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OVERSIGHT OF THE INDIAN CHILD WELFARE
ACT OF 1978

APRIL 25, 1984

U.S. SENATE,
- SerLect COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:45 a.m., in room SD
106, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Mark Andrews (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Andrews and Gorton.

Staff present: Paul Alexander, staff director; Peter S. Taylor,

i+ general counsel; Debbie Storey, legislative assistant; Max Richt-
- man, minority staff director; Gertrude Wilson, secretary.

Senator ANDREwWS. The hearmg will come to order.
Today, we are conducting an oversight hearing on one of the

* most important pieces of legislation to have been produced by this
"/, committee; the Indian Child Welfare Act.

The purpose of the act is to protect the most valuable resources

of Indian people; their children. This unique legislation, passed in
1978, is Congress effort to address the critical situation, document-

“ed by the American Indian Policy Review Commission, of Indian
~children in extremely high numbers being placed in adoptive and

foster-care . settings with non-Indian. families. For many of these

' children, the placements effectively terminated their tribal ties and

“identity. The vast majority of these placement decisions were being
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‘made by non-Indian social service agencies and courts, without any

_viable Indian input.

The Indian Child Welfare Act reinforces tribal jurisdiction over

~child-welfare issues, creates preferences for placements with Indian
- families where possible, provides a mechanism for Indian participa-

tion in non-Indian judicial settings, and provides for the funding of

dIndian family service and child-welfare programs.

Our purpose today is to see how well the program is running,
what improvements can be made in the administration of the pro-
gram, and whether any modification of the original legislation may
now be necessary.

Our first witness this morning is Deputy Assistant Secretary
dJohn Fritz. Welcome back to the commxttee Mr. Secretary. We will
be glad to hear from you

(93]
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RY
STATEMENT OF JOHN W. FRITZ, DEPUTY ASSISTAN'II:‘ Sllla(ll)lllngAF.
FOR INDIAN AFFAIRS (OPERATIONS), BUREAUC?)MPANIED BY
TASS DEFATIXEN 0F Y IELOR, Acooueioum
TED KRENZKE, DIRECTO s
BUTLER, CHIEF, DIVISION OF SOCIAL SERVICES, BIA

i i today
very much, Mr. Chairman. With me
i 1VI\%II" I:‘Pngzl'{?e}:l:zrll;}; ylglilrect?; of Indian Services for theDBui;?(a:Illl gg
Indian Affairs, and Mr. Ray Butler, the Chief of the Div
S ervices. Mr. Secretary, that as
s. Let me assure you, W )
usigrlu;tggr %grggfgs will app:efar as thmtxgh given every word in the
rize if you want. i )
record.FYo’;; I?avzoilulgnl?l?e to suglmarize my remarks in arm\lrergr g;e:g
f: hﬁﬁm R\I?Ve. have worked hard to implement the act. outero > have
bas a number of positive things which have grovs}rln  of Con-
ross’ | tent. We recognize that the ideals that 'lave o
Ig)z:zedl rilneth.is act—that is, the pro(tiec"tliﬁr;r(;g t&etﬁtl g.zl-ggé the pro
> . ition and o . !
:‘gfr?i(l)irelsso—f—;?: gnégi(;ligglt;ﬁ;t?f the overall rationale for Congress
. L patt | 3. '
enactngleiptlft;}tl};:;s ;esglaillafylrogna;:ilzallst)gon, we have had some v:erljfn&os;%
vy miences’ and we have had some less pos.ﬂ:l}\{ret lint orims o
tlge iﬁgg'gtion and in terms of funding, but I t}'nnthat %v 2 b o
?helen osition of the Department and the Bure%tz is i
the Iliest of our abilities, strive to carry out n;g: s ety and
desire for a sensible jurisdictional, as well as a ca el A
ra for the children who are affected by this act. nily, we
gramf r d to continued good relations with this con;lmé o e
10?11{1 é)hrwgmgress as a whole in evolving the act slo %{ ?orward g
e ts tge intent that you put into the law, and weh o(;; ¢ forward to
rrlxlee tinued positive working relations we have ha vith the re-
: ecgg\z: tribes, States, families, and other g_over?zxﬁznact
Sp?i erations’charged with the implementation o_n o act ko
anTh?aI:; really concludes my ;j{n}?ps;s, sir. We will be p
i ou mi; ave,
answertgn ygg:tg&r;.s y'I‘hamiszgyou very much, Mr_.ldSem:egizy‘C }’{‘33
BISAerg:xd;et reflects two programs for Indian I<):h1 :::11. the Child
Welf: Assistance Program and the Grant Progr b g
ndian Gl el Ak Wi st lifeence i tose b
. Are they comparable to a )
gDr: rztlgtmem: of 3IIIeal'ch and Human Services? £ vour question,’and
I\%r Fritz. Let me answer the first part of yo reg stion, and
then I will throw it over here to Mr. Butler for z;_ suppp?ort o the
technical part. The assistance program is oneho D O e
childven, whes the grants oo ocvted upon the sapprt servies
i anization
o 1s,Mup%x‘13 lt{":tey $§uld care to expand upon my ang;wer.c section
" Mr. But R. Mr. Chairman, the child-welfare assmtafn ethe Hon
P gumu’.s bu(:lget is to provide for the cost of care for he chil-
gf theth;;r(;a;e in foster homes or for the ch{ldreght_}llgt ngffare ek
il rsiney, e, horo e e ] ol
i am, un X > act,
grg)r:.t tggns%mrv%cfrgiion of the program which provides the tri

R
Mr. Frirz. Mr. Chairman, no, I do not.
~that we had before
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and the Indian organizations with the funding to offer services to
those children and their Indian families, :

Senator ANDREWS. Does it provide the funding for general social
services?

Mr. BuTLEr. Yes, sir.

Senator ANDREwS. Is it somewhat similar to the programs under
the Social Security Act, Providing funds to States?
Mr. BUTLER. Yes, sir, very similar.

Senator ANDREwWS. Only in this case, it provides it to the tribes.
Is that correct?

Mr. ButLER. To the tribes and the Indian organizations. It ig very
similar, Mr. Chairman, to what was formerly the IV-A AFDC
foster-care program, which is now title IV-E of the Social Security
Act, and the Indian Child Welfare Act grant funding, comparable
to the title IV-B program of child-we]

fare services to the States
‘through the Federal Government,

nator ANDREWS. There had been some questions about it, and

we wanted to make a complete record and get that on the record

and show how it is indeed and in fact comparable to the program
-under the social security system setup.

For the past 4 years, the administration has n

funding for off-reservation programes.

dicated that the off-reservation pr

pla)fe.d an impprtant part in kee

ot requested any
All available reports have in-

ograms are.successful and have

the contrary?

I recall the discussion
you and with you, both in this committee and
uring the appropriations process, regarding the funding of off-res-
ervation programs. It hag been one of the more vexing problems
th.at. has faced us as an organization and we who represent the ad-

ving a service organization to deal with these off-reservation or-
ganizations. So, what we have attempted to do over the past sever-
years is to put the money into the programs which are more
clearly related to our overall missi

mission as we have understood it,
th from hi;?torical and practi i i

.Senator ANprews. Your prepared statement, Mr. Secretary, jus-
es the proposal to zero fund the off-reservation programs on the
8rounds that. “th,

€y can conceivably receive funding from all other
Sources.” That is the end of
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funds from United Fund and Community Chest, those types of or-
ganization. .

Senator ANDREWS. But no Government program funds? -

Mr. Frrrz. Title 920 moneys, 1 guess, would be available to these
organizations, which the on-reservation groups would not have. But
it 1s not really a systematic approach, in terms of getting the funds
there on a regular basis.

Senator ANDREWS. The role of tribal courts is clearly important
in the implementation of this act. However, the budget for tribal
courts has remained relatively static since enactment of the act.
Have you conducted any studies, either through the Social Services
Division or the Tribal Government Services Division to determine

the needs of tribal courts in the administration of this act?

Mr. KrReNzKE. Mr. Chairman, yes. The Bureau of Indian Affairs
has had some studies that have Jooked at the needs of tribal courts
around the country, working with the National American Indian
Court Judges Association.

Senator ANDREWS. Since this act was passed?

Mr. KRENZKE. Since this act was passed, yes.

Senator ANDREWS. Can we be provided a copy of the study?

Mll:;1 Krenzke. We would be pleased to provide that for the
record. -

[Subsequent to the hearing the following publication was submit-
ted for the record: “Indian Courts and the Future,” report of the
National American Indian Court Judges Association long-range
planning project, Judge Orville N. Olney, project director, Davi

Getches, project planner/ coordinator, 1978. The report, which was
prepared under Bureau of Indian Affairs contract No.
K51C14201023, was printed by the US. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC, stock No. 024-002-00065-9 and is retained
in committee files.]

Senator ANDREWS. Some tribes have had difficulty obtaining

funding for foster-care placements made by their {ribal courts.
What is the Bureau policy with regard to payment of foster-care

r. Mr. Chairman, the child-welfare assistance part of
the Bureau’s budget does provide for the payment of foster care, O
institutional care, where you have a tribal court custody order. It
does so in those States where the State welfare departments gener-
' f funding. There have been in-
stances, since enactment of the Indian Child Welfare Act, where
certain tribes have petitioned to reassume exclusive jurisdiction
over child-custody proceedings, where some States have resisted
the payment of foster care. In the States of Michigan, Wisconsin,
and, for a short time, in Florida, the respective State welfare de-
artments questioned the authority of tribal court orders in provid-
ing for those foster-care payments.

Senator ANDREWS. Is this Bureau policy applicable in all the
States or in only some?

Mr. BUTLER. It is not applicable in all States, sir. It is a supple-
mentary program o the AFDC foster-care program. The States in
which the Bureau provides assistance, are those with significant
Indian populations such as Arizona, New Mexico, Nevada, the Da-
kotas, Idaho, and Minnesota for Red Lake only. However, in a lot

-
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of other States, the St
’ ate welfare de -
o s St et s vl and e
fundi vs. In fiscal year 1984, :
millilcﬁxgtgfggl}? Illﬁfﬁaon (?P}}llﬂd Welfare Act gracxﬁnfﬁﬁg a;ledf}lced the
ommended, as 1 rec;li f e Select Committee on Indian Af§O_m $9.7
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along. From the BIA’ appears to have been at a barebon nllg level
affected the pr s perspective, how has this fundin es level all
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f“ﬂdin id un ed’ or did you Simply red e number
Mr %‘Ifrréwged the grantees? uce the level of the
the lével of 'fugg}iln‘gfléi ?ﬁf%(;t:% %Ve reduced the number as well as
nization serving the Indian childien% deleterious effect on the orga-

Senator ANDREW i
2 8. .
‘resﬁfva;JOn program?You did not request any increase for the on-
r. Frirz. We were tryi
competing i rying to hold the lin i
intoplgeep%n mé:}e;;ists of our budget process re:.ﬂthefre' e’ﬁh A
Senator §Nn ata levql, but it has had an im%ac(i):rc our hand
I recall it No, it did But it stayed at a relatively constant 1
made the decision lto not. It went down $1 million. So, in eff vel, 2
give you the abilit; cut out the off-reservation fundin Sect, T
Mr. KRENZKE ll\ljllrtoﬂi;:y constaﬁt on the On-reserVatigo:lI‘; erier t0
ministration’s request was to d that is essentiall ¢
ministration's request was to drop the T s ]
pened, however, as ation funding at a continuing level Whmg and
fhere was a not rod a(‘:t result of the action of the Cong}e at hap-
we continued to fuud ;;m of $1 million from the previou S oot
tion programs. So as Mr. th the on-reservation and the o o
w . : z indicated i A o
as that there has been a cutback, both ﬂf es‘f)lxcx’:ésg" g:rfgfxtlﬂbi of 12.
s o

grants and in the sizes of
S0
and to off-reservation progtarlrxfs?f the grants, both to on-reservation

" Senator ANDREwWS. A number of ¢

the iti ﬁbe :
competitive grant process. The BL: ?:gvt;ai(i):)?lgl prs‘(}idib%m
or

achievement of a mini
do not establi minimum score for considerati
Fining. Could you sxplain how he funding level or sritera fo
A w

3";&1'8 gtoj;‘lL;%ns%ier 111\111 awarding fufldgilx'xagr‘;t process works and what
the X DUTLER. es, Mr. Chairman. The Bu : e

the grane ore funded on a b o it and need, Wo hive guide
a service area p%e;)r:d;::?g:ls hefd é%g(})) e Federal Register W%‘;iegigl?:‘
grant o : of o, or less, g a axﬁm r
15,000, {vis(}’l’ggg, for a population g‘reatersfh::x}x1 3,000 but 1 an
service mpulatioa $]f50’000 maximum grant; and for tl}l, ess than
In the funding | of 15,000 or more, a maximum $300%s§omh Y
18 proposed by aan dfass’ for example, if you have a ro grant.
ports a service po 31 P tribe or an Indian organizagong:ﬁg; that
tix:,e fﬁﬁt and neg d i ;O&gtf ;,330, whic}}1 lisdunder the 3,000 li?gi%

el ; . posal wi i y P

¢ ted lesser grant t i
ized under the gu%deline:an the maximum $50,000 that is author-
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Senator ANDREWS. Mr. Secretary, we have some questions sub-
mitted by Senator Gorton that we will submit to you for answers in
the record. We may well have some questions from Senator Mel-
cher and some of the other members of the committee. We appreci-
ate your coming today and we appreciate your usual candor in
helping us make a complete record.

