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Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act(CAPTA) and Reauthorizations

e The federal Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act became law in 1974.
CAPTA funds are used for child abuse and neglect prevention, treatment and
training for staff who work in the child protection system.

o Citizen Review Panels were established in the 1996 Reauthorization of CAPTA.
The 2003 Reauthorization of CAPTA added some requirements:

o Evaluate practices as well as policy and procedure and

o Develop a means for soliciting public comment regarding child protection
system.

o Italso requires child welfare agencies to respond to recommendations
made in Citizen Review Panel annual reports within six months of when
they are received.

The following excerpt was provided by Howard Davidson, Director
American Bar Association Center on Children and the Law

The CAPTA Reauthorization Act of 2010: What Advocates Should Know

On December 20, 2010, President Obama signed Public Law 111-320, a new five-year
reauthorization of the federal Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA).
CAPTA is an important source of funding for child welfare agencies and a source of

some funding for some innovative dependency court programs. Last reauthorized in

2003, CAPTA, particularly through its state grant eligibility requirements, has for 36

years influenced law, policy and practice changes in state and county child protective
services (CPS). This article highlights key aspects of the CAPTA Reauthorization Act of
2010(Act) that child welfare system advocates should be aware of and be prepared to use
in practice.

Participation by Former Child Victims and Homeless Youth Advocates in System Reform

Two new provisions open the door for wider participation by former victims of abuse or
neglect, including former foster children, in state groups involved with improving the
child protection system. The CAPTA-mandated Citizen Review Panels may now include
“adult former victims of child abuse or neglect,” and the state Children’s Justice Act task
forces now must includé‘adult former victims of child abuse or neglect” as well as
“individuals experienced in working with homeless children and youth.”

Bottom Line: Expect to see greater involvement by former foster youth in efforts to
reform state child protection systems. These youth offer a valuable perspective so their
input should be encouraged and welcomed. Homeless youth advocates will also be more
involved in CPS system reforms.



1 —Membership

Chisago County

Ted Alliegro

Bob Gustafson

Betty Howsen

Cecelia Jayme (resigned)
Katy Maier

Tina Rehbein

Jessica Stephenson

Hennepin County
William Allen
Diane Archambault
Rachel Bowman
Clare Cole

Sarah Coulter
Denise Graves
Wendy Hendrickson
Rhonda Hunt
Rufino Magno
Cletus Maychrzak
Tie Oei

Kara Rahimi (resigned)
Marian Saksena
Kate Searls

Michael Thompson
Gretchen Zettler

Winona County

Ramsey County
RD Brown
Lisa Deputie

JoAnn Enos Cardenas (resigned)

Roxy Foster

Hannatu Green

Jill Gunderson-Gernes
Heather Kilgore

Tonya Long

Barbara Otto

Mark Proctor

Lyn Rhodes

Jacquelyn Thomas
Adam Vetvick (resigned)

Washington County
Jolene Abelson (resigned)
Aine Bebeau

Robert Benson (resigned)
Melissa Charley

Martha Gerkey

Margaret Hart

Sue Lewis

Guy Sederski

Janet Snell

Steering Canmittee

Cheryl Glassel, facilitator (resigned)
Ted Alliegro and Jessica Stephenson
Cletus Maychrzak and Rufino Magno
Molli Kook and Mary Hewett

Michelle Buysse (resigned)
Rhonda Donnay-Rice
Cynthia Dosier

Mary Feathergill _
Mary Hewett Mark Proctor, Heather Kilgore and
Sue Johnson (resigned) Tonya Long _ _
Becky Kanz Aine Bebeau and Melissa Charlie
Molli Kook

Kati Tessmer
Matt Vetter



From the Archives

Minnesota Citizen Review Panels Mission Statements

Minnesota Department of Human Services Citizen Review Panels

Facilitate citizen participation and provide opportunities for members of the community

to play an integral role in ensuring that federal, state and county child protection systems protect
children from abuse and neglect and meet the safety, permanency and well-being

needs of the children they serve.

Chisago County Citizen Review Panel

To provide an opportunity for citizens to play a role in insuring children are protected from abuse
and neglect, and to encourage and help build nurturing homes for children in our communities.

Hennepin County Citizen Review Panel

As citizen volunteers we collaborate to understand, communicate and recommend improvements
to the child protection systems and engage our communities to ensure the safety and well-being
of all our children and families.

Ramsey County Children’s Services Review Pane

Provide opportunities for citizens to play an integral role in ensuring the child protection system
is protecting children from abuse and neglect and ensuring nurturing home environments.

Washington County Citizen Review Panel

As volunteer citizens, we will assist the child protection system with ongoing evaluation to strive
for the protection of children.

Winona County Citizen Review Panel

The mission of the Winona County Citizen Review Panel is to improve the child protection
system through the involvement of citizens who represent the community.

Slogan

The Power of Community - Eading Child Abuse and Neglec!
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The five Citizen Review Panels addressed issues pertinent to their county child protection
systems and communities.

Chisago County Panel members are interested in budget reduction implications, especially as
they relate to truancy and educational neglect programs and services in Chisago County. They
want to:

Find out if and how children and families involved in truancy and educational neglect are
impacted by the budget cuts.

Educate members of the community, policy makers and legislators by sharing if and how
truancy services in Chisago County have been impacted by budget reductions.

Promote the coordination of efforts of social services, courts, county attorney’s office and
the schools to provide consistent services to help children and families involved with
truancy and educational neglect.

Hennepin County. Three committees are looking at the following:

The Racial Disparities Committee has three objectives:

More thoroughly understand racial disparities in Hennepin County’s child protection
services as they impact clients, their families and communities.

Communicate this understanding to others.

Advocate for specific, realizable improvements in community engagement, service
delivery, etc.

The majority ofthe efforts in2010were spensearching for factual data in relevant studies at the
county, state and national levels.

The Permanency Committee

Goals: To study recidivism of families in child protection and explore ideas and options
for alternative strategies to improve outcomes for children.

Desired Outcome: For the Hennepin County Child Protection Department to develop a
stronger review of cases before closure that will verify safety plans and monitoring
systems have been put into place in order to reduce the future risk of children returning to
the foster care system.

The Intake Process Committeavants to:

Study the intake process in child protective services to determine if the process and
practices are conducive to ensuring the safety of the children from Hennepin County.
Understand the child protective services intake process, by gaining first-hand knowledge
about the laws and procedures that guide the “triage,” referral, and intake decisions.
Understand the community and agency resources that handle calls to child protective
services.

S
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Ramsey County The Children’s Services Review Panel members are looking at ways to
improve the Administrative Review process, a review of the appropriateness of the placement of
children and youth in foster care. They are also collecting data from the Reviews that relate to
child and family well-being outcomes.

Washington County: Two committees were formed by the Citizen Review Panel:

Taking Action to Prevent Child Deaths Committee The purposes for looking at the deaths
and near deaths of children due to abuse and neglect are to:

e Bring awareness to the community about child deaths and how to prevent them.

e Foster cooperation among the Citizen Review Panels, other child abuse prevention
organizations, other social service, mental and chemical health providers, schools, early
intervention and education programs, medical personnel, law enforcement and
neighborhood organizations to prevent child deaths.

e Advocate for needed child protection policy changes in the State and county child
protection systems to prevent child deaths.

To see the actions taken and being considered by this committee to prevent child deaths due to
abuse, see the committee’s full report in Section 3, Appendix IV of this annual report.

Follow-Up with Involvement of Non-Custodial Fathers in Child Protection Cases
In 2009 all of the Citizen Review Panels investigated the extent of involvement of fathers in
child protection cases. In 2010 the panel decided to pursue the recommendations made in their
2009 report. A specific recommendation is the development and implementation of formally
written policies and procedures to identify, contact and involve non-custodial fathers in child
protection cases. The committee is also interested in:

e Continuing to keep the safety of children paramount
Promoting consistency among workers regarding social work practice
Seeking input from fathers who have been involved in the child protection system
Adding the names of the father to that of the mother on the case files
Developing parent information and resources that would be made available to
fathers (for example; brochures, pamphlets, folders with resources).

