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Strengthening Families Involved with DCF 

Executive Office of Health and Human Services

FY2010 Budget Hearing

August 27, 2008

Secretary JudyAnn Bigby

Executive Office of Health and Human Services
One Ashburton Place

Room 1109

Boston, MA  02108
Dear Secretary Bigby:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony for the FY2010 Budget.  We represent organizations supporting policies that strengthen family preservation and timely reunification for families involved with the Department of Children and Families (DCF).  

We recommend that the state increase the family support and stabilization budget of three area offices by $2 million each ($6 million total), and put in place a written plan for expansion of this pilot to all area offices within 5 years.
We estimate that the cost of providing family stabilization and reunification services to most of DCF involved families to be $112 million, more than double what the state spends today on these services.  Therefore, we recommend that the state pilot our proposal in three area offices.  This would be more modest fiscal commitment and will allow the state to evaluate the impact of these program increases for replication in other area offices.

As line item 4800-0038 funds a variety of family and children’s services including family support and stabilization, foster care, adoption, guardianship, and other services, directive line item language is requested to ensure that this increase is targeted for family support and stabilization services only.  

The Funding Disparity

Despite the policy commitment to family preservation, current federal and state resources fall short of meeting that policy goal.  The state spends almost three times more on foster care and more than four times more on residential care than it does on family preservation and reunification (Figure 1).  Depending on the area office, only 9% to 34% of families receive stabilization and reunification services (Table 1) because of the disparity in funding.  
Figure 1. Children with Open Cases and DCF Funding


	Table 1. Average Monthly Referrals of Families for Family Based Services Per Area Office 

 (Percentage of Families Served – FY2005)

	Arlington
	15.8%
	 
	Greenfield
	16.6%
	
	North Central
	14.3%

	Attleboro
	17.2%
	 
	Harbor
	11.4%
	
	Park Street
	9.0%

	Brockton
	25.5%
	 
	Haverhill
	11.9%
	
	Pittsfield
	34.0%

	Cambridge
	15.6%
	 
	Holyoke
	14.6%
	
	Plymouth
	15.5%

	Cape Ann
	13.6%
	 
	Hyde Park
	9.7%
	
	Robert Van Wart
	13.5%

	Cape Cod
	16.3%
	 
	Lawrence
	11.6%
	
	South Central
	13.5%

	Coastal
	19.9%
	 
	Lowell
	11.4%
	
	Springfield
	15.0%

	Dimock St.
	8.7%
	 
	Lynn
	14.0%
	
	Worcester East
	14.7%

	Fall River
	15.7%
	 
	Malden
	11.8%
	
	Worcester West
	11.8%

	Framingham
	24.7%
	 
	New Bedford
	14.1%
	
	
	


The Department’s services budget increased by $20 million from FY2008 to FY2009 and every category of service will receive an increase, except the support and stabilization category, which will be level-funded (Table 2).  Considering that the majority of the 41,000 children with open cases are either living with their families (79%) or plan to be reunited (9%), this disproportionate level of funding leaves families served by DCF short-changed.  
	Table 2. Comparison of Department of Children and Families Services FY08 and FY09 Budgets

	Service Category/Program

	DSS FY08 Service Dollars
 
	FY09 H2 Service Dollars 
	Change from FY08 to FY09

	Family preservation and reunification services 
	$  46.5
	$  46.5
	no change

	Foster care
	$132.9
	$142.5
	+$  9.6

	All other service dollars (0038 accounts)
	$117.8
	$122.8
	+$  5.0

	Regional Administration and Lead Agencies (0030 account)
	$  20.9
	$  21.0
	+$  0.1

	Group and Residential (0041 account)
	$228.2
	$229.5
	+$  1.3

	Total
	$546.3
	$562.3
	+$16.0


The Case for Family Preservation

The Massachusetts Department of Children and Families is committed to strengthening birth families to better care for their children and prevent future abuse and neglect.  The Department’s mission is often framed as the balancing of family preservation and child protection, implying an inherent conflict between both goals.  Yet, numerous studies have documented the effectiveness, as well as better safety and wellness outcomes, for children whose families receive services while the children remain at home.  

The majority of children involved with the Department of Children and Families are either living with their families or are eventually reunited.  Despite this, the state’s spending on out-of-home placement
 is more than seven times the spending on family preservation and reunification services.  Family preservation programs, with a proven track record, have the potential of preventing the foster care placement of children, expediting return of children to their families, and reducing the re-involvement of families with DCF. 