Mr. Frrrz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement follows:}

PREPARED STATEMENT OF Joun W. Fritz, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR INDIAN
AFrFAIRS (OPERATIONS), BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am pleased to appear before you
today, on behalf of the Department of the Interior, in order to discuss the imple-
mentation of the Indian Child Welfare Act, enacted into law on November 8, 1978,
as well as to reiterate our experiences with the ‘Act during the intervening years. As
you are aware, the Act was predicated on the concept of protectin the interests of
Indian children, through promotion of security and stability of Indian families and
their governments by the establishment of minimum Federal standards for removal
of Indian children from their families and their subsequent placement in foster or
adoptive homes. These gtandards were to reflect the unigue cultural values of the
community from whence the child came. And finally, tribal governments were to be
provided assistance in the operation of family and child service programs.

This Act embodied the highest ideal of merican Indians and Al
within its structure, that ig the protection and nurturing of Indian children within
familiar cultural and societal surroundings esgential to transmit the ongoing val
of the tribes and the families which make them up. The law was designed in such a
way that we, the mortals who work within the Executive Branch, could and, in fact,
have put them into effect.

From our experiences over the past five years, I think it is safe to say that the
Act is working, maybe not without some hitches, maybe not without some false
starts, maybe not without some desired changes on the part of the families and com-
munities we serve—but it i8 working as can be seen by some obvious, pogitive re-
sults. We felt that Congress, the tribes, and most jmportantly, Indian families,
wanted more than simple movement on the part of the Bureaucracy. We felt that
Congress and Indian people wanted to commence the fixing, or at least the amelio-
ration, of longstanding problems which have followed the communities and families
for some time. In some instances, the solutions have been painful, in others we are
still getting started, but in all we have begun to sort through the issues and have
commenced focus on the problem solving aspect of the law.

We are pleased to advise the Committee that we have seen 2 decline in our Child
Welfare Assistance caseload of foster care and residential care of children, & reduc-
tion of some 300 children this past year, and that trend is continuing into the cur-
rent fiscal year. We attribute this decline to the effectiveness of the Indian Child
and Family Services grant programs in preventing Indian family break-up, and re-
habilitation efforts to maintain Indian family life.

Additionally, tribes have utilized the provision found in Section 109 of Title I of
the Act which authorizes tribes and states to enter mutually acceptable agreements
in providing child welfare services for Indian children. Such agreements minimize
the duplication of service which could diminish the limited resources of both the
tribe and state in the provision of services. To date, 19 tribes have negotiated agree-
ments with their respective states, an effort which has involved 12 states. One land-

" involved the joint efforts of all the tribal repx:esentaﬁvm in

critical area of tribal/state relations in order to address not only resources utiliza-
tion, but also critical jurisdictional issues.

Also, [ am pleased to advise the Committee that we have reinitiated efforts to con-
summate an inter-departmental agreement with the De ment of Health and
Human Services, as authorized by Section 203 of Title I of the Act. In January
1984, we detailed a staff member from the Bureau to the Administration for Native
‘Americans to work full-time in deveioging such an ment, and Assistant Secre-
tary Dorcas Hardy personally joined this effort on February 22, 1984. We are con-
vinced this will be a significant effort in attempting to progratn resources of the two

Departments to meet the divergent needs to both on-reservation and off-reservation
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other Federal and state funding programs. These recommendations closely paral-
leled the findings and recommendations of an independent assessment issued Sep-
tember 30, 1981, which was completed under a Bureau contract. That assessment
provided an external review and study for potential administrative improvements in
the program. As a result of the 1981 analysis and other considerations, we published
and promulgated revised regulations on September 10, 1982, to provide improved ad-
ministration of the program. As a result of these regulatory changes and the lack of
significant programmatic problems, the Inspector General's Audit was cleared
March 31, 1983, after only three months suggesting a well managed program. On
dJanuary 11, 1984, further proposed regulatory revisions were published to update
the administration of the grant programs. Our previous experience in evaluating
grant proposals has been utilized to provide for a 3-year conditional approval there-
by removing the annual review and submission obstacle of Indian tribes and Indian
organizations which have reapplied yearly.

All of these actions, both the positive and the less positive, simply serve to reiter-
ate the Bureau and the Department’s position, that is, Congress’ intent and desire
for a sensible jurisdictional and care/custody program for Indian children is being
carried out. We look forward te continued good relations in the evolution of the Act
with affected tribes, states, families, and governmental agencies charged with the
Act’s implementation.

This concludes my prepared statement, and I will be pleased to respond to any
questions the Committee may have.

Senator ANDREWS. Qur next witness will be Casimer Wichlacz,
Deputy Commissioner of the Administration for Native Americans,
Department of HHS. It is good to have you here, Mr. Commission-
er. We will be glad to hear your testimony, which yout may summa-
rize in any way you wish.

STATEMENT OF CASIMER WICHLACZ, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER,
ADMINISTRATION FOR NATIVE AMERICANS, DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES; ACCOMPANIED BY LOUISE
ZOKAN-DELOS REYES, SENIOR INDIAN CHILD WELFARE SPE-
CIALIST, BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS; FRANK FERRO, DEPUTY
ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER, ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN,
YOUTH AND FAMILIES, HHS; AND DAVID A. RUST, DIRECTOR,
OFFICE OF POLICY AND LEGISLATION, HHS

Mr. Wicuracz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
present an overview of the activities within the Office of Human
Development Services that support the Indian Child Welfare Act of
1978. Accompanying me this morning are several colleagues from
the Department of Health and Human Services. On my left is
David Rust, the Director of the Office of Policy and Legislation; on
my right is Mr. Frank Ferro, the Deputy Associate Commissioner
for the Administration for Children, Youth and Families; and to
his right is Louise Zokan-Delos Reyes, who is on detail to the Ad-
ministration for Native Americans as a senior Indian welfare spe-
cialist from the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

The basic mission of the Office of Human Development Services
within the Department of Health and Human Services is to reduce
dependency among various populations through programs that
foster the optimal development of individuals. and families. The
provision of services to prevent, reduce and eliminate dependency
emphasizes a balance between social and economic development in
local communities. Within the framework of promoting self-suffi-
ciency, the Office of Human Development Services addresses the
child welfare concerns of American Indian families and children
primarily through the Administration for Children, Youth and

- welfare services with tribes and States.
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A ¢ ative Americans promote i
;(:in(%\?:& sel}f;sufﬁ_qlency for American Indiang, Alaslfaxslocl\llzltiggg
1 ve Hawaiians through competitively awarded grants. Its
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i iveri ial services
i ol of planning and delivering social s¢ lees
oy asds_umpi(:al;)er;;);’ég:;c%y Ingian tribes and Indian é)rg?;ixz:?g{; > in
O racerv ; n areas, increase in Indian children a o% ed or P itare
o esanon 1Qt homes, in compliance with the Indian Ch I e
A perrlrllanenuld otherwise be in foster-care mst11:\11910;‘1035,1:(3r rease ™
Tt an oh‘qg en returning to their own homes fron:i oste chilciren
g in rumber of developmental_ly—dlsablqd In :1 L en
creas?i gn an ropriate agencies, including agioptmi}‘, ?nrillies creas
sew:ral-gssiggance welfare caseload and led to Fa
gend nt Children caseloads in Indian country. Jived in services t0
pe{?lvebelieve it is important for all agencies Inv d In services he
o te and coordinate. Here are a few }fxaml% s 00D
cooperafeHuman Development Services, which rep esents H -
Oglig?)r? of the Administration for Native, Itf;réxenca
?ninistration for }?hgdrzlgczgufgd?:g Eaag 1Cleni:er offers t;;llb}els t:gli—
" m , -
'Alpmjseigzag%: ifx the area of permanency plam}:mg,1 :; mix gli)s e
gllfs?y 2klxsad been targeted only to States. Permanency P

ild’ i ost interest of that
determination of each child’s future 1n the b sy

3 i ting family bre
i this may involve preven h and the
iglldfefgineiﬂgi%ren to their homes, Wl;f;’g epg(s;sg)lgérmanent-
plgcement of children un%gle tonr?;l;g;u‘gonal e e MThis is tl}ot
T than 2 it i ective
Sﬁ‘f;eiirfff lg)zgeilrl&:g:s% of the children, but it is also cost-eff
Y- s i es As-
angxfeéiﬁl:: S ?&%i?df}?e {\Iational American Indlanth?Iit og;ll(lig—deter-
i t(:)' on ig assisting in the tribal developmer;nancing parenting
so?lici nd culturally-specific approaches to en in strengthening
Gl These services are designed t0 ssSiet (R, e project in-
? ily life and preventing the break up of Eamtern' Bond of Chero-
?Hcll 4 the Ponca Tribe of Oklahoma, the %srt o Tribe in
i:e e;’sl.uni Pueblo in New Mexico, and the Fo
: ; ; oject
M?Pxixtaxiﬁackfeet Community College 1S COHdUCti)IIllg Eﬁ‘g&:rﬁéigﬂ >
desi . ed to prevent fetal alcohol syndrom% amof ige cal aloohol syn-
esign del is designed to reduce the number et on, it wi
floe moﬁ'ected infants born on the reservatlon.t n add e exes an
%f'g‘x?mﬁtz curricula changes in haeﬁméﬁgrgfss li‘is oroject will be to
i overall r ’ in
tggutzgﬁﬁgh%%béﬁgsggkgl and educational problems stemming
r .
i : : e in
o th&éggegg glﬁf:at.n Development .Servxcesiu alsoig}g{: nﬁa xl;gation
’{jhe development, advocacy for Indien fom ‘x‘:féh provide incen-
po&cy dification of statutes or regulatlonsF\_w o D ives, such
el nf}O trengthening tribal governments. 1lsgg e ake ot
tlV(::"jt:l O&\?—B of the Social Security Act, enab Ie I;ddition e jont
Tespon ibility for providing social services. hn addiv n, e i
TEiSPOI}i rocess under this Progiare (2 L, 1ap ning process links
gailénéoxgngonent o prlogéﬁm'tT'ggsj?)lxllltapgg\x;ernment—to-gove!‘?é
the Indian tn { o e ehi
tg:n?%ga:ﬁ?xf rgx: Itl:aichnical development and improvemen o
: _ ¢
weng):hs::?gs:cacy effort of the Department 18 the development O

i i i itted to
legislation for title XX direct funding to Indian tribes, submi
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Congress on April 27, 1983. Direct funding under the title XX
social services block grant will provide tribes a basis for ongoing
funds, in addition to discretionary moneys. Direct funding under
the social services block grant is also -expected to be a major re-
source for Indian tribes to support their own child welfare services.
Although not yet acted on by the Congress, this amendment will
continue to be pursued by the Department.

The Office of Human Development Services also coordinates with
other Federal agencies to improve Indian child welfare services.
Support has been provided to enhance the relationship between
tribes and States through cooperative efforts with the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, the Administration for Native Americans, and the
Commission on State-Tribal Relations. The Commission works to
improve State and tribal intergovernmental relations through iden-
tification of productive elements in State-tribal relationships and to
develop a framework for new ones. -

The Commission grew out of work done by the National Confer-
ence of State Legislatures, the National Congress of American Indi-
ans, the National Tribal Chairmen’s Association, and thé American
Indian Law Center. Experience suggests that this cooperation leads
to significant results. For example, the Sisseton-Wahpeton Tribe
has entered into a cooperative child welfare agreement with the
State of South Dakota. Through this cooperative effort, the child
welfare case load has declined by 56 percent since 1981.

‘At the Federal level, the senior Indian child welfare specialist
from the Bureau of Indian Affairs, who is accompanying me this
morning, is currently working with the Office of Human Develop-
ment Services to assist in designing a coherent and comprehensive
plan for Indian child welfare services for both agencies. This initia-
tive will coordinate the resources and activities of the Administra-
tion for Native Americans, the Administration for Children, Youth
and Families, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. This effort will be
results-oriented and will establish a framework for measuring
change and progress.

In summary, the Office of Human Development Services’ ap-
proach to improving Indian child welfare services involves coordi-
nating Federal efforts and supporting Indian tribes in implement-
ing those services that best meet their needs. Included in this effort
is our support for State and tribal agreements which facilitate the
delivery of tribal child welfare services. This approach, we believe,
can best address the problems which result in the break up of
Indian families and can best protect the interests of Indian chil-
dren and promote the stability and security of Indian tribes and
families.

‘1 appreciate this opportunity to appear before the committee. I
will be happy to answer any questions you may have at this time.