Winona County:

Children with Disabilities or Special Needs CommitteeAll children are vulnerable; however,
those with disabilities and medical conditions may be more vulnerable. The committee will
examine how Winona County responds to reports of child abuse and neglect when children with
disabilities and special needs are involved, with a special focus on children who are between the
ages of birth to through age six. The main goal of the committee is to ensure that children who
are vulnerable because of physical, mental, and/or medical conditions are assessed correctly in
child protection intake and/or investigations.
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National Citizen Review Panel Conference Activities:

The following five Citizen Review Panel members attended the National Citizen Review Panel
Conference in Lexington, Kentucky, May 26, 27 and 28, 2010: Jacquie Thomas and Jo Ann
Cardenas Enos, Ramsey County; Ted Alliegro and Katy Maier, Chisago County; Cletus
Maychrzak, Hennepin County; Matt Vetter and Mary Hewett, Winona County. Matt Vetter
presented a session on systemic child neglect.

Requests for Reonsideration of Findings of Maltreatment

In addition to the presentation mentioned above, Chisago County panel members Ted Alliegro
and Katy Maier and Winona County panel members Matt Vetter and Mary Hewett made a
presentation at the National Citizen Review Panel Conference. They presented about their
involvement in reviewing the requests for reconsideration of maltreatment findings.

Panel members in Chisago, Washington and Winona Counties continued to assist the child
protection agencies by reviewing the requests to reconsider findings of maltreatment.

Individual County 2010 Citizen Review Panel Annual Reports:

For more details about the activities of the panels and the committees, see the full reports for
each Citizen Review Panel in the next section (Section 3); I, II, I11, IV and V.

Involving Non-Custodial Fathers in Child Protection Cases Follow Up Committee:

In 2009 the Chisago, Ramsey, Washington and Winona County Citizen Review Panels conducted an
ongoing quality assurance project to determine how non-custodial fathers were identified, contacted
and involved in child protection cases in their counties. They interviewed 33 people; three directors,
two managers, three supervisors, 23 workers and two fathers. They made recommendations to improve

the involvement of non-custodial fathers. Because they had only interviewed two fathers, these
recommendations included: Continue to gather information in 2010 from non-custodial fathers.

In April 2010 the male members of Minnesota’s five Citizen Review Panels were asked to serve on a
time-limited committee to follow up the 2009 Involving Non-Custodial Fathers Project. The purpose
was to find out from fathers how those who work in the child protection system can facilitate their

involvement in child protection cases and actively involve them in their children’s lives.

The following panel members participated in the meetings or focus groups with fathers:

Bob Benson, Washington County Citizen Review Panel; RD Brown and Mark Proctor, Ramsey
County Children’s Services Review Panel; Bill Allen, Rufino Magno and Michael Thompson,
Hennepin County Citizen Review Panel. Parent Leaders for Child Protection and Safety, Charles
Dixon and Kelly Brown, also participated and gathered the Young Dads for the focus groups.

Minnesota Department of Human Services’ participants were Marvin Davis, supervisor, Adoptions

Operations and Steve Johnson, consultant, Child and Family Service Reviews.

The final report of this committee with the recommendations from the fathers is attached in Section 4,

Appendix | A of this report.



From the Archives

Minnesota Citizen Review R n e Obgectives:

Review policies and procedures in consultation with county and state child protection staff to
ensure the protection of children.

Examine the practices of the county and state child protection agencies to evaluate if children are
protected from abuse and neglect.

Review the consistency of social work practice and compliance with stated policies.
Participate in the Child and Family Service Review (CFSR) process.
Assist in the preparation, review and monitoring of the Program Improvement Plan (PIP).

Analyze trends, provide valuable insights that those working within the system may miss, and
provide feedback on what is or is not working.

Recommend policy changes.

Advocate for resources and make recommendations to resolve the disparity of the number of
children of color involved in the child protection system.

Advocate for needed resources to achieve the protection of children from abuse and neglect and
ensure permanent homes for children in a timely manner.

Provide outside validation of the successes of the system and the efforts of the staff.
Increase community understanding, ownership and investment in child protection.
Promote cooperation among community resources and child protection services.

Provide for public outreach and comment to assess the impact of procedures and policies upon
children and families in the community.

Prepare a public annual report containing a summary of the activities of the panel with
recommendations to improve the child protection system and keep children safe from abuse and
neglect.

Monitor the extent to which the Minnesota Department of Human Services is fulfilling child
protection responsibilities in accordance with its Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act
(CAPTA) Five-Year Plan, as required by the federal CAPTA.
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l. Chisago County Citizen Review Panel 2010 Annual Report
Mission Statement

To provide an opportunity for citizens to play a role in insuring children are protected from abuse
and neglect, and to encourage and help build nurturing homes for children in our communities.

Panel Members

Ted Alliegro Katy Maier
Bob Gustafson Tina Rehbein
Betty Howson Jessica Stephenson

Cecelia Jayme
Meetings

Meetings were held on the first Tuesday of the month from 2:30 — 4:30 p.m. The panel members
met at Chisago County Human Services in North Branch and Center City. Some panel members
participated in the Minnesota Department of Human Services annual Citizen Review Panel
training and recognition event in April 2010.

Activities

e Two panel members attended and participated at the Eighth Annual National Citizen
Review Panel Conference, held in May 2010 in Lexington, Kentucky.

0 The two panel members were part of a multi-state presentation on innovative
activities for Citizen Review Panels.

Ideas were exchanged on potential projects and how panels can be more effective.

Discussed ways for panels to keep in communication.

Shared ideas on ways to communicate panels’ mission to the public.

All panels present decided to pursue a National Citizen Review Panel project

“Passports for Children”, wherein important information about a child follows

them through placements.

e The panel continued to monitor Chisago County’s Program Improvement Plan (PIP).
This plan had been adopted after several of the panel’s suggestions had been
incorporated. The panel will continue to monitor it as well as the impact of budget
constraints on child protection services. We hope to continue to receive monthly updates
from Chisago County Health and Human Services pertaining to this.

e The panel participated in several requests for reconsideration of maltreatment findings.

e The panel supported the Prevent Child Abuse Minnesota Walk for Children in Sept.

e The panel continues to work on recruitment of new members. One new member joined
the panel as a result of her inquiry on the Chisago County website. Because of this
suggestions were made to the county as to how to improve on this recruitment technique
and the county has agreed to follow through.

e Co-sponsored a grant proposal pertaining to involvement of fathers in child protection
matters. This was the panels’ focus in 2009. The grant was awarded.

© O 0O



Activities (continued)

e Unlike past years, there was not a steering committee work session to discuss possible all
panel projects for MN Citizen Review Panels. Instead, each panel was kept updated on
other panels’ potential projects. Ultimately it was decided to not go forth with an all
panel project.

e The Chisago County Citizen Review Panel decided to select Truancy/Educational
Neglect, and the effects of budgetary cuts to address same, as its project. This was
selected in part because continuing budget cuts over the years have changed how these
issues have been addressed. It is the panel’s position that truancy and educational neglect
are significant child protection concerns that merit our attention.

e In 2010, in furtherance of the Truancy/Educational Neglect Project the panel:

o County Attorney Janet Reiter presented to the panel a history of how truancy has
been addressed in the past and what the present policy is, including information
on the new truancy position within Chisago County Attorney’s office.

0 Teleconference with Professor Matt Vetter of the Winona County Citizen Review
Panel regarding his county’s multidisciplinary approach to truancy and
educational neglect.

0 Scheduled meeting with the Educational Engagement Specialist to learn of current
Services.

o Discussed possible future community education/outreach forum.

Committee

Given the relatively small composition of the panel, it has elected to work as a whole and has not
formed separated committees. Our committee is looking at truancy and educational neglect in
Chisago County. The committee report follows in Appendix One.

