges and child welfare workers involweith the courts, such as court-
appointed state advocates (CASAs) and CPS workesse-Yielded positive results in



keeping families together and addressing the abodaeglect of infants and the very
young.

The Court Teams for Maltreated Infants and ToddRegect, spearheaded by ZERO TO
THREE, has shown great promise and results; whaths is a steady source of
dedicated funding that can expand on these efforts.

Another innovation being implemented in some arbat) in terms of CPS and in
placement decisions, is Family Group Decision MgKiRGDM). FGDM offers an
approach of working with families and communitiegadlved with the child welfare
system. Families are engaged and empowered bywhlfdre agencies to make
decisions and develop plans that protect and reuthair children from enduring further
abuse and neglect. The FGDM approach recognizefatindies are the experts of their
own situations and therefore are often able to makeinformed decisions about their
circumstances with the support of family membeid @thers who have worked with the
family.

THE PREVENTION CHALLENGE

Prevention can encompass services as basic as aosadsld care and it can also include
a range of other services that can help familidsce the stresses of parenting. Providing
respite for parents can ensure a child’s well-bevhgn parents are working, in school, or
caring for other children.

There is an increasing level of research and whekis being done in terms of
prevention. The Children’s Bureau highlights conmnfiactors that can be found in
successful prevention initiatives. This researagssts that you must both reduce risk
factors and promote protective factors to ensugentbll-being of children and families.
This work also shows that protective factors ineladforts to strengthen all families.
This kind of approach when possible can extend aufgeyond the most vulnerable
families and reach other families may not meefctiiteria for the most vulnerable but are
families that are dealing with stressors that cdeddl them to abuse or neglect.

CWLA believes that some of the recent initiativesnly advanced by the Administration
and some of the research now being developed alfeopportunity to develop a new
approach to preventing child abuse. A model thatires and is driven by community-
based partners, that requires on-going researckhahdan implement and replicate
proven models but allows enough flexibility to isvén innovative and emerging
practices and programs.

RECCOMENDATIONS

First and foremost we hope Congress will act soaeauthorize CAPTA. More
importantly however, is our belief that there needse a genuine commitment to fund
this law. That commitment must be shared by theifstration, the Congress and the
advocacy community. It offers limited effectivesde reauthorize the law and to fund
the basic state grants at $27 million, which wauitly provide in some states enough to



hire one or two social workers to carry out the amant tasks that can help address child
abuse and prevent it in the first place.

CWLA is encouraged and is hopeful that Congreskosihplete its work this year to
make the Administration’s new home visitation piogra reality. We feel this
legislation and the emphasis on outcomes and idseéers a way forward for other
child abuse prevention initiatives.

CWLA also hopes the Administration will encourage dead states to fully implement
the provisions of the new child welfare legislatitine Fostering Connects to Success Act
(PL 110-351) passed late last year. Although softlee provisions deal with children
and families already in contact with child welfatfegy still have an impact on a larger
population. This is especially true of those psams dealing with health care, training
for child welfare workers and other personnel, &imhl funding. We also believe it will
help Congress and the Administration take the ageg and reform the way we finance
child welfare so that we can include funding toradd preventing child abuse.

Finally we urge the Committee and the Congressaaitilsoon to pass legislation to re-
establish a White House Conference on Childrenyamndh. CWLA recognizes that
dollars and federal action alone cannot reducéetied of child abuse or the number of
children in foster care, and therefore this haset@ partnership at the federal, state and
local levels. It is for that reason that CWLA ltadled on Congress to act to restore the
oldest White House Conference, the White House &ente on Children and Youth and
to focus it on the needs of the country’s most grable families and children.

This Conference was once held every ten yearsdsihbt been held since President
Nixon called it in 1970. Its results have beeremairthy. It was mentioned earlier that
the first White House Conference on Children andttded to the creation of a
Children’s Bureau in 1909 and subsequently the 8uigemission in regards to child
protection. It should also be of interest to thidocommittee that one of the results of the
1970 convening was a recommendation to createigndted Senate committee on
children’s issues and we are sure the membersso$tibcommittee recognize their own
value over the years since.

We urge the Subcommittee and the full committesctaon this legislation this year. It is
bipartisan and bicameral and offers Congress anrtymty to reach beyond the politics
of this year. There is a much more significansogafor this White House Conference.
It represents a vision of how communities can ctwgether all across the country to
engage in a discussion of not just needed fedepgdat but local community action;
how systems can coordinate and communicate to predeise and neglect wherever
possible; and when not possible how to act in #st Imterest of the child so that he or
she has a permanent and loving family.

The Child Welfare League of America thanks the Suofimittee for these hearings and
its attention and we look forward to working witbuyon these key issues.
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