Senator ANDREWS. Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. The December
1982 inspector general’s report from the Department of the Interior
indicated that your department had conducted a 3-year study, enti-
tled “Indian Family Support Project.” Can you supply this commit-
tee with a copy of that study?

r. WicHracz. Mr. Chairman, I am not specifically familiar with

that study. I will look into it, and I will be happy to provide it to
the committee.
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Senator ANDREWS. But you are s}l:re Whel:%téte ?is in the archives,
d i d send it on the commil ? ) '
anl(é'h}‘, ogvfggﬁgg 1"1;‘}?11; is the first I have heard of it, Mr. Chairman
il v best to provide it to you. ) .
! vgll d&?ﬂ?ﬁ@f 1 th?nk that is great when our comggtgeret ;f:nt
knoev?: more about what you have been doing in your dep
c1 In-
thﬁry%llggﬁcz. I believe you said it was a Department of the In
tersig;;gr): ?Igll-)tgsgé. Sure, But any tinIle anIIdG rgﬁgrgei)gic:&nls{ I::::,
I am responsible for, 1 would max ew
(\3:111)::: I{::e?v‘;;h:;d v?hat itpsays. So if you can pick it up and sen
on to us, it will beYhelpt:ul
. WICHLACZ. Yes, Sir.
%gfﬂ)sequent‘ to the hearing fti}lle lieport was
i ined i ittee files. o
angelsartf)g'ailfx?);gvsgﬁglthe 97th Congress, 1egxslat19n was enacted
i i f some programs ) o
t(i pll;o“i;tﬁ;)?gt:régs.oﬂave you developed any ;qfor}natggr}otl).nc }fﬂg
b otc tg{o which the tribes have been a})le to uﬁllézial a:.]lél s for Ch
e ﬁ'n through these programs, and if so, wha 12 yre e
weMarlreWICHLfcz The block grants that Indian t;‘,;;lc eesp i) g an
: i : - assis 1 I
for, which include th:eslow income et‘;e(ig};rnot baeea sgemﬁc ctl_ﬂd
e commumt)i ggm specific mtil'ormﬁl(l)(éré
:)vslglr; é‘g?ﬂu;'welfare-related activities conducted under these
Y .
grants.t ANDREWS. In other words, to the best of );opg lsntllc;\z{i%gto
thi:: 2:\1*(: no block grant programs available to the tribe
do with child welfare? ) et Mr. Chairman. As
At this time, that is correct, an. A
mgrlxl’;.ix;gmv‘vzc%lave proposed direct funding under the Social
i ’ i 3 . - ?
lcessegla?t%}:' g;aggnws. But there are n%ne_avaﬂable at this time:
block grant, sir. e
1%/2;.1::;1;: E&:g:ﬁgg.t'ﬁ?aaﬁk you. Your S(tiateme?if) rllniizlgaggst ﬁgastolce;:lsi
ived by tribes under sec 2 }
tSZ?:ﬁr??? (k%%og:vsv lz'licee:;fese ¥unds allocated to the tribes? Isiton a
! ‘7 - .
forl\lﬂngl\?le)gliicz Yes, the allocation ison a formulla ga::ls,t Il?ifi\)izd ;)vt;
ri tion and \;veighted on a povert{ factor. For nt }11 statute’ ve
ﬂ:ggtﬁelomaximum poverty factor a‘\;l owall);(: 111111;(51:1; ese(:'v statute o
tes or territories on the assump ion
f:geii P ““82 ltshge;::f;llya%)gaﬁ of $242,000, how much
tor ANDREWS. al an
mgr?:; gas allocated to the Navajo Tribe?
Mr. FErrO. Approximately $160,000 was

Tribe. $160,000 out of $242,0007

supplied for the record

allocated to the Navajo

Senator ANDREWS. e,
‘ States where they rest
gi%iﬁ??&ir;g:rz.u’;‘?:n you had about $90,000 to allocate to the
other 22 tribes%
. RRO. Yes. . .
glel;uigrANDREws. How do you justify that?
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Mr. FErro. It was based upon the formula utilized. The formula
utilized to determine allotments to the eligible Indian tribes is the
same that is used to make allocations to the States: that is, popula-
tion under age 21 and poverty. That was the determination that

. was made in the proposed regulation, published in the Federal Reg-

ister, and the final rules that were published on May 23, 1983.

Senator ANDREWS. With respect to the study ANA is undertak-
ing, what is your plan of operations, and what is your time frame
for completing the study? .

Mr. WicHrAcz. I believe the study referred to, Mr. Chairman, is
the agreement we have with the Bureau of Indian Affairs to have
the senior child welfare specialist working on detail with our de-
partment. This is anticipated to be a l-year detail, and we are
-working currently at the staff level with the Department of the In-
terior, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and within the Office of
Human Development Services to develop an action plan that in-
volves several components. One of the components will be to identi-
fy those projects, activities, and findings from research, demonstra-
tion and evaluation efforts that would be of some use and interest
to Indian tribes and Indian organizations in this area and to ensure
the maximum availability of that to those to whom it might be
helpful. That is one aspect of it. .

. The other aspect is coordinating our funding and our program
development activities. As we look forward to our program an-
nouncements and our current funding activities in fiscal year 1984
and anticipating our plans for 1985, we saw this would be an oppor-

tunity for us to do greater coordination of our respective resources

and program interests, where they and we have an overlapping in-
terest. : - - :

The third effort is a very assertive effort to implement the sec-
tion 428 of the Social Security Act, with direct funding of title IV~
B, which I mentioned. Probably more effective than the money,
perhaps, is the joint planning effort that this involves in our de-
partment with the Indian tribes. We think that this link to the
tribes on a routine basis, having them as part of a network that
ﬁ;eviously statutes like title IV-B only connected the States to, will

ve a very significant impact in improving services to Indian chil-
dren and their families.

Senator ANDREWS. When did the detail start?
Mr. WicHrAcz. It started on January 3, Mr. Chairman, of this
YK, and we anticipate it going to 1 year from that date.

enator ANDREWS. So you are not going to complete the study
until January of next year?

Mr. WicaHrAcz. 1 would not characterize it, Mr. Chairman, as a
study so much as a process of coordinating our Federal efforts in
the area of Indian child welfare services.

Sen%tor Anprews. Do you expect to develop any legislative pro-
posals?

Mr. Wicaracz. We certainly will be examining legislative and
budget issues, Mr. Chairman. At this time, there would be no spe-
cific legislative issues that we have on the agenda.

Senator ANDREWS. Unless you develop legislative proposals out of
this study, are you not just spinning your wheels?
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i i think that we are
. Mr. Chairman, I would like to thir
doli\gg :V ég}rl}'L?rC:portgnt effort, in terms of coordlnatn;,rglsFée;le;i; Jx:
sources that have been allocated in various progﬁller Jo_ensure
that they meet the intent of Congress to woré:dtic‘)ge ther In a ot
lly-reinforcing way for the impact as intended for the Indian chi-
ngn and families in support of the tribes. I }txhuk‘x ik ol
re that we can do in this area, and I think this R et ot potie
(I)r;;)ortunity that has had the sup;anlrt :f th:s sh;;%:fx: A e(z\; e of poticy,
in the two departments, the two assis L se
Ei%ﬁ;éﬁt the departments, to work in this dlrectéloln. Indian Child
I think that is the intent, as described undﬁr en adian Child
Welfare Act, of the Department of Health and Huma
ian Affairs. o .
thggl;ﬁ?u;frggg\l:: Have you ix‘ladefa{xyd'prelgrixgelgrg) lfi;t:(;‘gn;;lrl;’;\s
i i t to the eligibility of Indian r programs
3332::%2 gg?rl:ierfistration for Cf}_ﬁl;iren, Youth and Families; an
d out so far? ) i o
son:hng};?{? ¥f9 ‘Il fxor:l(;:;rstand the -question, Mr. Chau;géa;;, g};glcl;%;
e e e e e e e ey
tract wit e € :
3::1%(;11111(11 illtlgo;asrt or would have been provided by the BIA. T hope
have answered your question. find out if you had made any
DREWS. I just wantegl to find o 20y
prgﬁtrlrlai?;r‘; 1:Ileterrnina%ions on this eligibility, and I guess you
nolt\;.'dr Ferro. Well, we have. In flisgzlt%earfg?%'ffg ritgi};eirv;e;gtx
: igi us far,
tentially eligible. In fiscal year ; il
i igi h that number may increase. h
tlasliz{l:g)g:béexznilztn};g:.glf you would like to expand on that for the
rtainly may. o
re;;);g };al‘lt:rD%r;ajxgl:ﬁt devgloped any statistics ott} raS\t(ia; g(f; n;;i;(ﬁ:
ment of Indian children in foster or adoptive setting
lation? o
sorhldto %I?Ciir;?:l‘})gguﬁn Chairman. We have haz}iﬁ?gmi sltliatéstt;g:
thatr'we have developed based on 1980 data of childre
placement. found out? |
. at have you foun .
%’Iexr'1 a&:cﬁm)gzéwguzvgest estimate cqrrer}tly is }t)hat ttlil:t oni_diz}:llxé
place;nent rate overall in the lt\ilation is higher than
i ignificant degree.
nogéh(tt)?ggnlgnz.sxlgﬁould suspect that, but by what general
is “a signi t degree?”’ ] .
ﬁgﬁx;‘e %I:H?Agggicoalr:r beg estimate, Mr. Chairman, is about five
imes the overall rate. ) L
tlrg‘ea?lat:r ANDREWS. That is pretty significant.
Mr. WicHLACczZ. Yes, sir. . details for the record?
s. Can you provide the detai i
g/ﬁ" a\tgicﬁhxg:wYes, M¥ Chairman. We would be happy to
. . - . . d
th?Stixbsequent to the hearing the following information was applie
for the record:]
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ADMINISTRATION FOR Nanive AMERICANS

Out or Home Pracement RaATE, INDIAN CHILDREN
PopuraTiON, 1980
In 1980, American Indian Children were placed out of home at a rate nearly five
times greater than that for all children in the United States,
; is fact is derived in the following manner from data published by the U.S. De-
partment of Health and Human Se

Comparep 1o GENERAL

rvices, Office of Civil Rights, 1980 Children and
Youth Referral Survey (September, 1981), and the US, Census (PC-80-1-C).
Number Symbei
Indian children placed by State AGENCIS oo 5475
Indian children placed e 3,300
Total esserssssnsmeres e 8775 (A)
Total American Indian population (including Eskimos, POUS) oo 1418,195 (8)
Rate of out of home placement of Indian children to total Indian Population (A) = (B)=(C)._ 16.18744 (C)
Al children piaced by State agencies (inciuding Indians) ....... 301943 (D)
Total U.S. population. et cereramt s 226,504,825 (F)
Rate of out of home placement of all children to total popufation (D) ={E)={(F)... 1133305 ¢F)
Comparison of placement rate for Indian children tg placement rate for all children 1 Uni 464-1 (G)
G = () =(G).

. 1 Per 1,000,

- Senator ANDREWs, In 1980, Con
sistance and Chjld Welfare Act. This act included
efits to Indian tribes o i
extent are Indian trib
this act?

Those funds are available only to States under the title IV-E au-
thority, and the State

e number of thege adoptions
- So it is just if the States wish
extra assistance, they might, you are saying?

- FERRO. Well, it is not Just the tribal courts; it is the tribes.
Yes, YOU are correct, sir.

nator ANDREws. So there is no clear channel defined?
Mr. Fergo. Absolutely
change, -

per unit of population ig going
to give the tribal courts a little

not. That would require a legislative
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Senator ANbrEws. Section 203 of the Indian Child Welfare Act
specifically provided for agreements between the Secretary of HEW
and the Secretary of the Interior in support of Indian child and
family services programs. Would that not solve this dividing of the
channel, and what efforts have been made by the two Departments
to enter into agreement?

Mr. WicHLAcz. Mr. Chairman, the agreement that we have is not

17
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-
DEPARTMENT
NT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES
s : Human Devetopment Services

Adminrstraton for Natrve
. Americany
Washington DC 20201

a formal interagency agreement. Currently, it is working as I de- REE x€r 26 580
scribed earlier, under a three-pronged approach to improving child “Elvep Ay,
welfare services. We have had other agreements on specific VENORANDUM T0: Regional Administrators

Regions I-x

projects, such as the one I mentioned with the Commission on
State-Tribal Relations, on which we have had coordinated funding
in our efforts for specific projects.

Senator ANDREWS. But this is an act that was passed in 1978. We
are talking about 6 years later.