Looking Ahead

The Citizen Review Panel requests Chisago County Health and Human Services to:
e Continue oral reports on a monthly basis at the Citizen Review Panel meetings, as well as
written data upon request.
e Continue to update the Panel on the revised Program Improvement Plan (PIP).
Continue to provide updates on the impact of budget cuts on child protection services in
the county, especially in regards to truancy and educational neglect (for the purpose of
the panel project).
e Keep the panel apprised of the progress of the ‘Fathers’ grant project.
The Citizen Review Panel also requests that:
e The Chisago County Board continues to support the work of the Citizen Review Panel.

The Panel will be finalizing the truancy project by continuing to look at truancy and educational
neglect in our county and will make recommendations to improve truancy outcomes. Among the
proposed projects for future consideration by the Panel are preventing child mortality due to
abuse or neglect and how the state and local budget impacts the delivery of child protection
services.



Appendix One

Chisago County Citizen Review Panel Truancy Committee Report
January 1, 2010 to December 31, 2010

Introduction
Panel members are interested in budget reduction implications, especially as they relate to
truancy and educational neglect programs and services in Chisago County. We want to:
e Find out if and how children and families involved in truancy and educational neglect are
impacted by the budget cuts.
e Educate the community, policy makers and legislators by learning and sharing if and how
truancy services in Chisago County have been impacted by budget reductions.
¢ Promote the coordination of efforts of social services, courts, county attorney’s office and
the schools to provide consistent services to help children and families involved with
truancy and educational neglect.
Desired Outcomes
e Children and families involved in truancy and educational neglect in Chisago County
receive the services they need.
e Advocate for resources and services that may be needed.
e Members of the community and policy makers will:
o0 Be aware of the impact budget cuts have on truancy services in Chisago County.
0 See the need to act to ensure children and families involved in truancy and
educational neglect receive the services they need.
Planned Activities
e Ascertain how budget cuts may affect truancy by documenting the following:
o Individuals interviewed and their responses (workers, clients, personnel in other
county and community agencies and schools).
Program and service delivery changes
Truancy and educational neglect numbers over the past three years.
Training and education panel members received and what was learned.
Changes implemented as a result of the Panel’s work and recommendations.
0 Other.
e Document the actions taken to educate policy makers and the community about how
budget cuts affect truancy and educational neglect services provided.
o Community agencies and organizations contacted, information shared and how
they assisted.
o Forums, presentations, programs, training, education sponsored or conducted and
who attended.
o Samples of materials (flyers, fact sheets, PowerPoints, speeches) and where, how
and to whom they were distributed.
o Policy makers, legislators, county board members contacted.
0 Other.
Current Status of the Committee and Looking Ahead
We are in the process of gathering information, will continue to look at truancy and educational
neglect in our county and will make recommendations to assist in reaching the desired outcomes
stated above.

O O OO0



|ChisagoCounty CitizenReviewPane

Date: October 12, 1999

To:  Glenda Aaland Ilene Olson
Cheryl Glassel Linda Prince
Bob Gustafson Sara Sanders
Laura Landis Karlene Smith
Janet Lasch Jeanne Walz

cc: Chisago County Health and Human Services
David Sainio  Liz Dodge-Hanson ~ Renee Martini  Lynn Hansen

Fr: Anita Keyes (Phone: 296-4589) Noreen Rossa (Phone: 282-5306)
Re:  October 28, 1999 Meeting Agenda

Time: 1:00-4:30 PM
Location: Chisago County Courthouse
Room 330

313 N. Main Street
Center City, MN 55012
AGENDA:

Child Protection Services in Chisago County (Presented by County Staff)
History and Organizational Chart of Local Social Service Agency

[ ]

Funding Sources and Other Resources

Mandated Reporters

Intake / Risk Assessment / Structured Decision Making

Case Plans

Placement, Permanency and Administrative Review Teams Processes
Court Involvement

Possible Case Dispositions

Break
Community Resources Discussion

Department of Human Services Update
e Expense Reimbursement
o Confidentiality, Agreement

Election of Chair, Co-Chair, Meeting schedule, Adjournment
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Mission Statement

Provide opportunities for citizens to play an integral role in ensuring the child protection system
is protecting children from abuse and neglect and ensuring nurturing home environments.

Panel Members

RD Brown Tonya Long

Lisa Deputie Barbara Otto
JoAnn Cardenas Enos* Mark Proctor
Roxanna Foster Lyn Rhodes
Hannatu Green Jacquelyn Thomas
Jill Gunderson-Gernes Adam Vetvick*

Heather Kilgore

*resigned during the year
Meetings

The panel met on the first Wednesday of the month from 4:30 p.m. — 6:30 p.m. at LifeTrack
Resources. The panel did not meet in July. Panel members attended a recognition and training
event in April 2010. Committee work was done between the monthly meetings.

Activities

e RD Brown participated as a member of the Children’s Justice Initiative (CJI).
e Two members attended the National Citizen Review Panels Conference in Lexington,
Kentucky.

Committee Reports

Ramsey County Children’s Services Re)
Administrative Review Committee

2010 Annual Committee Report

Submitted by: Heather Kilgore, Roxy Foster, JoAnn Enos and Jill Gunderson-Gernes

Purposes:The goal of this committee is to prepare information and materials to be used a guide
to the Administrative Review process.

Desired Outcome(s)This is a procedural tool for current members that incorporates the use of
the newly created Administrative Review form. It was also developed with new members in
mind, as it may be several months before a newly appointed member attends the Panel
Orientation.

Status of committee work: Meetings were held on Tuesday, August 3, 2010 and Tuesday,
August 24, 2010). Work of this committee has included a compilation of commonly used
acronyms and Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) for Administrative Reviews. After the



Panel’s review and revision of these materials, a training/orientation session will be held for
current Panel members.

Please see appendix 1 for the products produced by the committee: FAQs for Administrative
Reviews, Administrative Review case review guidance and form, and the Administrative Review
Process handout. The committee also prepared a glossary of terms and acronym list.

Next Steps and Recommendations:

¢ New members be paired with a mentor to help orient them to the work of the Panel.

e Each new member attend an orientation to Administrative Review prior to participating
in one on their own without a mentor. (The AR committee or other members of the Panel
would facilitate this as needed.)

e The new Administrative Review form be revised to include the following question:
(Were you able to review the case file or pertinent case documents prior to the
Administrative Review? _ Yes __ No.)

e The committee will continue its work to include an orientation process for new members.

Ramsey County Children’s Services Re)
Involving Non-custodial Fathers FollowUp Committee

2010 Annual Committee Report
Submitted by: RD Brown and Mark Proctor

The Ramsey County Children’s Services Review Panel (RCCSRP) partnered with the Chisago,
Washington and Winona counties’ Citizen Review Panels to look at involvement of non-
custodial fathers in child protection cases in 2009. That work resulted in specific
recommendations to Ramsey County and the Minnesota Department of Human Services in the
2009 RCCSRP Annual Report. One of the 2009 recommendations was to continue to gather
more information in 2010 from non-custodial fathers.

In 2010 RCCSRP members RD Brown and Mark Proctor joined other male members of the
Hennepin and Washington counties’ Citizen Review Panels to conduct two focus groups and two
individual interviews with non-custodial fathers to gather more information from the fathers
themselves. The purpose was to gather fathers and informally find out from them how those in
the child protection system can facilitate fathers to be involved in child protection cases and to be
actively involved in their children’s lives.

The November 2010 report, Involving Non-Custodial Fathers in Child Protection Cases Follow
Up Committee, is attached to this report for consideration by Ramsey County. The RCCSRP
will continue to monitor the implementation of the 2009 recommendations made to Ramsey
County to: 1) improve the agency’s capacity to identify, contact and involve non-custodial
fathers, 2) improve the worker’s capacity to identify, contact and involve non-custodial fathers
and 3) improve the service provider’s capacity to provide services to non-custodial fathers.

The final report of this committee is attached in Section 4, Appendix | A of this report.



