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Senator Moore, Senator Suzio, Representative Urban, Representative Zupkus, and the esteemed 

members of the Committee on Children, thank you for this opportunity to offer testimony on a 

number of bills. 

 

We are testifying today on behalf of Connecticut Voices for Children, a research-based child 

advocacy organization working to ensure that all Connecticut children have an equitable opportunity 

to achieve their full potential. We offer testimony in support of S.B. 637, Testimony opposing H.B. 

6099, and testimony regarding H.B. 6297. 

 

Testimony Supporting S.B. 637: An Act Establishing a Child Welfare Oversight Council. 

 

Connecticut Voices for Children supports creating a child welfare oversight council to ensure that 

once Connecticut exits the federal oversight of the Juan F. Consent Decree, the state sustains the 

progress made in key areas including protecting these children from harm, helping children achieve 

permanency in their living situations, and meeting the needs of the most vulnerable children so that 

they can not only survive but thrive. 

 

Connecticut has a strong framework for facilitating the goals of a child welfare oversight council. 

The Office of the Child Advocate has experience and authority investigating the systemic problems 

within public agencies that may contribute to children falling through the cracks or living in unsafe 
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situations. Further, the OCA has access to records necessary to conduct case reviews similar to 

those conducted by the Court Monitor. Case reviews provide context about the complexity of cases 

and changing landscapes. 

 

The Committee on Children also publishes the Children’s Report Card, which annually reports on 

trends in many issues including repeat maltreatment, child fatalities resulting from maltreatment, 

children served in out-of-home settings, reunification of families, and the health of children in care. 

The Children’s Report Card is invaluable for understanding how well the state is protecting and 

serving children in care overall and across time. 

 

The best-practice model in child protective service system reform—often referred to as the 

“Alabama-Utah Model”—marries these two ways of understanding data.1 By looking at population 

means and standard deviations, similar to what the Children’s Report Card does, systems that use 

this model are able to report on whether their system as a whole is succeeding or struggling to meet 

certain goals. By looking at a number of detailed case reviews, this model can report on how the 

system is serving individual children, whether individual children may experience multiple accounts 

of systemic failure, and what might be causing these breakdowns. The model is flexible and 

responsive to legal and cultural changes. It also provides data with the necessary nuance both to 

hold a child welfare system accountable for performance and to shed light on ways that child welfare 

system can improve. 

 

Notably, this method of analysis is similar to the one used by the Court Monitor as well as the 

method used during the Child and Family Services Review conducted by the Children’s Bureau 

every four years. As we have seen from the Juan F. reports, a lot of progress as well as backsliding 

can happen in four years, so we advocate for a system that conducts this process more regularly and 

more transparently between CFSRs.   

 

Connecticut has the tools in place to sustain and strengthen our child welfare system after we exit 

federal court monitoring, but we need a method of consolidating these tools. We believe that a 

multi-disciplinary team comprised of legislators, critical agency stakeholders, the OCA, and 

advocates for children and families can bring together the skills and expertise across the state to 

assess and guide the child welfare system as its needs change and as and best practices evolve. We 

believe than an independent oversight council is the best way to ensure that as administrations and 

legislative bodies change over time, the work of DCF under the leadership of the current 

administration is not lost. 

 

Testimony Opposing H.B. 6099: An Act Concerning the Operation of Group Homes 

Maintained by the Department of Children and Families. 
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This bill proposes “enhance[ing] the authority of municipal officials in addressing neighborhood 

problems created by youth who reside in group homes.” These words suggest that municipalities 

fear that children living in group homes present a safety risk to the community.  

 

Children in DCF care are among our most vulnerable due to childhood trauma and neglect. Those 

residing in group homes are made more vulnerable by growing up without the stability and normalcy 

of residing with a family. However, group home settings still endeavor to provide youth a childhood 

that is as normal as possible. Today, most group homes in Connecticut are not locked facilities – 

they are open, community-based housing settings in neighborhoods, giving youth safety, structure, 

and community integration. Most youth leave the home each day to attend school and participate in 

sports or other extracurricular activities like any other child. 

  

DCF-involved youth often face stigma, and some neighborhoods may object to their local group 

homes. However, youth are often placed in group homes because an adequate foster family has not 

yet been found for them, not because they committed a crime.  

 

Youth residing in group homes should not be singled out for increased scrutiny or police action. In 

the event that an issue arises in a neighborhood, it should be addressed as it would be for any other 

resident of the neighborhood: in a way that is unbiased, trauma-informed, and developmentally 

appropriate for children. 

  
Testimony Regarding H.B. 6297: An Act Concerning Voluntary Placement in the Custody of 

the Department of Children and Families and Parental Rights. 

 

Connecticut Voices for Children supports the intent of this bill, which is to protect families when 

children are voluntarily placed in out-of-home care to receive mental health treatment or 

developmental disability services, but we feel that more information on the problem that spurred 

this bill proposal is important to inform how to move forward. 

 

We believe that children do best when they live with safe, stable families. Occasionally, children in 

loving families may have problems that are too complex for families to address without professional 

help and too expensive for families to pay for out-of-pocket. In these instances, families may turn to 

the Department of Children and Families to access intensive services for their children. 

 

A Connecticut Health I-Team Report suggested that in some instances, families who seek these 

intensive services from DCF are told that they can only get the care their children need by 

relinquishing custody of their children.2 The article reports that DCF social workers may ask parents 

to relinquish custody so that DCF can use federal Title IV-E dollars to provide services for these 

children. These federal dollars are inflexible in that they fund foster care rather than funding care to 

prevent the removal of children from homes, and they make up the majority of dollars the federal 

government provides states to use for child welfare purposes.3  
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Because the Department of Children and Families denies engaging in this practice we recommend 

that the legislature should direct an evaluation of the Voluntary Services Program within DCF and 

DDS. Important questions to be answered include:  

 How many families give up custody of their children to receive care? 

 Are some families more likely to be asked to relinquish care than others? 

 Who within the departments is advising parents to relinquish custody to receive care? 

 What are the reasons that department staff may ask families to relinquish custody? 

 What services do the families who relinquish care expect that their children will receive? 

 What services do the children receive after their families relinquish care? 

  What is the process for returning children to the care of their parents after receiving 

treatment? 

 What alternative models exist to address providing intensive services to children while 

maintaining parental custody? 

 

Second, we wish to highlight the importance of state dollars in providing services to these children 

and families. The Department of Children and Families has a number of mandates and 

responsibilities including continuing progress toward meeting the remaining outcomes of the Juan F. 

Consent Decree. We are concerned that if DCF sustains drastic budget cuts this year, they may not 

be able to find dollars within their budget to provide intensive services to these families, and this 

may put families in even more precarious situations. 

 

Removing children from their families traumatizes them.4 Even when removing a child from home 

is due to abuse or neglect, breaking up families leaves children with scars. We as a state must do 

everything in our power to keep children with loving parents while meeting the complex needs of 

the children. This means we must understand why some families are being asked to relinquish 

custody and address those underlying issues. Further, as a state we must ensure that we provide the 

financial resources for these children to receive the care they need. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this testimony. We can be reached to answer questions at 

lruth@ctvoices.org and nupdegrove@ctvoices.org.  
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