Mr. WicHLAcz: There are many activities that we have coordinat-

THRU:
U: %‘ g:ggsa Hawkes, Direct.
ice of Program Coo

and Review i

FROM: : .
oM Commiss i1oneyr

Administration for Native Americans

ed on a routine basis with the Bureau of Indian Affairs. At the SUBJECT: Indian Adoption 1 1
time the statute was enacted, the Indian Child Welfare Act, for ex- Sses x
ample, there was no provision under title IV-B for Indian tribes to Qggiaﬁgzgrﬁ:i’o?gr information is a staff paper
receive direct funding. Congress, under Public Law 96-272, made it for Human Developmens aic, MeFicans for the Assiscoar: ooy, the
permissive, and our department made it a routine process by policy ATSerest to you by way of backgrosng gei't,tHat it may ve ot
and regulations and enacted direct funding. Discretionai; E’Sﬁc‘?;{:ﬁg"‘:gegn the HDs ry 135?35330223”“"

Senator ANDREWS. You are correct: Congress made it permissive, éiﬁi’iae,,:;*;,; Indian ?dOPtTﬁ%:“;uz*:%f’ffﬁées?te‘f‘b‘?f 23,
but we did provide for these agreements between HEW and the being developed. ' o'l DS adoption initiative thar e
Secretary of the Interior because Congress perceived some 6 years I hope that the information
ago the challenge that we had in those fields. Now, are there any b of interest to you. one o the Paper and attachments wily
leg al barriers to such agreements? At ss;;gtiuﬁga:::tbintge Commission on ngx;:?fgé Attachmer_lt B,

: : : the i pdated report imopate Relationg,

Mr. WicHracz. Mr. Chairman, I know of no legal barrier. I think will foian Child Welfare Act by the aacec JWPLeMentation of
we have the authority within the Indian Child Welfare Act, as well paper i:wgiomlthgolgg:'natgg Survey date ;:L:X:éli?ise’
as other statutes that are supportive and permissive of interagency ] f,;‘{‘f;eg)igh;s. Department of Health aug oucted by the office
cooperation and agreement. b ) " Services

.« . ; PL :
Senator ANDREWS. Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. no:azitgsg:;d::rt:::e:h al
N na

[Subsequent to the hearing the following material was received
for the record. Testimony resumes on p. 51.}

is an intern
release. al staff paper ang it is

’ i -
L s
é A. David Lester

Attachment
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Otfice of
Human Deveiopmaent Services

Washington DC 20201

August 10, 1982

MEMORANDUM TO: porcas R. Hardy
Assistant Secretary
for Human Development services

THRU: ot S—

FROM: Commissioner
Administration for Native Americans

SUBJECT: Indian Adoption Issues

This is the additional information that you requested regarding
the problems in the area of Indian adoptiens.

The exceedingly high incidence of Indian children separated
from their families in comparison to the population at large
has continually surfaced as the eritical problem in Indian
child welfare mattexrs. ANA analyzed the 1980 survey data

on child placements with respect to Indian and non-Indian
placement rates by State. The Indian Child placement rate
py State is provided in Attachment A. The States are ranked
gfrom highest to lowest ratio of fndian to non-Indian placements.
For example, south Dakota is top on the list with an indian
placement rate that is 27 (rounded to the next whole number)
times that of the non-Indian placement rate. As previously
mentioned, these f£igures are an undercount of the number of
Indian children in placements. The data does not include

the BIA child welfare caseload and ¢ribal placements. These
statistics reflect the states' child welfare system for 2980.
There are a significant number of children in this group of
Indian children in out-of-home placement that are potential
candidates. The 1980 survey data however limited, does
provide reliable national data that can be used by HDS for

targeting.

Mrm!orﬂﬂmmﬁw\t

SRR

-lthiag families.
is legislation is the recognition of the primary rol £
e o

‘children in foster and adoptive homes

;§EWth:z ;2: gu;pody of the tribes.
; ndian tribal codes effectively address adoptions

N a
’.sgicsgiiglqelziig Act of ;980, Public Law 96-272
’ y orizes direct funding to Indian.tribes under

19

The passage of the i
p Indian Child
o fasza £ 3 Welfare A
w 95 608,Pwas intended to prevenittgi %g:gk(xcwn)
erhaps the most significant featur:pogf

ian g er t I 1 t a
Ind tribal oV nmen and ndian cul ural a“d social

- standards i i
s in the proceedings of child custody and placement

ICWA establi
blished State standards for the placement of Indian

to some exten moving m [~ w
t 1 £ro State hild elfare systems und
er

A problem in this area

The la i i
ck of tribal adoption codes tends to support the

g cont lnued bul 1d up of Iﬂdian ch dren in out ome lacements
'at the Reservation 1 Eve]
L il u of-~h P

Initieiie In the absence o
the proilgg'rzzgeiczgaiaz tgiut? i ot ih:n{rg;zg:;mOf
repost solution. = Attache

(Attachment B) on the implementation gfi:C;Asgzgxs

;Fhe perspective of the States.

. Another g edera aw a can ve a pOSltJ. ve iampac t
i’ a
e significant Federal 1 that h .

in the ar 3 i
ea of Indian adoptions is the Adoption Assistance
This Act

Titl -B ¢ the oci
* £ h Social Security Act. Indian tribes,
e IV 2

‘however, cannot a r -
pply unde i i i
‘ =T, 3 Tftle IV-B until final regulations

o address the probl i
A P ems in the area of Indi i
ecommends the utilization of the ry's§a3i22352122:£
Y

,funds process to include the following:

1. i
A national effort to assist Indian tribes

in the development a&nd implemen i

igi;;z Frlbal codes on adgption?at;gQSOf

of Indi:: e;gected to reduce the numbers

of India children in foster homes and other
ome placements by facilitating the

adoption o ; >
courts. £ Indian children through tribal

2. Challenge grants to thos i
3 r e Indian i
:geizgtgg :gzliu;;n child welfaretgégsices

t . er of Indian childr
:;:pgrog{xatgly in placement. This iizludes
reviesg :cgtlon of permanency planning, case
Teviey uen comgrepensive emergency services
coiia qari: This is consistent with the HHS
pol ge iculated in the NPRM to implement
.L. -272. The eligible tribes for these
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challenge grants should be the same that
will become available under Title IV-B
when -final rules are issued.

ADMINISTRATION FOR NATIVE AMERICANS
COMPARISON OF PLACEMENTS OF
INDIAN VS. NON-INDIAN CHILDREN
BY sTATE (1980)

ATTACHMENT "a"

3. Challenge grants to States for the

implementation of Title I of ICWA. The rate of
development of cooperative processes . ] st
between States and Indian tribes_for the Placement
disposition and management of child custody, Indian Non-Indian Compared to
jurisdiction and service matters should be= Plac;ments Placements Non-Ind:Lan*
the focus of this effort. A positi\_re worl;:.ng lf‘;asx,:ulaott)iocm :::uitfgf Placements'
relationship between States and Indian tribes - on
: is needed to protect the best interests of south Dakota 11.20 0.42 26.67
3 3 . North Dakota 7.14 0.55 12,98
Indian children North Dak ot .55 12.98
Utah 9.50 0.81 11.73

: itive nature inherent in the
i Caution must be taken to the sensitive na r Deah N
~ - N < in ebraska 6.96 1.61 10.53
1 return of Indian children to their tribes by the States Alaces e oles 0 e

support of Title I of ICWA. It is important to avoid putting South Carolina 10.07 1.10 9.15

pressures on States to "dump” children on tribes who lack Maine 14.92 1.7 g.53

the structures and resources to handle these child welfare Arizona 1.20 0.77 8.31

Financial reasons alone, in a period of budget Iowa 7.88 0.97 8.12

:‘;Z:tsziizints have .the potential of providing institutional § Wyoming 5.47 0.79 6.92

incentives for blindly reducing the Indian child v"velfaz:'e . g:zg;gg:zn g:gg i:gg g:gi

caseload in State agencies pursuant to Title I. Dumping Montana 5.10 0.B5 6.00

3 children in fact would only serve to transfer the problem Massachusetts 7.36 1.67 4.41
| 3 a solution. Idaho 3.52 0.84 4.19
; rather than to offer ) I1linois 412 1.00 412
: : : 5 i convenience. Oregon 7.40 1.94 3.81
', I look forward to discussing this with you at your : Miszissn_ppl 340 o a4 3%s
i 1 Colorado 4.65 1.44 3.23
North Carolina 3.68 1.43 2.57

Michigan 2.97 1.16 2.56

. i Oklahoma 1.52 0.63 2.41

- I/ Hawaii 1.44 . 0.61 2.36

/ - Vermont 3.05 1.50 2.03

: k/d.-,(_y_ - California 2.22 1.15 1.93
i New Hampshire 2,22 1.43 1.55
i X Connecticut 1.98 1.32 1.50
i A. David Lester 1 Kansas 2.47 1.69 l.46
: " 1 New Mexico 1.29 0.95 1.36
1 Texas 0.65 0.48 1.35

Attachments | 1Indiana 2.42 1.89 1.28

4 Florida 1.19 1.02 .17

New York 2.66 2.32 1.15

Maryland 1.99 1.77 1.12

Ohio 1.80 1.64 1.10

Arkansas 0.64 0.59 l.08

Alabama 1.45 1.37 1.06
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Rage of 1980 Population Totals for American Indians, Eskimos, and Aleuts
Indian
Placemegt R
N - ian Compared to
g;i::x?tents gi:chi;:s Nonglndian* RANK STATE TOTAL
Per 1000 Per 1000 placements 1 California ‘201,311
Population Population > Oklahoma 169,464
1.52 0.96 3 Arizona 152,857
Missouri 1.46 1o 0.93 1 New Mexico 104,777
Nevada :(L)tg 1:09 0.84 5 North Carolina 64,635
Georgia 0.95 1.2a 0.77 6 Alas);a 64,047
pennsylvania 0 73 1.25 0.60 7 Washington 60,771
Louisiana 075 1.58 0.47 8 South Dakota 45,101
Virginia 0,62 1.36 0422 9 Texas 40,074
west virginia 0.36 1.40 8-21 10 Michigan 40,038
New Jersey 0.20 0.94 . 11 New York 38,732
Tennessee o 1.34 - 12 ‘Montana 37,270
Kentucky 0 1.73 - 1 Minnesota 35,026
Rhode Island 0 1.78 - 12 Wisconsin .29,497
Delaware 15 Oregon 27,309
16 North Dakota 20,157
17 Florida 19,316
18 Utah” 19,256
. ements is about ¢ 19 Colorado 18,059
*For example in South Dakota, the iazzmziti?dlan plac : 20 Illinois 16,271
27 times .greater than non-Indian pla o 21 Kansas 15,371
22 Nevada 13,304
23 Missouri 12,319
23 Ohio 12,240
b 25 Louisiana 12,064
‘ 26 Idaho 10,521
27 Pennsylvania 9,459
28 : Arkansas 9,411
29 .Virginia 9,336
30 Nebraska 9,197
31wyl e New Jersey 8,394
32 o Maryland 8,021
33 e Indiana 7,835
i 34 Massachusetts 7,743
35 Georgia 7,619
36 ) Alabama 7,561
37 Wyoming 7,125
38 . . Mississippi 6,180
39 South Carolina 5,758
40 Rt Iowa 5,453
41 Tennessee 5,103
42 Connecticut 4,533
43 Maine 4,087
44 Kentucky 3,610
45 Rhode Island 2,898
46 Hawaii 2,778
47 West Virginia 1,610
48 New Hampshire 1,352
49 Delaware 1,330
50 District of Columbia 1,031

51 Vermont 984




ATTACHMENT *B"

STATE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE INDIAN CHILD WELFARE ACT*

1.

ALABAMA
The State has not implemented ICWA.

ALASKA

Within the State of Alaska, there are over 200 villages
and other native groups that are federally recognized,
while there are over 280 federally recognized tribal
groups in the lower 48. Immediately following enactment
of ICWA, the Division of Family and Youth Services adopted
an ICWA section in their program manual. An updated

revision of this program manual is scheduled for publication

this fall. The State Courts have not adopted rules on
ICWA but the State plans to revise the children's court
rules and it is anticipated that ICWA will be included.
A tribal-state agreement is currently in the beginning
stages of negotiations between the North Pacific Rim

Native Association and the Alaska Department of Health

and Social Services.

ARIZONA

Implementation of ICWA has been a joint process between

the twenty (20)tribes and the Arizona Department of Economic

Security {(ADES), including: extensive training sessions
with tribal, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and ADES
staff; individual meetings with each Arizona tribe;
identification of all Indian children in the state foster
care system; publication of an "Indian Child Welfare
Resource Directory” (which includes the names of all
Arizona tribes, ADES Local QOffices, Tribal and State Court
Judges, written referral and notification procedures for

the state and tribe, copies of model petitions for transfer

of jurisdiction, etc.); and, development of tribal-state
(Inter~-Governmental) agreements on ICWA. See A.R.S. ¥
11-952, Inter-governmental Agreements and Contracts, for
Arizona's statutory regquirements for Inter-Governmental
Agreements (IGAs). Arizona state law requires that
children may only be placed in "licensed or approved”
foster homes or institutions (when state allocated funds
are used for foster care payments); therefore, an ICWA
IGA could only be developed with those tribes that have
developed foster home licensing/approval standards. At
the present time, three reservations have developed such

*Abstract of information collected by Commission on Tribal-
State Relations of the Association of State lLegislators and
includes information through September 1981,
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standards: gi) .

Indian Commurir. “SVer Indian Communj

presented au:;;géi::ddrort McDowelg?ltgéliaé? River

for approvaj ed ICWA 1GA ¢ iver hag
and Gj s O the trji :

the process of doiné%gonlvez and Fort HCDOS:%ICZ::cgi

a It :
greements will be signed by gzt:g::cigggfd that ‘these
4 -

3$§artment. ADES is
ideota i

Chila wggfgizsig:?tlon.entitled: "The 1978 i
training staff abo 'S Perspectiver fxndlan i
Purposes. at thisu:1;CWA and for public relarione "
state court rules on Igéathete are no plans to igzue

.