Appendix1( Ramsey County Children’s Services

FAQs — Administrative Review Process

What is an Administrative Review? An Administrative Review is a review or an audit
conducted by the county of the out-of-home placement plan (OHPP) of any child in foster care
placement. The purpose of this review is to determine if the placement continues to be necessary
and appropriate.

How often is an Administrative Review held? An Administrative Review is performed every
6 months unless there is a court hearing. In those cases where a court hearing is held, the court
monitors the OHPP and the court hearing takes the place of the 6 month Administrative Review.

What are the Minnesota statutes that govern Administrative Reviews?

Sec. 6 Minnesota statutes 2008, section 260C.212 subdivision 7, was amended in legislative years 2009-
2010. What follows are relevant excerpts; you may find the full statutes online, or through the DHS
liaison to the Panel.

Children in placement

(@) There shall be an administrative review of the out-of-home placement plan of each child placed in
foster care no later than 180 days after the initial placement of the child in foster care and at least
every 6 months thereafter if the child is not returned to the home of the parent or parents within
this time. The out-of-home placement plan must be monitored and updated at each administrative
review.

(b) As an alternative to the administrative review required in paragraph (a), the court may, as part of
any hearing required under the Minnesota Rules of Juvenile Protection Procedure, conduct a
hearing to monitor and update the out-of-home placement plan pursuant to the procedure and
standard in section 260C.201, subdivision 6, paragraph (d)

(c) As appropriate to the stage of the proceedings and relevant court orders, the

responsible social services agency or the court shall review:

(1) Safety, permanence needs and well-being of the child

(2) Continued necessity for and appropriateness of placement

(3) Extent of compliance with the out-of-home placement plan

(4) Extent of progress made toward alleviating the need for placement

(5) Likely date the family will be reunified or other permanent placement finalized
(6) The appropriateness of the services provided to the child

(d) When a child is age 16 or older, in addition to any administrative review conducted by the agency,
at the review required under section 260C.201, subdivision 11, paragraph (d), clause (3), item (iii); or
260C.317, subdivision 3, clause (3), the court shall review the independent living plan required under
subdivision 1, paragraph ( ¢). Clause (8), and the provision of services to the child related to the well-
being of the child as the child prepares to leave foster care. The review shall include the actual plans
related to each item in the plan necessary to the child’s future safety and well-being when the child is
no longer in foster care.

(1)At the court review, the responsible social services agency shall establish that it has given
the notice required under Minnesota Rules, part 9560.0060, regarding the right to continued
access to services for certain children in foster care past age 18 and of the right to appeal a
denial of social services under section 256.045. If the agency is unable to establish that the
notice, including the right to appeal a denial of social services, has been given, the court
shall require the agency to give it.

Panel



What are the 11 transition goals for youth ages 16 and older that must be met before
leaving foster care?

(i) the child has obtained a high school diploma or its equivalent;

(i) the child has completed a driver's education course or has demonstrated the
ability to use public transportation in the child's community;

(iii) the child is employed or enrolled in postsecondary education;

(iv) the child has applied for and obtained postsecondary education financial aid for which the
child is eligible;

(v) the child has health care coverage and health care providers to meet the child's
physical and mental health needs;

(vi) the child has applied for and obtained disability income assistance for which the child is
eligible;

(vii) the child has obtained affordable housing with necessary supports, which does not include a
homeless shelter;

(viii) the child has saved sufficient funds to pay for the first month's rent and a damage deposit;

(ix) the child has an alternative affordable housing plan, which does not include a homeless
shelter, if the original housing plan is unworkable;

(x) the child, if male, has registered for the Selective Service; and

(xi) the child has a permanent connection to a caring adult.

(3) The court shall ensure that the responsible agency in conjunction with the placement provider
assists the child in obtaining the following documents prior to the child's leaving foster care: a
Social Security card; the child's birth certificate; a state identification card or driver's license, green
card, or school visa; the child's school, medical, and dental records; a contact list of the child's
medical, dental, and mental health providers; and contact information for the child's siblings, if the
siblings are in foster care.

What kinds of cases are reviewed? he county conducts an Administrative Review for any
placement that is funded by the county. This includes Child Protection, Adoption/Guardianship,
Delinquency, Developmental Disabilities (DD) and Mental Health cases.

Why does a member of the Children’s Services
Reviews? This role is established through both federal and state statutes. The Child Abuse

Prevention and Treatment Act is a federal law. The Federal statutes are 42 U.S.C.5101 et seq.

and 42 U.S.C. 5116 et seq.. Under this Act, Citizen Review Panels in the states were established.

It has been practice in Ramsey County that Ramsey County Children’s Services Review Panel

(RCCSRP) members have served as the independent reviewers of cases per state law, also

meeting the Panels’ goals under federal law.

(4) Functions. —

Under Minnesota statutes, Sec. 6 Minnesota statutes 2008, section 260C.212 subdivision 7, was amended

in legislative years 2009-2010 Children in placement

(c) ...The administrative review shall be conducted by the responsible social services agency using a

Panel of appropriate persons at least one of whom is not responsible for the case management of,
or the delivery of services to, either the child or the parents who are subject of the review. The
administrative review shall be open to participation by the parent or guardian of the child and the
child, as appropriate.



When do | sign up for the Administrative Review? Ramsey County staff presents a sign-up
sheet for the entire year to the Citizen Review Panel members. This sheet contains the dates of
the Administrative Reviews with morning and afternoon slots. The hearings do not begin until
9AM in the morning or 1PM in the afternoon. Between 8 and 9 AM and noon and 4 PM, Panel
member may review case documents to prepare for the upcoming Administrative Review(s). In
addition, Panel members will receive an e-mail reminder prior to the Administrative Review. If
there are no Panel members signed up for the next Administrative Review, then the e-mail will
contain a request for a member to attend if possible.

Where do | go for the Administrative Review? The Administrative Review takes place in
room 8700A in the Ramsey County Government Center East. This is located at 160 East
Kellogg Blvd., Saint Paul, MN 55105. Parking is available in front or in the back of the
building. To park in the back, drive down Jackson Street toward the river and turn right
immediately past the building. The parking lot has a security arm and an intercom buzzer. Use
the intercom to request access to the lot; tell them you are here for an administrative review in
room 8700A. You will also need to use the intercom to get into the building. You must register
your car with security in room 4690 on the 4™ floor. Take the elevator to the 8" floor and walk
to your left to room 8700. Knock on the door and someone will let you in. When you are done
with the Reviews, you must again visit Security to sign out.

Who will be attending the Administrative Review? The individual from the county
responsible for facilitating the review will be present. The social worker for that particular case
will be present; otherwise his or her supervisor will be present. A member of the Children’s
Services Review Panel may or may not attend, as not all of the Administrative Reviews are
covered by Panel members. It is also possible that others may be there, including the child, foster
parents, guardians ad litem, tribal representative, or others.

What happens if the Review is cancelled®nless it is a very last-minute cancellation, you
should be contacted by phone so you can plan accordingly. New members should make sure to
give their contact information to the county (cell phones, e-mail addresses, etc.)

What can | expect at the Administrative Review?You may or may not have access to the
report and other case-related information prior to the review. This part of the Review process is
being changed and is still in flux. As a Panel member, you are responsible for bringing the
Children’s Review Panel form (get forms from the Panel and make sufficient copies for the
number reviews you are doing). The county individual will ask the same questions of the social
worker each time from a prepared list of questions. As a Panel member, you may also ask
questions about the child and his/her placement and make note of responses on our new forms.
These forms should be given to the designated Children’s Review Panel member from the AR
sub-committee after the Reviews with the names and personal identifiers redacted to preserve
confidentiality.

Data privacy and confidentiality prohibits the Panel member from discussing information learned
during the Review with anyone other than another Panel member.

What happens at the conclusion of the Review?ll participants are asked to sign a sheet that
states that the placement continues to be appropriate. If you do not agree with the placement and
do not wish to sign off, there is no procedure to handle this at this time.