An MIT study released last year examined outcomes of 15,000 youth in child protective services
. The study concluded that those children in the study who remained at home while they and their family members received services fared better than those placed in substitute care.  The study compared the outcomes of children placed in foster or group care to maltreated children who remained home while their families received services.  The study excluded the extreme cases, focusing instead on children whose placement could have gone either way; cases that make up the vast majority of social workers’ caseloads.  The analysis found that children who remained home had better long term outcomes: 

· Children who remained home had one-third the delinquency rate of foster children.

· The teen birth rate of children who remained at home was half that of foster children.

· Children who remained home were employed longer (11%) and earned more ($850 in quarterly earnings).
The Allegheny County Department of Human Services Agency in Pittsburgh, PA is an oft-referenced model child welfare system
.  The agency tripled funding for prevention of child maltreatment and doubled the budget for family preservation
.  It incorporated intensive family preservation services to prevent out-of-home placement and placed housing and resource counselors in each child welfare office.  The agency has reduced foster care placements by 25% over a nine-year period, reunifies 80% of families when placement has occurred, and has significantly reduced child abuse deaths.
   
Cost Savings of Family Preservation
Last month, the Washington State Institute for Public Policy released a study of the benefits and costs of evidence-based programs (prevention, intervention, and administrative policies) to prevent children from entering and remaining in the child welfare system.  The study measured the economic benefits of short-term child welfare outcomes (reduced child abuse and neglect and reduced out-of-home placements) as well as long-term child welfare outcomes (reduced crime, educational outcomes, and alcohol and drug abuse).  The study concluded that statewide implementation of the most effective programs (over five years) could realize a net benefit of $405 million (or $4.31 of benefits per $1 of cost) over the lifetimes of the participating children for Washington State (whose population of children in the system is similar to Massachusetts’).  Tax-payers alone would realize $34 million of net benefits (or $1.26 per $1 of cost).
  
Programs deemed successful had at least one significant positive impact on child welfare outcomes:

· reported and/or substantiated child abuse and neglect
· out-of-home placement (incidence, length of stay, or number of placements

· permanency
· stability in placement

The following characteristics common to the majority of effective programs:

· Targeted toward a specific population who are expected to benefit the most from these services

· Intensive services with a high number of service hours and a requirement for a high level of engagement from participants
· Focused on a behavioral approach (rather than an instructional approach), such as coaching

· Inclusive of both parents and children

· Fidelity in adherence to program model

Though there are the short-term fiscal challenges, we believe a bold increase in funding for family preservation is necessary to make a real change in the lives of the children and families served by DCF.  We urge the state to increase the family support and stabilization budget in three area offices as a manageable pilot of this proposal.  

Thank you for considering our submission. We look forward to working with the administration and the legislature to strengthen families and ensure the safety and well-being of the Commonwealth’s children.

If you have any questions, please contact Sana Fadel at 617-318-0201 or sfadel@rosiesplace.org.
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� Most recent data available.  Family Networks Profile. Accessed at http://www.mass.gov/Eeohhs2/docs/DSS/area_profiles_databook.xls on 12/3/07


� Data provided by the Department of Children and Families


� Includes projections for FY2008 Supplemental spending


� Including foster care and group residential care.


� Joseph J. Doyle, Jr., “Child Protection and Child Outcomes: Measuring the Effects of Foster Care” Forthcoming, American Economic Review. Accessed at http://www.mit.edu/~jjdoyle/doyle_fosterlt_march07_aer.pdf on 8/6/07


� “An Effective Child Welfare System and Evidence-Based Practice for the Child Welfare System”, National Family Preservation Network, October 2006.  Accessed at http://www.nfpn.org/images/stories/files/effective_cws.pdf on 8/10/07.


� Over 50% of the county’s child welfare budget is dedicated to prevention and in-home services, with one-fifth of the total budget dedicated to prevention alone.


� From 2003 to 2006.


� “Evidence-Based Programs to Prevent Children from Entering and Remaining in the Child Welfare System:  Benefits and Costs for Washington,” Washington State Institute for Public Policy, July 2008.  Accessed at http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/rptfiles/08-07-3901.pdf on 8/25/08
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