ARKANSAS

No ICwa agreement ig §

romich : S in effect j;

adm 1;;;:::;::dp§gcedures and pé?i:;kggzszeexch

DivsayDieme SOCialrgfosFer care and adoption g Ceneloped
ervices, Department of H an Se

o ¢ uman Services,

s : :
pecial Tegulations for foster care
pre-a

of Indian chilg
ren, and plans
S as soon as pgssiblz? seek promulgation of -

There are only state-reco

o federally Tecognized; 9Inized tribeg jin Connecticut
’

therefore' th

O issue co

B u i

| rt rules or social service Proced
ures,
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DELAWARE & T
DELANAT>

ized tribes in-Delaware.
re no federally recognized tribes. in| ‘
gﬁzrzaiticoke Indian Tribe was officially ;e;oggxzein
by Delaware in 1922. The ‘Tribe has had ho. prob emuﬁity
résolving related issues within the Nanticoke. comm
and has no plans for implementing ICWA through an
agreement with the state. -

FLORIDA

The State of Florida and the: Seminole T;ibe'fipaliz:i an
interim ICWA agreement in March, 1?89,7 Thebiggzemz :
outlines their resolution §9~idept1f::g.§:;me:t,éf io;&er
jurisdicti foster care licensing ,
Jurasdi e ohe rts nor.State Health and

. Neither the State Cou t .sta :
::Ezbilitative services have issued riles on I1CWA

GEORGIA

There are no federally recoiniz:drzgiggzoi:nsigaglaL
_the state has.not ente t
ggizzizii'wgth.a tribe.  No social service procedures

on ICWA have been issued.

HAWATI

: s : N sz nd
There are no federallyfrecognized t:;:s;hIZBH:::;;n:

I i opulation is not large . .
tz:éigi;iéog ipecial ICWA court rules.or.speg1at §g§1a1
:ervice.prbcedures. There are no plans to adop
special rules or procedures on ICWA.

IDAHO .

In 1977, & pre-ICWA agreement. was exegute%lbyaigethe
Department of Health and Welfare, Reglgg Re;ervation.
shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort af e e child
This agreement establ;shedxprocedur?s dothé gy
protection cases, as Wellras recognize : té S eserve
cooperaticn and coordination and the ne;he O e .
the integrity of the Tribes' culture. e, gndian )
was hegotiated as a result of the volumg I on VI.
children involved in child Welfare>serv1cesh B Reg O been
Toun agreements with other tribes 19 S 0erk stforts
jated but there have
gzi:z:: the Department of Health ani ?eé§:ieA§;:§£;
Tribal :Social Services and Bureau .o nd an e isin
officials. The Department ofrnealth an fare toaia
the process of adrafting a social services poli

13,

14.

15,

16.

ICWA, which support the efforts of a consortium forme
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.procedures manual to be promulgated through.the fe
Administrative Procedures. Act. These procedures will ™ —~ ~
serve as a:formal guide. in.implementing.:the:intent:of:: .
ICWA.. -The Tribal Court:Administrator of: the.Shoshone- .
Bannock ‘Tribes:of. the: Forti'Hall.Reservation.developed,
an ICWA reference manuval -for. participants.in'a March; .-
1981, statewide conference. - . o R :

ILLINOIS

There are no federally recognized tribes in I11inéi
but there is an Indian population of some 18,000, - -
centered. in Chicago.: The: Department of .Children and .. @ .
Family Services- has issued regulations to be followed

in ICWA cases. e

INDIANA

There.are no:federally:.recognized-tribes within: Indiana's
geographical” boundaries. - The: Department of Public .. -
Welfare;, Division of: 'Child Welfare/Social Services has
‘provided. information:on ICWA to. 892: county welfare ::
departments-and private licensed child welfare agencies.
Additional information:regarding :the ICWA -is -being
included in-ithe ‘Child-Welfare/Social-Services manual

to be issued in-early 1982.: There -are no:plans for
adoption of court rules.

I0WA

There is oné (1) federally recognized :tribe,..Sac & Fox
of the Mississippi,; in:Iowa and-:the Indian population
is-‘a .small.percentage of ‘the .total ‘population.. There -
are no plans for :a . tribal-state.agreement..on. ICWA. ..The.
Department of Social -Services adopted-a . policy and... . ..
procedures. for “ICWA-in a chapter .of -the /1980 Employee's ..
Manual. The problems:encountered .:in:implementation:of .
ICWA includes: payment of foster care board in transfer
cases; response from tribes after notice on cases,
miscommunication (between the tribe and statej in
placement orders; and determination of membership.of .-
eligibility of membership of Indian children.

KANSAS
The Department :of Social and?Reh&bilitaﬁer}Servicésf
is adopting written procedures for implementation .of

by the four federally recognized tribes in"Kansas to
develop: a child welfare system. The Kansas Legislature
will be considering a proposed major revision of the
Kansas Juvenile Code, which refers to ICWA.

37-608 0 - 84 - 3
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KENTUCKY

‘ There are no federally recognized tribeilinrzzggzizgé
| and the occasion for families of federaldybe cogni ey
| tribes to be before the State Court wou e e
y rare; there is rno plan fo; éssuinge:gt::es T R handle
t pepartment of Huma e ..
| iﬁ;’::;e :gzuatgon involving ICWA on a case by case
g
|

ie 18. LOUISIANA

has not executed an ICWA agreeme:;evi::rany
- tribe but Blses havgw:eendm:gedzzetggﬁei:he need for
: iscuss I arx

il future to disc

such agreements.

The state

MAINE

: i in Maine 24.
11y recognized t{ibes in Mal
. fea:éah zgreement are in the initial
The Department of Human
an informal ICWA policy

will be issued in late

There are three ) fe
; d negotiations © A
*{ : :tagesgwith the Penobscot Tribe.

1

i" 19.
i

i

{

A 25.
but a formal policy 1
ggliCWAoﬁiiz: their orien;atiozgoioziaéc;:rke;:e::eare
‘ i ith relevant informa . =
l 232::::gyw;o plans to enmact court rules on ICWA

20. MARYLAND

no federally recognized tribes and gougtzn:nd
T oy & jbal-state agreements. The State CO ees
for any:tilszrvice Department are gwa;e of IiWA and son.
gggeszgtaencounteredrany prgﬁéigi ;2f:§isiggdetge

i i n

a1 ”arita:;egz:izs;;ggaz Center have been zzlpful
2:1:t:ie and local social’segv;cgcgipartmen ,
as Indian families dealing wit .

26.

i 21. MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN

i - te agreement,
otiate a tribal-stat
Ses or § adopt social service

22.

! There are no plan
B to enact court rules or to
| procedures on ICWA.

| No response. T - 2

‘agreements.

MINNESOTA

There are eleven (l1) reservations. and all but one, Red
Lake Chippewas, falls within~“PUL. 83-280 jurisdiction
as Minnesota was a "mandatory” 280 state. The state

has executed ICWA agreements with the Minnesota Chippewa
Tribe (six reservations) and the Minnesota Sioux Tribe
(three reservations). The Department of Public Welfare
has issued Instructional Bulletins on ICWA for County
Welfare Boards, Human Services Boards, Voluntary Child-
Placing Agencies, County Commissioner Boards and County
Attorneys. The State Courts have not issued special
rules on ICWA, nor are there plans to do so. The
biggest problem in implementation was dealing with the
issue of subject matter jurisdiction and its affects

on the State's jurisdiction under P.L. 83-280. "Resolution

to this issue was addressed in the tribal-state ICWA
agreements.

MISSISSIPRI
No response.

MISSQURI

Within Missouri's geographical boundaries, there are no
federally recognized tribes in the state and the Indian
population is a small percentage of the total. There
are no plans for any tribal-state agreements, courts
rules or social service procedures on ICWA.

MONTANA

There are seven (7) reservations in Montana and the state
is currently negotiating an ICWA agreement with the
Flathead Tribe and Blackfeet Tribe. The Department of
Social and Rehabilitation Services currently handles
ICWA cases based on informal rules but the Social
Services Bureau plans to formalize their rules in their
manual by late fall. There are no plans to issue rules
for state courts on ICWA,

NEBRASKA

There are three federally recognized tribes in Nebraska,
a P.L. 83-280 state, and one tribe, Omaha, has petitioned
to reassume exclusive jurisdiction pursuant to ICWA. The
issue of tribal-state ICWA agreements is currently under
discussion but legislative barriers may prevent such
The Department of Welfare has not promulgated

regulations on ICWA but there is an existing regulation
that recognizes tribal court orders for foster care (AFDC).

The State Courts are aware of ICWA but specific plans for
rules have not been made.



28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

NEVADA 33.
Although there are no formal ICWA agreements with the

four (4) Indian social services agencies or the tribes

in Nevada, it is the policy of the Welfare Division

to refer a child covered by ICWA to the appropriate

Indian social service agency. The Department of Human

Resources, Welfare Division, has developed formal

procedures to be followed in handling ICWA cases. These

procedures are included in the Social Services Manual.

NEW_HEMPSHIRE 3.

No response.

NEW JERSEY

There are no federally recognized tribes in New Jersey;
therefore, there are no plans to negotiate a tribal-
state ICWA agreement. There are no plans to enact court
rules or social service procedures but steps have been
taken to inform the appropriate Court or Department of
Human Services official/worker, i.e., Administrative
Office of the Courts, Interstate Liaison, Staff of
Division of Youth and Family Services. Plans indicate
that ICWA "State Court Guidelines” or applicable federal
law, which ever is more advantage for the child, will

be followed in any ICWA case in New Jersey.

35.

NEW MEXICO

The New Mexico Supreme fourt has not adopted, nor is it o
presently contemplating the adoption of, rules on ICWA

but the Human Services Department has established informal

procedures for handling ICWA cases. Formal procedures are

currently being drafted. "The State and the Hgscglero .
Apache and Navajo Tribes have initiated negotiation steps

for an ICWA agreement. The State Legislature has amended

the Children's Code to conform to notice reguirements of

ICWA. b

NEW YORK T
There are nine (9) Indian reservations in New York. The
state has not executed any tribal-state ICWA agreements

but some feasibility studies have been completed.  The
Department of Social Services hopes to fund a demonstration
project to develop a child welfare program for the Seneca
Nation of Indians. Additionally, it has begun discussion
with the Iroguois Nations into the feasibility of tribal-
state implementation of ICWA. Funding has been the major
problem in tribal implementation of ICWA.

37,

NORTH CAROLINA

There is one (1) federally recognized tribe, Eastern
Band of Cherokee, and several state-recognized tribes

in North Carolina. There are no plans to adopt court
rules on ICWA but the Department of Social Services

will be adopting formal ICWA procedures in the near
future. The state executed an agreement with the Eastern
Band in-January, 1981, but this was not the first chilad
welfare agreement with the tribe.

NORTH DAKOTA

There are no ICWA tribal-state agreements but pre-ICWA
foster care tribal-state agreements continue to be
effective. There are no plans to adopt ICWA Court
rules. or social service procedures.

OHIO

There are .no..federally recognized _tribes in Ohio; therefore,
an ICWA tribal-state agreement is not planned. The Supreme
Court of Ohio does not plan to issue any 'rules on ICWA

but the Department of Public Welfare, Division of Social
Services, plans to issue guidelines and promulgate rules

on ICWA. These guidelines are currently in draft form

but should be released in late fall as part of a child
welfare manual.

OKLAHOMA

Oklahoma has thirty-seven (37) federally recognized tribes
within its-geographical boundaries and at this time,

there are no formal ICWA tribal-state agreements. The
Department of Human Services has been working closely with
the various tribes; a great deal of cooperative training
among the Department of Human Services; the Bureau of

- Indian Affairs (BIA), the CFR (Code of Federal Regulations)
-Court, and the tribes has been going on since the effective

date of ICWA. More legal questions have developed over
the adoption section of the Act than any other and parts
of the Act have been challenged in the State Courts,

OREGON

An ICWA tribal~state agreement has not been executed
with any tribe but the Children's Services Division of

" the Department of Human Resources plans to initiate

hegotiations in the near future. The Children's Services

Division will publish their final ICWA Administrative
Rules by the end of September, 1981, and these rules

include the requirements relative te tribal-state
agreements.
ICWA.