CasePlan ReviewDuring Administrative Review
Descriptionsfor Itemsand ReviewPlan Form

Definitions of Legal Status

Voluntary - parents request foster care placement for the child and enter into voluntary
agreement giving the agency the legal responsibility for the placement, care and
supervision, but ensures that parents retain legal custody and decision-making authority
Custody - the agency has the right to the care, custody and control of the child

Court Supported Voluntary - agency and parents agree that foster care placement is
needed for the child and enter into voluntary agreement giving the agency the legal
responsibility for the placement, care and supervision, but ensures that parents retain
legal custody and decision-making authority

Termination of Parental Rights (TPR) - the court has terminated the parent’s rights and
the child is a ward of the State

Long Term Foster Care- the plan is for the child to remain in foster care because
reunification, transfer of permanent legal and physical custody or adoption are not in the
child’s best interest

Definitions of Items for Review

Rule 1 with relative - licensed family foster care in a home with a biological family
member

Rule 1 non relative - licensed family foster care with a non-related caregiver

Rule 4 placement - therapeutic foster care placement, either in a family home or facility
Adoptive placement - a home approved by the agency for the purpose of placing a child
for adoption

Child with siblings - child is placed with any or all birth siblings

Other siblings in different placement- child has birth siblings who are placed somewhere
else

Counseling for child - child is participating in individual counseling

Counseling for parent - parent is participating in individual counseling

Counseling for both child and parent together - child & parent are in counseling together
Child on medications - child take prescription medications

Regular medication needs met — medication needs are being met, meds are being
appropriately monitored

Race of child and provider match - child is of same race and/or cultural background as
provider

Visiting with: child visits with members of birth
family, indicate who & frequency of visits

Referred for adoption -

Home study in process - detailed written report that SW prepares about a prospective
adoptive family as part of decision making process to determine if adoption is appropriate
Home study complete- see previous definition




e Subsidized adoption referral made - subsidized adoption means that financial assistance
will be made to the adoptive parents because of special needs of the child who is certified
as eligible for subsidy

e Subsidized adoption complete - see previous definition

e Adoption petition done - court document has been filed to begin the adoption process

e Adoption with: __ Foster parent __ Relative __ Regular

Logistics Notes Timeline Contact Person
Ramsey County CAC| Ramsey County staff will December Kristen Jackelen
members (from distribute blank sigrup sheet | planning for
CSRP,CMH, and IDL| at allDecember meetings, an({ the next year,| Phone: (651)268423
sign up for AR time | will circulate monthly until all | and monthly
slots slots are filled as needed e-mail:

e ltis understood that a kristen.jackeén@co.ramsey.mn.us

member will not always
be available

Ramsey County CAC| In case of lasiminute December Kristen, will also share with Samantha
members (from cancellations, room changes,| planning for
CSRP,CMH, and IDL| or other issues, CAC membel next year,
update preferred will update preferred contact | and monthly
contact information | information when theysign up| as needed
for AR purposes for an AR time slot
Ramsey County CAC| This will be sent in the first Monthly Samantha Taveirne
members (from CSRI| week or so of the month,
CMH, and IDD) depending on how quickly AR Phone: (651)268169
receiveone monthly | can be scheduled
email reminderof AR | The email will indicate the e-mail:
schedule for the vierlso 2F¥ Ol a samantha.taveirne@co.ramsey.mn.us
month. If there are DD)
changes, the Committee members should
schedule will be attend as follows:
updated. CSRP: Gihd A/IG

CMH: CMH

IDD: DD




Logistics Notes Timeline Contact Person
CAC member attendd The morning is from 8 to nool All days that | Samantha
ARs scheduled durin{ and the afternoon is from ARs are
their morning or noon to 4PM. The hearings ¢ scheduled.
afternoon time slot | not begin until 9AM in the
Please bring: morning or 1PM in the
e / 2YYAGG Y afternoon. Between 8 and 9
form AM and noon and 1 PM, Pan
e apen member mayreview case
e your cell phone, | documents to prepare for the
if you have one | upcoming AR.
e acopy of this e Samantha will print the
document, if you most recent case plan for
wish CAC members.
CAC members will Parking is available in front ol All days that | CAC Members
arrive in a timely in the back of the building. In| ARs are
fashion, for the ARs | both cases, the parkingt has | scheduled Samantha
that are scheduled | a security arm and an ¢ Any last minute changes to the AR
intercom buzzer. Use the Itis a good schedule that would impact your
The Administrative | intercom to request access tqg idea to leave time will be communicated to you
Review takes place it| the lot; tell them you are here| plenty of by Samantha.
room 8700A in the for an administrative review irf time, and to
Ramsey County room 8700A. To park in the | have a cell
Government Center | back, drive down Jackson phone with
East. Thisis located| Street toward the river and | you, in case
at 160 East Kellogg | turn right immediately past | you have
Blvd., Saint Paul, MN| the building. Be careful problems.

55105.

because Second Street come
in there, plus there is the
loading dock, Detox entrance
and the entrance to the
parking lot.




Logistics Notes Timeline Contact Person

Entering the building,| In the back, you will also nee{ All days that | CAC Members

and finding the AR | to use the intercom to get intd ARs are

room the building. You must registd scheduled
your car with security in room

It is possible, in the | 4690 on the # floor. Then,

future, that ARwwill take the elevator to the 8

be held in an externa] floor and walk to your left to

conference room, so | room 8700. Knock on the

that CAC members d{ door and someone will let you

not need to knock at | in. When you are done with

room 8700. the Reviews, you must again
visit Security to sign out.

Completethe Review | Ask as many questions as yo All
wish, paying special attention e If you do not agree with the
to the data your committee placement, indicate as sh when
wishes to collect. Sign the you sign, and Samantha will share
forms provided if you agree that information with the
with the appropriateness of Supervisors.
the placement.

Redact name/IDof Samantha and CAC member

child on any

documents you bring

with you following

the review.

Pass data form on to| Currently, for CSRP, thisis | Tonya will CAC member and Tonya.

CAC member Tonya Long. You may mail, | update the

designated to collect | email, or hand off in person, i| committee

it order to do this. quarterly.

Administrative Review —Long Term Foster CareForm
l. Identifying Information:

Child’s Name:

DOB:

Social Worker:

Date of the AR:

Placement Type/Rule:

Gender:

Supervisor:

Date of Last AR:

Facility:




Is Ramsey County Responsible for payment? [ Jyes[ ]no
Appropriate notices to guardian and provider sent? [_]yes[ | no

Were citizens (CAC members) able to review the case file or pertinent case documents prior to
the Administrative Review? [ Jyes[ ]no

Date of last Judicial Review:

Il. Safety andPermanency Needs:

[_] Foster parents/providers continue to assure that critical health and safety needs are met.
[_] Permanency plan continues to be appropriate for child.

Ages 16 +

[_] Independent Living Skills Plan in place. Significant changes/updates are as indicated:

Lifelong connection with responsible, supportive adult is established. [_] yes [ ] no
(If “No”, describe steps being taken to establish this support.)

Il Past History: (circumstances requiring long term foster care) Date of initial placement:

V. Current Placement (Describe continued necessity and appropriateness of the current
placement.)

V. Case Plan: Address issues/needs/goals and progress towards goals i.e. attend school,
therapy, increase independent living skills etc.)

VI. Additional Information : (contact with family, foster parent requirements etc.....)

VII.  Indian Child Welfare (ICWA) Cases
Has social worker had contact with Tribal representatives? [ ] yes[ ] no
Has Tribe approved of any placement or placement changes? [_]yes [ ] no

VII'l. Agency: Ramsey County Human Services Department, Child and Family Services
Social worker:

Supervisor:

Date:



[I'l. Hennepin County Citizen Review PaneP010 Annual Report

Mission Statement

As citizen volunteers we collaborate to understand, communicate and recommend improvements
to the child protection systems and engage our communities to ensure the safety and well-being
of all our children and families.

Members

William Allen Denise Graves Tie Oei

Diane Archambault Wendy Hendrickson Kara Rahimi (resigned 9-28-10)
Rachel Bowman Rhonda Hunt Marian Saksena

Clare Cole Rufino Magno Kate Searls

Sarah Coulter Cletus Maychrzak Mike Thompson

Saeed Fahia Joan Molenaar Gretchen Zettler

Meetings

The Hennepin County Citizen Review Panel met at the Hennepin County Human Services
Building from 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. on the following dates: January 11, March 9, April 12, May
10, June 14, August 16, September 13, October 11, and November 8. The Panel did not meet in
July. The February and December meetings were cancelled due to inclement weather.

Activities

e OnJanuary 11" the Panel had guest speakers. Greg Gardner, Doug Kersten and Debbie
Silverstein from Child Protective Services presented an overview of the investigation
process.

e On April 1* the Panel had a team building pizza party. Expenses were paid for by the
Panel members.

e On April 1% Panel member Wendy Hendrickson attended the Hennepin County kick-off
event at the Sabathani Community Center for the Signs of Safety program. Dr. Andrew
Turnell, the co-creator of the Signs of Safety program, was featured.

e On April 12" the Panel had guest speakers from other Citizen Review Panels in
Minnesota: Mark Proctor and JoAnn Enos Cardenas from the Ramsey County Children’s
Services Review Panel and Maggie Hart from the Washington County Citizen Review
Panel. The speakers shared their experiences and provided valuable information on how
their respective Panel functions.

e On April 20" several members attended the annual Citizen Review Panel training and
recognition event held at the Washington County Service Center in Cottage Grove.

e Panel member Cletus Maychrzak and Dianne Backlund attended the Citizen Review

Panel National Conference in Lexington, Kentucky on May 26-May 28.



¢ In May the Panel members divided into three subcommittees to review agreed upon
topics. The subcommittees and the topics are as follows:

Permanency: Intake Process: Racial Disparities:
Denise Graves Clare Cole William Allen
Gretchen Zettler Sarah Coulter Diane Archambault
Rachel Bowman Cletus Maychrzak Kate Searls
Wendy Hendrickson Marian Saksena Rhonda Hunt

Mike Thompson Rufino Magno

An update from each of the subcommittees is included in Appendices A, B and C.

e William Allen, Rufino Magno and Mike Thompson participated on the Involving Non-
custodial Fathers in Child Protection Cases project. (See report in Appendix D).

e The Panel elected its first Chair: Rufino Magno, and first Vice-chair: Cletus Maychrzak.

e The Panel created its mission statement on August 16.

e Cletus Maychrzak partnered with the Washington County Citizen Review Panel and
volunteered at the Minnesota Citizen Review Panel information table at the annual walk
to prevent child abuse sponsored by Prevent Child Abuse Minnesota on September 18.

e Denise Graves hosted an information table at the Guardian ad Litem open house in Dec

e The Panel has discussed several articles regarding child protection issues that appeared in
the Star Tribune and a Panel member was interviewed for one article.

e Panel members have attended many juvenile court hearings and have interviewed judges
to learn more about the process.

Looking Ahead

The Hennepin County Citizen Review Panel will continue to work in the subcommittees to
review the selected topics and provide recommendations as appropriate. The Panel will continue
to work with the Hennepin County Child Protection Services, The Minnesota Department of
Human Services and their respective staffs to monitor the Child and Family Services Reviews
and Hennepin County’s Program Improvement Plan. The Panel will engage more community
resources to provide presentations at future meetings to help the Panel understand the process
and provide recommendations that improve the safety of children and families in Hennepin
County.

Acknowledgements

The Panel would like to extend its appreciation and gratitude to the following individuals for
their support and assistance in making the Panel’s first year productive: Dianne Backlund,
Assistant to the Director; Anita Keyes, consultant, Minnesota Department of Human Services;
Deborah Huskins, Area Director for Human Services and Public Health; Lynn Lewis, Area
Manager in Children’s Services; and Don Sabre, Area Manager in Children’s Services.



Appendix A

Hennepin County Citizen Review Panel
Permanency Subcommittee Annual Report
January 1, 2010 to December 31, 2010

Submitted by: Denise Graves, Wendy Hendrickson, Gretchen Zettler

Purpose To study recidivism of families in child protection and explore ideas and options for
alternative strategies to improve outcomes for children.

Desired Outcome: For the Hennepin County Child Protection Department to develop a stronger
review of cases before closure that will verify safety plans and monitoring systems have been put
into place in order to reduce the future risk of children returning to the foster care system.

Status of Committee: Much of the first year of our panel and sub-committee has been spent
training and becoming familiar with the processes and procedures of the Child Protection system
in Hennepin County. We also studied the Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) and were
made aware of the areas where Hennepin County has fallen short of federal guidelines. The
subsequent Program Improvement Plan (PIP) has also been made available to the panel.

One of the CFSR areas needing improvement concerns children who exit and re-enter foster care
within twelve months of reunification. The report indicates that over 18% of children in
Hennepin County, removed from home and placed into foster care by Child Protection and later
reunified with their parent(s) re-entered foster care within 12 months of the reunification. This
statistic is alarming when compared to the national standard of 9.9%, but as a panel we decided
that we would look into the larger issue of recidivism to determine how often child protection
deals with the same families over several years and through various interventions.

We have requested and are currently analyzing data regarding the very high percentage of cases
screened into child protection that have had any kind of previous departmental intervention
including family assessment, protective supervision and out-of-home placement. Of the total
cases screened in over the year beginning 7/1/2009, 30% had some prior child protection
intervention. When we look at the most serious cases, those in court under CHIPS petitions
(Child in Need of Protection or Services) and most likely to have children in foster care, this
number may exceed 50%. (Data collected is by child rather than by family and more difficult to
track. This number is based on multiple reviews of incoming CHIPS petitions and surveys of
Guardians ad Litem handling open CHIPS cases.)

In the year beginning 7/1/2009 thru 6/30/10, Hennepin County referred 63% of its incoming
‘screened’ child protection calls to Family Assessment. This track takes a less adversarial
approach with families than the alternative, Family Investigation, which can often lead to court
proceedings and out-of-home placement of children. In Family Assessment, referrals are made



to county contracted agencies to provide assistance in resolving the issues that brought the family
to the attention of child protection. Engaging in these services is voluntary on the part of the
family and no further follow up is made by the county. The county reports that approximately
30% of all screened in cases have had prior child protection intervention. Of that total, 55% had
previous family assessment intervention and 43% had previous investigation intervention.

In a survey of court appointed Guardians ad Litem (GAL), who as reported above indicate that
over 50% of their cases have prior CP intervention, they also report that over 50% of these
returning cases had been closed against the GAL’s recommendation.

Hennepin County concluded a study in February of 2010 in partnership with the University of
MN looking at various case planning strategies and their effect on recidivism rates in child
protection cases. Many strategies, not currently employed by Hennepin County, were shown to
have demonstrated positive effects in reducing recidivism of out-of-home placements of
children.

Next Steps:

1. Interview child protection departmental managers currently responsible for the PIP to
evaluate their progress.

2. Review new ‘Signs of Safety’ procedures to evaluate the possibility that they will reduce
recidivism, incorporating Safety Network Meetings at case closure time and safety plans.

3. Review a sampling of recent cases with multiple CP interventions and interview
stakeholders to determine if alternate strategies may have been utilized.

4. Review practices in Family Assessment Response cases to determine if additional
monitoring could lead to better service utilization and ultimately reduce the escalation of
family problems which could lead to future out-of-home placement of children.

5. Interview contracted service providers and Guardian ad Litem management to determine
if there is a possibility of post closure monitoring of families or ‘conditional’ case
closures.

6. Review literature regarding evidence based practices which have been demonstrated to
reduce recidivism in randomized controlled trials. Interview Hennepin County child
protection management to determine if these strategies are or can be employed here.