There are no plans to enact Court rules on




43. TEXAS
, 38. PENNSYLVANIA

Stat :
] within pennsylvania's geographical boundaries, there are tatus information not provided.
; no federally recognized tribes and only a small percentage. «. UTAE
of the total population is Indian. Nigiyer“tgz Penﬁ:ztvanxa
rt nor the De artment of P jc Welfare An ICH i ;
a igggizg Szges or proceduges on ICWA gut alt th§°5222tihe neg°ti:tzggzaizitzgge:gg;eﬁgtg 2;: 3:t :egg acted but
i have received information on ICWA and are to P 4 negoiations are undsruay ith the t been enacted but
inistrative Office with required information i aze 3 ude e T A FtiD
gg:r:eggﬁtglio the Secretary of interior. Also, there designations, fishing and hunting, v

and imposit
taxes. The Utah Board of Juvenile Court ggdgeiOZSOf sales

are no plans for tribal-state agreements. e e A o e L Court

; ; The Division
of Family Services has ado i
T pted regulation VPIC 2
! 39. RHODE ISLAND xl’(e:é:twn to state protection service intervenciogsiin
: . . . cases.
} There are no federally recognized tribes iR Rhode xsiagde-
but the Narragansett Tribe has petitioned for §§kgowtftg 45. VERMONT
ment. There are no plans for negotiating 2 trt ;a;sn:te
) jand Supreme Cour Th i
ICWA agreement. The Rhode Is ere are no federally recognized i i
e any rules on 10 no are HhEce S Bt vices he Rsenaxis Tibe Mai betiiionad for acknoviedgmant.
the Department © i . ere are no plans to adopt s
; and Their Families does not plan to adopt any procedures . service procedures. pt ICWA Court rules or social
‘ 40. SOUTH CAROLINA 46. VIRGINIA
. there are no federally i T
An ICWA agreement 18 not planned_as lans ; There are no federally recognized tri i
; recognized tribes in iﬁ:ihrﬁizzlln:ie z;:;gr:;eaﬁg gamily : buttthe Rappahannock Tribe gas peti€;2§:di¥0¥1:gigé:1edg
{ €or adopting formal ¢ - : . ment. An ICWA tribal-state i ; -
; : ng fc t of Social Services . ; 1 agreement is not being
services Division of the Departmen - 22T considered nor will it be f i i
! » . Division to e for guite some time. There
will be working with their Legal Services are no plans for court rules or socia §
implement formal ICWA policy and procedures- :n IC:A; however, the internal "Centrilsgigigz giﬁiiﬁﬁi::
P A e egar ing Native American Indian and Ala i
‘ 41. SOUTH DAKOTA Children For Whom Adoption is the Goal” ztag §§k1m°
1 ibal-state agreement the Department of Welfare and all ICWA casesoarOWEdfby
There ari no P%’“spggzegg}i§WA ;:;e:t couth Dakota :o the Division of Social, Services, Department gfrseii:::
or socia service pr . CWA "State : o assist in following these internal
Court decisions have referred to 1 . .. to assure i i al procedures and
igiiimguidelines“ put the Court has not adopted f°§?al S re compliance with the intent of the Act.
ICWA rules. Some Circuit Court Judges use informa 47. WASHINGTON

S arrangements with the South pakota tribes and these

arrangements seem O be working: ~ Region I, Department of Social and Health Service (DSHS)
[

.. executed an ICWA agreement with the Spok i

| ane Tribe in -

i .. g§§§§§§5§ A‘ngiighéhiggli ggg n;go;iations are neaggng completion -

: . ) T olville  Tribe. . Other tribal-stat

5 . . eographical poundaries, there are a ; “riB state ICWA
within Teamessee’s 20T, Halefore’ an 100 LR EETRs “achingion Intian obild veitare siatuten

Ty e tia . welfare statutes and
no oo te soreament has not been consid 1 on administrative proceduras predat 1
Court does not plan to issue rules u . tup by Tocal Tndis

zg::eiziedigﬁrgzgartment oes not PLan e Slan to issue ‘ nprecedented move, the state set up by lLocal Indian

Child Welfare Advisory Committees.

administrative procedures. In October of 1980,

TR T e e T T
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49.

50.
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DSHS updated their Indian Affairs Policy to restate

their commitment in terms of planning and service

delivery to tribes in Washington. ' :DSHS has .adopted i
ICWA administrative rules in the Washington Administrative
Code and these rules have been proceduralized in the
caseworkers Manual G (Internal desk book). Court rules
on ICWA are in the process of review and implementation.

WEST VIRGINIA

Within West Virginia's geographical boundaries, there
are no federally recognized tribes and the Indian
population is a small percentage of the total population.
There are no plans for enactment-of court rules or for
negotiation of a tribal-state agreement. The Department
of Welfare has no plans for adopting social service

procedures on ICWA.

WISCONSIN

en ‘(11) reservations in Wisconsin but there

tions of an ICWA tribal-state
Center developed a

There ‘are elev
has not been negotia
agreement. The Youth Policy and Law
chapter on 1CWA for the Department of Health and Social
Services' Handbook on Implementing the Wisconsin Children's
Code. This Handbook was @rafted for use by“court-and
health and social servicespersonnel. “There are no plans

for enactment of court rules.

WYOMING - ' s
There is only one {1) reservation,; -the Wind River:iReservation,
in Wyoming, and there are no plans to negotiate-a tribal-
state agreement with Wind River. The State Division of
Public Assistance and Social services (D-PASS)  has"no

plans to issue ICWA procedures and the enactment Of court
rules have not been planned. ; : B '”
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CHILD WELFARE RESEARCH NOTES #7

May 1984

Race and. Ethnic Y © dren in State Foster Care s stems
it £ Chil Y

The foster -
addresses ti:r:ezngOQent of ‘the States" child welfar
children. P s of the community's most vul & systems

. Progress has been made in the ulnerable families and

receiving foster .care 2
However, it services (CHILD WELFARE RES :
composiéiozeég-:gntln?es to be .a shift .in the<ra2§A§CH NOTES #1).
. €. children in the States' fOSterlzar:nd ethnic
e systems.

In 1 2 e me a (o} a‘ coming.to Close e
945, at the ti that World war 1I was oming.to a ¢l th
. .
hi rtion has increased until b 1982 it was es ima h.
T & proporti . 1 3 ‘ t ted
p Y. L that:

47% were :minority chi :
- Y childr i AN
all minority children. en, with Black children comprising 80% .of

In 1980, the Office for Civii Ri

the seciathe ) 1v11.R;ghgs conducted a

ey bas?: ?EQE;C characteristics of childrennfglggal eyt
P Pt Informat: Subsequently, as part of the Vo.ISter g oen
PR . Welflon System:(VCIS) data collection e¥2tary

tron the paniie, atAare Association, data for 1982 wer Bteiney The
LA £y anal§5i;nng€::e:; bThese data have been?u:egb;:;n:d'
systems by race and“ethnicity,:s?:hgsﬁc?;lggggélg State foster care

godadj;st for population differences
nder 21 years was-used to obtdin the
of children in. foster care. .

;ZEQEOCal State's population
r Prevalence rate
The Rate is the number of.childiZitgi

foster ca 51ng K mber of children
re on a ‘single day.divided by the total nu ber £ childg
M

in the State less than 2

; ; ; 1 years. To o1im:
this.quot n <l Y . o eliminate . < i
that 33 children ner 1biece o¥;i0.000. Thus a §:§e§§§1§§1:pg;nt.
day. The -higher t ’ children .are in foster c 3 indicates
single day. ? B he Rate, the'more children in fost::ec::eao:l:gle

(=] ac‘111 a . e compa ion
To £ tat 3 mparisons,. the distributions of Rates were divided
into five equal parts, 20% of the States in_.each part, and-a .-
quintile score ) assigned. quintile score o 1nd1catesv that
il (Q d A til X £f5 L
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Indian Children -

a i j1fare Act of 1978 and the

i of the Indian Child We -
Nencion R:iz:zche and Child Welfare Act of }980 ;hzr:lzizczze
A§optiog effort to improve child welfare setvxc;s uztody ric
GIIECtechildren. State agencies may be assigge Siate 4y 3 tan
T cen sponsibility for Indian children by (OF fnalan are
B The pomber of Indian children in State opera 4 tostar cure
cou:t:; ::: :gtal pumber of Indian children less than Y B
ste ;

:{e‘Rat;s are shown in Table 2.

stems varies
dren in State foster care sy m

tro numberégg Ing;::ec::t 13 States with 100 or -o;e I::x;:dgzildten
g:on . gzate'; foster care system; the 1argez§2nu:ne;inn230ta.
:::i;::en in 8 S eic £08t§:hc:te “1':‘;;: i:nber; of Indian children “Q

i 0, whic ave . :
Arizona anglne:::ifi;a;e very low Rates, 19 and 13 r;s;;:z:xz:ii %
Tes trf“'mu:esydo not include the Indiaq chxldteni::tigns  ivate
Thgs: t;z supervision of the Indian Tr:bglsgizznfigure s o Dramts
unde : ete

tl the rep :

arrangen::;;;enC?:s:gzizt {;te which nay_accoug:dizz the low Rates
ind::3ec5tates with large numbers of Indian ¢h .

n

Black Children

! i i r care
hildren are the largest minority g:oug ;2 gt:;elg?ggg

Black ¢ nd, as shown in Table 3, they’varg ies t0 33 e,
sygtems a' 'foatex care in the zes?ectzve ta . o amctts
ch1ld;e: ;2 Columbia, New York, Ohio, K;chizgzgé Massachuset  mat
Distric . 3 o an o :

i e, Minneso a
I ad s Kans;s;azeIS:::i;sippi, Arkansas, Tenngs:ee.7§:::1i:;nagl
exc::dCtigiinae eaéh with over 100.220 Bl;:t igléQZegxack ety
Soa t intile. .

t Rate qu F 8 .
yea;s, ;r:kigst2:e1::§:est racial or ethnic group in foster care
in New YO
any one State.

R care
umbers and Rates of Black children in State foster
Z;itt:ig:a; be due to the following factors: - o
he urban areas seeking
ulation migrated to t in
o A oy Blackagzgt World war IX, Black children intez;glzren
enpto¥nz::; systes at guch faster rates than White
e
::; this pattern continues.

in the number
608, there was an increase
° B;ggzgi:gc;21§¥:nlzivi;g in female-headed, single-parent
zanilien and this pattern continues.

~data: examined the hypothesis,
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During this period, Black children left the foster care
system at a slower rate than White children resulting in an
increase in the proportion of Black children in the foster
care system with longer average duration of time in
placement and this pattern continues.

This pattern: may account: for Jenkins' (1984) finding, based on the
'1980 OCR data, that for 14 of the largest cities there were 77%
minority children in foster care, including 6€3% Black, compared with
the 42% minority children, 33% Black, for all the States.

Hispanic Children

The Hispanic children have the lowest Rates among the three minority
groups as shown in Table 1. The number of Hispanic children in
State foster care systems varies from 0 to 5,211 as shown in
Table 4. . The Rate for the Hispanic children living in the Northeast
“{Puerto Rican heritage), Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New
~York and Pennsylvania, was 53; for the children living in the
Southwest (Mexican heritage), Arizona, California, Colorado, New
Mexico, and Texas, the Rate was 18; and for the children living in
the Southeast (Cuban heritage), Florida,. the Rate was 7. These
differences reflect a combination of national origin, poverty level,

urbanization and State policies as they impact on families with an
Hispanic heritage.

White Children

The urbanized States generally have high numbers of White children
in foster care as shown in Table 5. The number of White children in
foster care varies from 66 to 15,544. California, Ohio, Indiana,
Magsachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Oregon, and Kansas have both
high Rates and numbers of children in foster care. However,

Pennsylvania, Florida, Illinois and Michigan have high numbers of
White children but low Rates. Texas, with 2,703 White children in

foster care, has the.lowest foster care Rate for White children in
the country, 7 per 10,000 children.

Community Orjientation Towards Placement

Rateg are quantitative indicators of States' orientation toward
Placement. 1Indications that placement decisions are affected by
community factors was first suggested in the classic 1959 study by
Maas: and Engler. Jenkins (1984), using the Office for Civil Rights
"...the way a community organizes
itself, and its typical approach to handling problems, will be
reflected in the placement system.” Her analysis supported the
hypothesis and the 1982 VCIS data reported above are also indicative




High Rates would indicate a propensity for a
community's ready placement of children from farilies with problems
while low Rates may indicate a reluctance to use placement as the
treatment of choice. ‘Which approach leads more readily to a
sustained nurturing environsent for the child has yet to be

determined.

of its validity.