Looking Ahead:

We have only recently begun to explore this issue and will need more time to complete our
research before making any recommendations. The Minneapolis Star Tribune recently published
a front page article on this subject so awareness has been raised and action will be expected.



Appendix B

Hennepin County Citizen Review Panel
Intake Process Subcommittee Annual Report
January 1, 2010 to December 31, 2010

Submitted by: Clare Cole, Sarah Coulter, Cletus Maychrzak, Marian Saksena, Mike Thompson

Purpose: To study the intake process in Child Protective Services to determine if the process
and practices are conducive to ensuring the safety of the children from Hennepin County.

Desired Outcome: To understand the Child Protective Services intake process, which is the
gateway to the child protection system, by gaining first-hand knowledge about the laws and
procedures that guide the “triage,” referral, and intake decisions as well as understanding the
community and agency resources that handle calls to Child Protective Services. The committee
will make recommendations, if any, regarding practices, procedures, and/or funding issues to
ensure the children from Hennepin County are safe.

Status of Commitee: The committee members have reviewed the intake guidelines used by
Hennepin County intake workers. The committee members have observed the intake process and
have had the opportunity to interview intake workers and supervisors.

Committee members have reviewed the CFSR and the Hennepin County Performance
Improvement Plan. In response to deficiencies identified in the CFSR, the department has
implemented practices to ensure face-to-face meetings occur within the statutory timeframes and
to document instances when the visits do not occur. The department has identified additional
action steps regarding report monitoring, identifying and addressing barriers, and progress
reporting which will be implemented in the 3" and 4™ quarters.

Next Steps:

e The committee members will spend additional time observing the intake process and
interviewing intake workers and supervisors.

e The committee members will continue to gain understanding by following the intake
process through the next steps including the screen out process, the assignment process
and by reviewing data that is captured as part of the intake process.

e The committee members will conduct interviews to understand how/if the intake process
and practices are assessed in the CFSR process.

e The committee members will review the baseline report on Hennepin County’s child
protection services continuum as well as any other reports or statistics that become
available.

e The committee members will continue to monitor the Performance Improvement Plan to
ensure the previously identified action steps are implemented.



Appendix C

Hennepin County Citizen Review Panel
Racial Disparities Subcommittee Annual Report
January 1, 2010 to December 31, 2010

Submitted by: Bill Allen, Diane Archambault, Rhonda Hunt, Rufino Magno, Kate Searls
Mission: The Racial Disparities Committee has three objectives:

1. More thoroughly understand Racial Disparities in Hennepin County’s Child Protection
Services as they impact clients, their families and communities.

2. Communicate this understanding to others.

3. Advocate for specific, realizable improvements in community engagement, worker
professional development, service delivery and client outcomes.

We spent the majority of our 2010 efforts on Objective #1, searching for factual data in relevant
studies at the county, state and national levelst.We also found pertinent insights in academic and
policy studies. Research based on national and state data allowed us to improve our framework
for asking questions regarding Hennepin County’s Child Protection Services Continuum.

Hennepin County Child Protection staff; Lynn Lewis, Don Sabre and Deborah Huskins, were
invaluable to this effort.

As we reviewed and discussed the research, we kept the following recommendations in mind:

A. Avoid taking a Dichotomous View of Race - where one thinks of Race as the only
relevant issue VS where one thinks Race is irrelevant.

B. Develop a more nuanced understanding of how Racial Disparities in CP are
symptomatic of a larger, systemic problem, keeping in mind the difference between
correlations and true causes.

Findings:

Thanks to Hennepin County’s CP January 2010 Baseline Report, we observed the following
facets of racial disparities in the children’s experiences as they come into contact with Hennepin
County’s Child Protection (HCCP) Service Continuum (for more details see Appendix):

Racial Disparities exist at Entry into the HCCP system.
e Native American and African American children are 2.5 times more likely to enter Hennepin

Counties Child Protection (HCCP) system as they are likely to be found in the general
population of children in Hennepin County.

e Hispanic Children are slightly (1.2) times more likely to enter the HCCP system, than they
are likely to be found in the general population

e Asian children appear to be under-represented in the HCCP system, appearing about a third
as often in the system as they appear in the general population.

e White children are also grossly under-represented, appearing in the HCCP system less than
half as often as they appear in the general population of children in Hennepin County.



Racial Disparities get worse for some groupat the decision point where children are taken
from their homes and put into any one of the out-of-home placement options (Foster care,
residential treatment, group homes, etc...)

o Native American children continue to be even more likely to be placed in out-of-home care,
once they are in the HCCP System. Native kids are 5.5 times more likely to be in out-of-
home placement than they are likely to be found in the general population of children in
Hennepin County.

e Mixed Race Children are increasingly likely to be in out-of-home placement once they are in
the HCCP system but the exact degree of this disproportionality cannot be measured due to
the fact that the Community Survey used did not track this ethnic group for the general
population of children in Hennepin County.

¢ Asian children are again dramatically less likely to be placed out of their homes. They are
0.14 times as likely to be found among Hennepin County's children in out-of-home
placement than they are to be found among Hennepin County’s general population of
children.

Racial Disparities exist among the ways in which children are placed in owf-home care.

e Foster Care: Among all the dollars spent on Native, Hispanic and Mixed Children, a
significantly higher than expected percentage of those dollars are spent on Foster Care
Services.

¢ Residential Treatment: Among all the dollars spent on White Children, a significantly
higher than expected percentage of those dollars are spent on Residential Treatment Services.

¢ Licensed Corrections Facilities: Considering all the dollars spent on Asian and Black
children, a significantly higher than expected percentage of those dollars are spent on
Licensed Corrections Facilities.

Racial Disparities exist in the duration of time that children spent out of their homes.

e Hennepin County’s Baseline study indicates that American Indian and Mixed Race children
tend to spend the longest periods of time in an out-of-home placement. HOWEVER, these
statistics ignore the almost one in five children who were in care the entire year. Studies
done in other states suggest that the majority of these children are African Americans.

Racial Disparities exist amonghe children who are most likely to cycle in and out and
back into out-of-home placement.
e American Indian, African American and Mixed Race children are disproportionately likely to

return to out-of-home placement given an earlier out-of-home placement.

Rac i all di sparities exist among the “end reason
of out-of-home care.
e American Indian and Mixed Race children are significantly less likely to be reunited with

their guardians/families.



Committee Concerns:

Our committee seeks to understand the proportion of the dollars spent in out-of-home care that
are invested in helping relatives care for the children. Since HCCP is spending so many dollars
on expensive and often unsuccessful out-of-home placements (foster care and residential
treatments), we want to benchmark the county’s investment in prevention in the form of
educating and supporting relatives to care for their own children.

Our committee is concerned that important long-term outcomes indicating successful transitions
to adulthood (e.g. graduation from high school, delayed parenthood, avoiding incarceration)
cannot be tracked or correlated with particular placement or service experiences because client
data is destroyed according to a system of policies. Efficacy is very hard to assess since no
longitudinal study is even possible. Data are destroyed before graduation, adult incarceration,
pregnancy can even be ascertained.

Next Steps:

The Racial Disparities Committee will continue to work with Lynn Lewis and other HCCP staff
to create a more comprehensive picture of when racial disparities feature prominently in the
experience of child clients and their families.

We will specifically seek more data regarding:
e Referral Sources, Allegations & Screening outcomes— Are there trends which vary by race of

child in terms of who calls in the reports, which type of child maltreatment is alleged and
which cases are screen in or out?

e Service Track Changes — 29% of the children in the 2006 cohort changed tracks during the
investigation process, overwhelmingly shifting from family assessment to family
investigation. Are there trends to this which vary by race of the child?

e Children who remained in their homes — Apparently 77% of children in the 2006 cohort were
NOT removed from their homes. We would like to understand their experiences with HCCP
and to examine if there are racial trends in those types of alternative services.

e Children with Multiple placements — are there racial trends associated with this experience?

e Children with placements in different categories (e.g. moved from foster care to group home)
— are there racial trends associated with this experience?

e Focus on Native Children — What percent of Native children in foster care or other out-of-
home placement options are living in ICWA environments?

e Expense data — Dollars spent and categories of children served among children who were
NOT in out-of-home placement.