Program Variability

as shown in Table 1, Rates vary across different racial
Rates vary among the States for

In general,
and ethnic groups within States:
each of the racial and ethnic groups:
among the regions. An analysis of the 1980 Office for Civil Rights

data by Jenkins (1983) found similar variability.

the Rates for each county within a

The Rates for each State reflect
State. The source of the variability noted above is a consequence,

in part, of the differences among local agencies, particularly urban
_and non-urbanized service delivery areas. Thus, to fully understand

a State's Rates necessitates an examination of local Rates.
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Table 1

1982 POINT 'PREVALENCE .RATE
€ - S OF CHI
IN STATE FOSTER CARE SYSTEMS BY RACE ANDLE¥§SICITY'
(Per 10,000 children)

and Rates vary both within and-

NUNN AR HUUUROU BB RRRDEE WWWWWW

{continued)

X Indian Black . Hi i i
_ Region/State Rate Q Rate Q Razsanlg RaEZXteQ R ol
7 at
1 Sopnecticut 79 4 50 2 66 5 . :
i»M::::ch af ‘189 5 74 3 17 3 4 . b s
usettsd/ 194 5 133 S 7 - 57 3
1 New Hampshire 0 1 68 3 : : 3 a 32 H
1 ‘I;hode IslandS/ 49 3 414 5 ag ; 38 FeR
1 Vermont 223 5 171 5 37 5 ii g 1:3 :
L 4
2 New Jerseyd/ 10 1 131 5 43 5
2 New York -(62) 3 167 5 53 5 gg g b :
60 5
4
g?lzwarg_/ y 0o 1 125 4 30 4 3
M1s i of Col.9/ 75 4 208 5 7 2 : 3 Se :
Pary a?d 116 4 107 4 23 3 §4 : e :
ennsylvania (23) 2 (112) 4 (43) 5 : 3 3 3
virginia 14 2 82 3 5 2 2 3 0 3
West Virginia 39 3 96 4 12 2 §g 3 44 3
3 29 2
212??2: 42 1 60 2 1 1 24 3 33
GeorgiaS' 3 37 1 {7y 2 (17) 2 :
; 40 3 48 .2 31 ' Rl
KentuckyS/ 0 1 83 3 8 2 % i % 3
Mississippi 10 1 25. .1 1 i i 3 :
North Carcolina 40 3 42" 2 0 % 1o 1 30 3
South Carolina ¢] 1- 38 1 o 1 i 3 36 3
Tennessee 0 1 39 1 3 i gi g £ :
) > 26 2
Illinois 90 4 10
i 0 4 20
Indiana& 64 4 127 : ic 2 5
i i / 4 3
M:.LchlganE/ 38 2 105 4 ;Z g I a5
g;png otad/ 345. 5 177 5 32 4 ;3 : a6 :
wi;:;n . (52). 3 135 5 (45) 5 37 : 64 5
sin 163 - 4 86. .3 35 .4 22 g A
4. 31 2
Arkansas 17 2 h
ans 29
.goulsxa?a oo 34 2 62 ; ; ; 3 i P i
o;:ﬁ:g:xco 13 1 63 2 ‘19 3k ig i 15 1
Oklah a 34 2 44 -2 15. 3 16 i % 1
26 2 192 .1 8 2 7 1 ‘ig 1
. 1
Iowa (173} .5
94 4 33
K ik :
H:g:asi: 55. 3. 122 4 .35 4 i; : % :
Missouri 16 2 89 3 e 2 i 3% 3
ebraska? 312 s 103 4 52 5 gg g A
48 4
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Table 1 {continued)

S OF CHILDREN

82 POINT PREVALENCE RATE! N

IN STA;: FOSTER CARE SYSTEMS BY RACE AND ETHNICITY
(Per 10,000 children)

Indian Black Hispanic R:tn;iteq Ra’{ztalo
Region/State Rate Q Rate Q Rate @ :
32 4 22 2 27
b 52 3 75 3 : 27 2
geoonac 233 3 B3 o5 w3
g :g:th Dakota 205 5 gg § 3 $ 21 2 A 2
th Dakota 197 5 28 ' 1 ! 3 3
o Oia 130 4 66 2 % b 2 2 1
g 3tahing 38 2 35 1 15
o 12 1
10 2 11 1
i a/ 10 1 23 1 1 12 o1
K ?Zr;.ﬁ‘.’g:;ia 47 3 109 4 2i 41 H 4 s 4
s fa ii (39) 3 14 1 3 : pH ! 18 !
3 :M‘i;as/ 32 2 90 3 1
ev :
2 1 25 3 54
71 5 30 1 3 43

° Alaskg‘%/ 171 4 87 3 21 : i% 2 2 2

2 oragon L4 : *os 3 ;g 3 33 4 41 4

g 3:%?:9:0@_‘_’/ 176 5 85 3

from the Voluntary Cooperative Information System {VCIS)
’ Z:Ech as noted in footnote 4/ and () below.
£ children in foster care
i Rate equals the number O n o

Rate  doia Pre:;i:n::ciallethnic group on a single da{ G:V1i§:izyracial
Yo .pe:bet of children less than 21 years of the pi ific races
::t:th:‘;c group exptes.ed per‘.xo;‘loggd:};:tiie:{'lat.gi'India‘n children

i Indian colum ] :
el ?glgasdgn;?a:h:hlgdten jn that State are in foster care on 2
per 10,
. distribution is
ribu
i ents the ranking when the ] .

a A'lentile (in::p;::tnr a Quintile of 5 1ndicatel_thei§;:§:nx-
leIgezhin::e highest 20% of the States for that distr -
amon

rted to VCIS. . . o

27 i;;z:t:;tzgzt:;oingonth rather than .:;gle day reporting

2 in-home care as w .

g ;n:tu2:;-c2;id§;SOigftice for Civil Rights (OCR) study when no

a/ a

race/ethnicity data were reported to VCIS.

P thesis ndicate hnicity data were not
aren s that npeciﬂc tace/et .
rovided andian‘altinate was conputed based on the OCR percentage
P

PN BRNOWOHED -
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Table 2

1982 POINT PREVALENCE RATES AND NUMBER
OF INDIAN CHILDREN IN STATE FOSTER CARE SYSTEMS"
(In sequence by number of children in Foster Care

(continued)

)
Indian

Region/State F.C. Q Pop. =21 Rate Q
5 Hinneso;aﬂl 622 5 18,016 345 5
0 Alaskad " 536 5 31,408 171 s
0 washington2B/ 497 5 27,069 176 5
8 South Dakota 488 5 24,832 197 5
9 California 378 5 79,737 47 3
6 Oklahoma 257 5 76,464 - 34 2
5 Wisconsin 238 5 14,599 163 4
8 North Dakota 226 5 11,022 205 5
8 Montana 171 3 18,988 90 4
7 Nebraskad/ 147 5 4,698 312 5
8 Utah 145 4 11,132 130 .4
4 North €arolina 118 4 29,321 40 3
0 Oregon | 114 4 11,972 95 4
2 New Yozk§/ 97 4 15,709 62 3
9 Arizona? 83 4. 80,120 10 1
. 6 New Mexic 73 4 54,180 13 1
< 5 MichiganS 71 4 18,626 38 2
5 Illinois 57 4 6,357 90 4
Massa husettsél 57 4 2,944 194 5
Iowa®. a7 4 2,732 173 5
Coloradok/ 40 3 7,763 52 3
Maine 38 3 2,013 189 5
Texas 38 3 14,563 26 2
Maryland 37 3 3,201 116 4
idahod/ . 37 3 5,243 71 4
Kansas 36 3 6,523 55 3
“Florida - 3 3 6,718 46 3
Ohio® 23 3 4,438 52 3
Indianad/ 19 3 2,972 64 4
9 Nevada 19 3 5,868 32 2
6 Louisiana 18 3 5,355 34 2
onnecticut 13 2 1,652 79 4
Myoming 13 2 ‘3,460 38 2
eorgia 11 2 2,770 40 3
ermont 9 2 404 223 5
ennsylvania®/ 8 2 3,465 23 2
ssouri 7 2 4,516 16 2
ode IslanaS/ 6 2 ~1,234 49 3
kansa 6 2 3,537 17 2
waii® 4 2 1,013 3g 3
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Table 2 (Continued)

NUMBER AND POINT PREVALENCE RATES .
OF INDIAN CHILDREN IN FOSTER CARE IN 1982

Indian

Region/State F.C. Q Pop. =21 Rate Q
3 Virginia 3 1 2,163 i4 2
4 Mississippi 3 1 2,889 10 1 ‘
2 New Jerseyd’ 3 1 2,980 10 1
3 Dist. of Col.8/ 2 1 265 75 4
3 West Virginia 2 1 515 39 3
4 Alabama 1 1 3,098 3 1-
3 Delawaréﬁ[ -0 1 (o] [v] 1
4 Kentuckyd/ -0 1 1,301 0 1
1 New Hampshire -0 1 497 [+] 1
4 south Carolina 0 1 2,463 0 1

Ry 1 1,682 (] 1

4 Tennessee

F.C.

Rate

pData from the Voluntary Cooperative Information System
(VC1S) except as noted in footnotes d/ and e/ below.

Number of children-in foster care on any one day“~in 1982,

Rate equals the number of children in
single day divided by the total mumber
of .children less than 21 years per 10,000 children, ‘i.e.,
a Rate of 14 for Virginia indicates that 14 children per
10,000 Indian children are in the State's foster care

system on a single day.

Point Prevalence
foster care on a

A Quintile (Q) represents the ranking when the
distribution is ‘divided into five parts; a Quintile of 5
indicates the State is among the -highest 20% of ‘the
States for that distribution.

States which reported estimates-to VCIS.
Adjusted for whole month rather than sing
Includes children in in-home care as well.

Data from the 1980 Office for Civil Rights (OCR) “study
when no race/ethnicity data were reported to VCIS by
eight States. ; '
specific race/ethnicity data were not provided-and an
estimate was computed based on the OCR percentage.
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Table 3

1982 POINT PREVALENCE RATES AND NUMBER

OF -BLACK CHILDREN IN STATE FOSTER CARE SYSTEMS™

(In sequence by number of children in Foster Care)

ingle day reporting. f 

Region/State F.C. Q Pg::c‘-(Zl Rate Q
2 New York 15,898 5
9 California 7.918 5§ 332':5322 108 - 3
5 Iilinois 7,252 5 728,277 loo 4
5 ohiot/ 5,888 5 436,208 135 . s
MichiganS 5,306 5 507,684 105 .
New Jerseyd/ 5,123 5 389,683 a8
Pennsylvania®/  4.559 5 405,916 TER
Marglénd 4,169 5 388:290 -ié? g i
Louisiana 3,439 5 557,941 62 3
Virginia 3,286 5 400,324 82 5
Dist. of Co1.9/ 3,166 . 4 : )
Georgial/. 3,088 4 pred 33 e
North Cafolina 2,328 4 556,143 prAS
Indiana®/: -~ - 2,294 4 180'712 127 :
Florida 2,167 4 590,995 31
Alabanma_ 2,016 4 336,727 0 3
‘Missouri - 1,928 4 217,414 8 :
South Carolina. .1,614 .4 419,558 % 1
Connecticut .- 1,460 .4 293,102 S0 3
Texas 01,373 4 - 723,651 19 i
Massachusettsd/ 1,232 3 g v v
T?nngssge A 1,189 3 33;:23; 1;3 :
»H1sszss;§§i 1,047 3 419,751 25 1
Kentuckyd 7905 .3- 108,794 83 3
Wisconsin 757 3 ; 88:319 86 ;
Kansas a/ 671 3 55,162 122 :
DelawareQ/ 523 3 - 41,803 125 .
Rhode IslanaS/ . 505. 3 12,209 e s
Arkansas 91 3 171,387 eI
~Minnesotad 423 3 23,860 “177 5
Oklahoma 397. 3. 90,066 a4
Washingtonab/ 389 .2 43,625 - 85. 3
Oregon - 384 2 . 15,748 244 5
oloradob/ 330 2 42,048 "5 ‘
West Virginia 237 2 24'635 9 :
gebraslcc a/ 229 2 22,317 102 2
Iz::da_ i%g g 23,233 90 3
Arizonad/ 75 2 gg:é% 3
g::huexxco 67 2 10,563 63 ;
28 2 4,213 66 2

- 375608 0~ 84 - 4

(continued)
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Table 3 (continued)

1982 POINT PREVALENCE RATES AND NUMBER
OF BLACK -CHILDREN. IN STATE FOSTER CARE SYSTEMS*

. :Black
Region/State P.C. Q Pop. —21 Rate Q .
0 Alaskad/ 17 1 5,608 30 1
8 Montana 15 1 752 199 5
1 New Hampshire 12 1 1,770 68 3
1 Maine 10 1 1,356 74 3.
0 Idahod/ 10 1 2,972 87 3
9 Hawaii 10 1 7:041 14 1
1 Vermont, 9 1 527 171 5
8 North Dakota 7 1 1,159 .60 2
8 South Dakota [ 1 971 62 2
8 Wyoming 5 1 ‘1,444 35 1
hd Data from the 'Voluntary Cooperative Information System

(VCIS) except-as noted in footnotes d/ and e/.below.

Number .of .children in foster care on any one day in 1982.

Rate Point Prevalence Rate equals the number of children .in
foster care on a single. day divided by the total number .
of children :less ‘than 21.years per 10,000 children, ‘i.e.,
a ‘Rate of 30 for -Alaska indicates that 30 children per ;
10,000 Black children are:in the State's foster care
:gystem on-.a single-day.

Q A Quintile (Q) represents the ranking when the

" distribution is divided. into five parts; a Quintile.of 5

indicates the State'is among the highests 20% of the
States for that distribution.

-a/ States which reported estimates to VCIS.

b/ Adjusted for ‘whole month rather ‘than-single day -reporting

c/ _Includes children ‘in in-home care as well. . .. .= ° g

a/ Data from the 1980 Office for Civil. Rights (OCR). .study"

when no.race/ethnicity data were reported. to VCIS by

eight States. R
e/ Specific race/ethnicity data were not provided and.an

estimate .was computed.based on the OCR percentage..:
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Table 4

1982 POINT PREVALENCE RATES AND NU
MBER

Oi HISPANIC\CHILDREN IN STATE-FOSTER CARE SYSTEMS*

(In sequencé by number of children in Foster Care)

Region/State F.C. Q g;;?afég Rate Q

9 California 5,211 5 2,0

2 New York 3,728 5 '65‘7?:2;2 23 H

6 Texas 1,115 5 1,429,166 8 - 2
New Jerseyd/ 930 5 214,895 43 . 5
Illinois 612 5 301,223 20 3
ColoradoR 522 5 159,110 32
Massachusettsd/ 515 5 69,815 24 5
Connecticut 407 5 62,043 66 s
New Mexico , 402 5 216,921 ‘19 3
Pennsylvaniag/ 352 5 73,583 43 5
Floridae/ 330 4
ohiote 252 4 222'33% PN
Arizonad/ 205 4 213,961 10 3
Indianad 195 4 41,801 47 5
MichiganS 169 4 80,067 21 3
Washingtonal 126 4 59,627 200 3
Wisconsin 113 4 32,043 35 4
Kansas 108 4 30,812 35 4
Oregon 103 4 32,164 32 4
Utah 89 4 31,334 28 4
Nebraskaa/ 73 3
Rhode IslandS/ 63 3 as3e 2 :
Maryland 60 3 25.600 23 3
Minnesota2/ 51 3 16,069 32 4
Oklahona 42 3 28,348 15 3
Idahad/ 41 3 19,172 21 3
Iowa / 41 3 12,524 33 4
NevadaC 30 3 23,398 13 3
L9pxsiapa 27 3 41,002 7 2
M1ssguri 21 3 22,973 9 2
Wyoming 18 3. 11,960 15 3
Virginia 15 2
'Delawareg/ 14 2 ai'ggé 33 i
Kentuckyd/ 2 2 11,732 8 2
‘Montaga 9 2 5,104 18 3
GeorgiaC. 7 2 26,144 3 1
North Dakota 7 2 2,108 33 4
West Virginia 6 2 4,857 12 2
‘Hawaii- 5 2 37,887 1 1
:Tennessce 5 2 16,716 3 1
Vermont 5 2 1,348 37 5

RO WO R OEWW: S ONONONOO MW mo\:mom{nwma WO DUON

(continued)
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Table 4 (continued)

1982 POINT PREVALENCE RATES AND NUMB

ER

OF HISPANIC CHILDREN IN STATE FOSTER CARE SYSTEHS'
Hispanic

Region/State F.C. Q Pop. ~21 Rate Q
1 Maine 4 1 2,316 17 3
3 pist. of Col.&/ 3 1 4,086 7 2
6 Arkansas 2 1 8,192 2 1
4 Alabama 1 1 14,061 1 1
0 Alaskad/ 1 1 4,376 2 1
4 Mississippi 1 1 11,216 1 1
1 Mew Hampshire [+] 1 2,565 (o] 1
4 North Carolina o 1 24,097 ] 1
4 south Carolina [v] 1 14,795 o 1

4] 1 5,544 o) 1

8 south Dakota

F.C.

Rate

Information System

pata from the Voluntary Cooperative
d/ and g/ below.

(VCIS) except as noted in footnotes

Number of children in foster care on any one day‘in 1982.

Point Prevalence Rate equals the number of children in
foster care on a single day divided by the total number
of children less than 21 years per 10,0060 children, i.e..
a Rate of 17 for Maine indicates that 17 children per
10,000 Hispanic children are in the State's foster care

system on a single day.

A Quintile (Q) represeats the ranking when the
distribution is divided into five parts: a Quintile of 5
indicates the State is among the highest 20% of the.

States for-that distribution.

State estimates reported to vCis.
Adjusted for- whole month rather-t
Includes children in in-home care as well.

pata from the 1980 Office for Civil Rights (OCR) study
when no race/ethnicity data were reported to VCIS by
eight States.

specific race/ethnicity da
estimate was computed base

ta were not provided and an
d on the OCR percentage.

han - single day reporting.
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Table 5

1982 POINT PREVALENCE
RATES AND
OF WHITE CHILDREN IN STATE FOSTER CAI:‘EU HSBYESBI'EMS'

1
(In sequence by number of children in Foster Care)

Region/State F.C. Q Po:hite21
. = Rate
: g:i;io::xa 15,544 5 5,419,519 29
2 Hew ¥ 11,033 5 4,199,703 26
§onioe/ 10,588 5 3,217,528 3
3 Pennsylyania 9,076 5 3,305,418 %
$ Inai :_ o/ 7.843 5 1,732,200 S
1 Hassachugettad 7,805 5 1.675,793 pt-
§ Floridas 6,276 5 2,181,691 o
3 Ilinois 5,334 5 2,945,163 18
3 Michigang/ ) 4,960 5 2,704,560
| nesotad 4,933 5 1350821 37
.0 washingtonab/ 4,330
<7 Missouri | 4201 : aetiaes 3
N ‘ 4
1‘2 ggztizi;g a/ 4,187 4 i:ggg:ggi gg‘
- § Keneaciyd/” 3,975 4 1,183,372 34
0 oregon 3,736 4 799,545 47
&Virginia‘n g:ggg : i’§18'744 3
31§:§t§;a§/ 3,373 4 113?%'23? ~ gg
3 Marylan 3,187 4. 977,937 3
- sas 3,048 4 705,705 43
’2 ﬁziizxana 2,948 3 1,012,842 29
S Texas 2,703 . 3 3,821,425 7
Tenn < 2,611 3 1,246,016 .. 21
Towa o . 2,597 3 . 964,571 .. 27
Coanect ut 2,400 3 851,688 2
Rnode Islanas 2,320 3777 279,367 "BBWW
Borth Carolina 2,299 3 1,423,214 i
Maine 303 3 78548 o4
’
Co;ozado§§ 1,903 3 : gzg.;g:' 22
ebraska? . 1,869 3 503,083 3
West Virginia 1,642 2 /
‘ , 637
ggi::ogzt i 1,359 2 841:gi; , ig
gous olina 1,312 2 712,571 18
s,séw Hampshire i:égg g 330‘096 33
':;5:3:; , 943 2 713:2;; 1
Fevades/ 853 2 T 215,447 40
andl 52 3 Mo.e0s 11
ississippi 726 2 323:?33 3

tcontinued)
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Table 5 (continued)

:‘ | 1982 POINT PREVALENCE

RATES AND NUMBEREMS.
OF WHITE CHILDREN IN STATE FOSTER CARE SYST
U v. Hhitez Rat 0
| | - ate
Region/State F.C. Q Pop. 1 " .
; Ga 1 w3
g Hontans o 1 57,761 33 4
3 Delevared e 319,183 21 2
g gzi:;anakota glé i 342:315 2% i
: 13
g gz:t:egligta 291 i igg,%gg 13 1
271 .
[+] Alaskaﬂ 296 1 162,%33 ig i
8 Wyom Y ) 134 1 103.840 13 1
3 g:w:hof co1.%/ 66 1 "2,
st. Rt ’
.
from the Voluntary Cooperative Information Systen
* Data

{? eight States

o g

(veis) except as noted in footnot

valence Rate equals the

Rate :zitszZ:re'on a single day divided
of children less than

a Rate of 41 iog Verm

10,000 White children are

system on a single day-

21 years per
ont indicates
in the §

4 into fiv

in~-home ¢C
ffice for Civil
when no race/ethnicity data were

State estimates repo
%; Adjusted for whole month
e/ Includes childrenoig
a/ pata from the 198

rac;/ethnicity dat
2/ igtgiiii was'conputed based on th

the nunb

A Quintile (@) represents the ranking whe

@ divide
jgtribution is

?;:gcates the State i§>an2ng the

states_ for that distribution.

vCis.
e ::ther than single day reporting.
are as well.
Rights

reported

e parts:
highest 20%

n the
a Quintile of 5
of the’

es d/ and e/ below.

in 1982.
Nuaber of children in foster care on any ohe day in
- . er of children in
by the total nu
10,000 children, i.e.,
that 41 children per
tate's foster care

(OCR) study
to VCIS by

xe not'provided'and an
Pon e OCR percentage.
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Technical Notes

DATA SOURCES

o

The Voluntary Cooperative Information System (VCIS, Fiscal Year,
1982). The American Public Welfare: Association implemented a
voluntary system to collect child welfare information about
children less than 21 years in substitute care. Forty-eight
States responded with aggregate information for varying
reporting periods and for varying time periods.  The State
aggregated data spans the periods beginning January 1, 1981 to
March 31, 1983 with most States reporting for a 12 month period
and some States for nine, six and three month perjiods. The
model group was 15 States for the Federal Figscal Year 1982.
States also varied in their definition of who was included in
their report. As States did not. respond to all of the items,
the data for each item represents a different aggregation of _
States. {(American Public Welfare Association, "Voluntary
Cooperative Information System,” grant number 90-PD10021.)

The Office for Civil Rights 1980 Survey (OCR, 1980). This was a
national county-specific census conducted by the Office for
Civil Rights of all children in the legal custody of the agency

for referral or out-of-home placement as of January 8, 1980 for
a limited set of information items.

. A high rate of return was
achieved, 99.9% of the counties participated.. Agencies were
required, by court order, to participate. The information is
aggregated by county, State, and national totals. The findings
from the study are reported in Office for Civil Rights,
Department of Health and Human Services, 1980 Children and Youth
"Referral Survey: Public Welfare and Social Service Agencies,

981.

980 Census of Population, General Populatioh Characteristics,
Vol 1, Series PC 80-1-B, U.S. Bureau of Census, 1980, Tables 22
nd 67, T T o W , !

CES

CHILD WELFARE RESEARCH NOTES #1, Administration for Children,
Youth and Families, Human Development Services, December 1983.

itley Jenkins et al, "Ethnic Differentials in Foster Care

Placements,® Social Work Research and Abstracts, Vol. 19, No. 4,
National Association of Social Workers,

Inc., Winter 1983,.

Sﬁirley Jenkins, Beverly Diamond, and John Grundy, "A Social
Analysis of Foster Care Data,”

{paper, American Orthopsychiatric
ociation Conference, 1984). ’
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Henry S. Maas and Richard E. Engler, Jr., Children in Need of
Parents, New York, Columbia University Press, 1959.

COMMENT

o

-report any race/ethnicity data to VCIS.

The definitions of race/ethnicity are in accordance with State
definitions.

The 1980 OCR data were used for those States which did not
Where the reported data
included combined race/ethnic groups estimates were made using
the OCR data. Adjustments were also made for whole month rather
than single day reporting. Some States reported children
receiving in-home services and these are noted in the tables.

The child population less than 21 years in 1980 was used in
computing the point prevalence rates. Race/ethnicity by age
tables for 1982 were not available. Between 1980 and 1982 there
was an- increase in the number .of children less than six years
and a decrease in the number of children six years or older.

The population less than 21 years decreased by 1.6 percent.

This note was prepared by Dr. Charles P. Gershenson with the

assistance of Mrs. Vardrine Carter and Mrs. Lois Harris,
Administration for Children, Youth and Pamilies, Office of Human -

Development Services, Box 1182, Washington, D.C. 20013. No

permission is necessary to reproduce thxa note.
additional topics are welcomed.

Suggestions for-
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Senator ANDREWS. Senator Gorton, do you have questions?

Senator GorToN. I will submit my questions for the record.

Senator ANDREWS. Senator Gorton has questions he will submit
for the record, and other members of the committee might well
have questions they will submit for the record.

Our next witness is the executive director of the Association of
American Indian Affairs, Mr. Steven Unger.

‘Let me assure you, Mr. Director, that we have your prepared
statement. It will be included in the record as though you uttered
every word, and we would be glad to have you summarize it so that
we leave a little bit more time for questions.

STATEMENT OF STEVEN UNGER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE AS-
‘SOCIATION ON AMERICAN INDIAN AFFAIRS, INC., ACCOMPA-

NIED BY GREG ARGEL, PROGRAM ASSISTANT, AND BERTRAM
-E. HIRSCH, ATTORNEY-AT-LAW

Mr. Uncer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be glad to summa-
rize our statement. With me on my left is Bert Hirsch, an attorney-
at-law, and on my right, Greg Argel, of the association’s staff,

Ten years ago this month the predecessor to this committee held
overSIght hearings on Indian child welfare needs at which it re-

ived shocking testimony from Indian people from around the
1 about their abusive treatment by State agencies. Those
oversight hearings eventually led to enactment of the Indian Child
Welfare Act.

The association is a nonprofit national citizens orgamzatxon, en-
tu'el 7 supported by its members and contributors, who are Indian

on-Indian. We appreciate the continuing interest of this com-

in Indian child welfare needs and think that congressional

is perhaps the most significant factor-in helpmg Indlan
ieet their needs.

“'The association’s comments this morning will focus on three

hich we feel are the unfinished agenda that Congress has in

gard to Indian child welfare. These areas are: (1) The need for

cal 'day schools for all American Indians, so that no Indian child

is forced to be separated from his or her parents to be placed in

Federal boarding schools. This need is particularly urgent in

‘regard to large numbers of elementary age children at the Navajo

ation; (2) The large and disproportionate number of Indian

youth® arrested and often incarcerated in the juvenile justice

systém;’and (3) The need, as we have heard this morning, for more

ate funding for Indian programs under the Indian Child Wel-

fare ‘Act, and for certain technical amendments which we have sub-
0'the committee staff. :

“Title IV “of the Indian Child Welfare Act recogmzed that the

‘v"mgévéWe» numbers of Indian children placed in boarding schools

& part of a similar concern to which Congress paid its attention

; :geth matter of adoptive and foster care placement of Indian chil-

Title' IV stated, “It is the sense of Congress that the absence

ly'‘convenient day schools may contnbute to the breakup of
families.” =

this‘committee ¢onducts its oversught hearing today, the most

Wmﬁmﬁ part of the unfinished agenda of the Indian Child Wel-
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