We will also begin to explore how “English Language Learner” may feature as a predictor of
entry/avoiding entry into Hennepin County’s Child Protection services. It is conceivable that
recency of immigration experience may have some bearing on community isolation and/or
cultural competency of services delivered.



1 Research Studies reviewed included:

e Johnson, Erik P., Sonja Clark, Matthew Donald, Rachel Pederson, and Catherine Pichotta,
“Raci al Di sparities i n Mi”ChileWelarea\bok86,&hi | d Pr ot e
July/August 2007 pp — 5-20.

e U.S. Government Accountability Office Report to the Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Representatives, African American Children in Foster Care: Additional HHS
Assistance Needed to Help States Reduce the Proportion in Cail@AO-07-816

e Harris, Marian S., Lovie J.Jackson, Kirk O’Brien, Peter J. Pecora, “Disproportionality in
education and employment outcomes in adult foster care alu@imidren and Youth Services
Review, 31 (2009) pp.1150-1159.

¢ Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA) Active Efforts Best Practi¢@snesota Department of Human
Services, DHS-5572-ENG 2-09

¢ Minnesota Child Welfare Disparities Overvie@arole Johnson, Prevention and Research, Child
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Appendix One

Data Tables taken from Hennepin County Baseline Study

Racial Digparities

% of Hennepin County % of 2006-2008 | % of 2006-2008 HC | % of 2006-2008 $
Children- 2007 Census/ HC CP Intake CP out-of-home spent on out-of-
American Comm. Survey Cohort placements home placement
services

Native 2% 5% 11% 11.65%

Asian 7% 3% 1 0.4%

African American | 18% 45% 45 46.5%

White 64% 22% 17 17.4%

Hispanic 9% 11% 10 7.2%

Mixed Not known 13% 16 16.5%

1. Concern about the Initial Disparities on entry into System
a. More likely to enter system than expected, given presence in county’s population
of children: Native  (2.5times)  Black (2.5times)  Hispanic (1.2 times)
b. Less likely to enter system than expected, given presence in county’s population
of children: White  (0.34) Asian (0.43)
c. Don’t know because presence in county’s population of children was not
measured by Survey: Mixed
2. Concern about failure to reach Asian children



3. Concern about Disparities moving between system entry and out-of-home placement
a. More likely to be placed out of home once in system -

Mixed (1.2)

b. Less likely to be placed out of home once in system -

(0.77) Asian (0.33) Hispanic (?) (0.91)

Native

White

(2.2)

c. As likely to be placed out of home - African
4. Except for Hispanic & Asian children, expenditure distributions match racial
distributions of children in the system

Distribution of dollars spent on outof-home placement services by racial category

% of total dollars Significantly HIGHER Significantly lower than
spent than expected expected
Foster Care 44.8% 63% of Native $ 36% of Asian $
54% of Hispanic $ 36% of White $
53% of Mixed $ 39% of Black $
Residential Treatment 16.3% 23% of White $ 10% of Hispanic $
0% of Asian $
Shelter 12.6% 10% of Native $
3% of Asian $
Licensed Corrections 11.7% 20% of Asian $ 3% of Native $
Facility 16% of Black $
Non-Residential Services 7.6% 33% of Asian $ 5% of Native $
Group Home 5.3% 9% of Asian $ 3% of Native $
Relative Custody 1.5% - 3% of Native $ 0% of Asian $
Assistance 0.6% of Hispanic $

Concern about low investment (small percentage of total dollars) in Relative Custody Assistance

Spendingconcentrations by race across odbf-home placement services

OOH placement
service type

10% or Higher than expected

10% or Lower than expected

Foster Care

16% FC $ -> Native (11%)*
19% FC $-> Mixed (16%)

14% FC$ -> White (17%)

Resid RX

25% of RRX$-> White (17%)

5% RRX $ -> Hispanic (10%)

Shelter

50% Shit$-> Black (45%)

0.0% Shlt$->Asian (1%)
9% shlt$-> Native (11%)
7% Shlt$-> Hispanic (10%)

Corrections

62% Corr$-> Black (45%)
20% Corr$-> White (17%)

3% Corr $-> Native (11%)
8% Corr $-> Mixed (16%

Non-Resid Srvcs

2% NRS$->Asian (1%)
20% NRS$->White (17%)

7% NRS $-> Native (11%)

Group Home

21% GHS$->Mixed (16%)

5% GH$- > Hispanic (10%)
7% GH$-> Native (11%)

Relative Custody

24% of RHC$-> Native (11%)
20% of RHC$->Mixed (16%)

0.0% RCH$-> Asian (1%)
3% RCH$->Hispanic (10%)
1295 RCH$-> White (17%)

*Should be read as “16% of Foster Care dollars were spent on Native children who represent
11% of the children receiving OOH placement services.




IV . Washington County Citizen Review Panel 2010 Annual Report

Mission Statement

As volunteer citizens, we will assist the child protection system with ongoing evaluation to strive
for the protection of children

Panel Members

*Abelson, Jolene Gerkey, Martha
Bebeau, Aine Hart, Margaret
*Benson, Robert Lewis, Sue
Charley, Melissa Sederski, Guy
Snell, Janet

*Resigned in 2010

Meetings

Monthly meetings were held on the third Tuesday of the month from 5:00 — 6:30 at the Washington
County Service Center in Woodbury. Panel members also attended the Minnesota Department of
Human Services annual Citizen Review Panel recognition and training event in Cottage Grove in
April 2010.

Activities

Washington County Citizen Review Panel (CRP) members participated in five requests for
reconsideration of determination of maltreatment in 2010. These determinations were upheld after
being reviewed by the Citizen Review panel members and county staff.

e February 16, 2010: The 2009 annual report was presented to the Washington County
Commissioners by Chair, Aine Bebeau.

e Chair, Aine Bebeau, attended Washington County’s spring in-service training entitled
“Mortality Review and Coordination of Investigation”. It was presented by Dr. Kaplan,
Medical Director of The Center for Safe and Healthy Children, University of Minnesota
Children's Hospital Child Abuse Program and Associate Medical Director at Midwest
Children's Resource Center, St. Paul.

e January 19, 2010: Dan Papin, Director of Washington County Community Services
Department, gave a presentation to the CRP on the budget for the Children’s Services
Division.

e March 2010: The CRP participated in the Washington County Children and Family Service
review. The CRP provided recommendations and shared their CRP experiences.

e March 16, 2010: Panel member Sue Lewis attended the Washington County Board meeting
and presented a request to the commissioners to sign a proclamation for county priority in
bringing awareness and attention to child abuse prevention efforts in Washington County.
Members of the Board of Commissioners also were presented with an invitation to the April
event in honor of children in Minnesota who died as a result of child abuse in 2009.



Activities (continued)

April 5, 2010: The CRP sponsored a child abuse prevention community awareness event
called “Remembering the children”. April was national child abuse prevention month. The
event was co-sponsored by Prevent Child Abuse Minnesota, Washington County Child Abuse
Prevention Council (CAPC), Washington County Sheriff’s Office, and Washington County
Community Services. The event was a memorial and healing ceremony honoring the lives of
children who died in Minnesota as a result of child abuse in 2009. The panel worked with the
County’s Public Information Coordinator to get media coverage of the event. The event
received excellent media coverage in the local area community newspapers as well as the
Pioneer Press. Coverage included Channel 9 interview with a parent who survived the death
of her six year old daughter at the hands of her husband. Toys were donated by CAPC at this
event and were later donated to a local domestic violence shelter.

April 16, 2010: A volunteer recognition and training event, sponsored by the Minnesota
Department of Human Services, was held for CRP members at the Washington County
Service Center in Cottage Grove. The topic was “Parent Leaders for Child Safety and
Permanency”. Presenters were parent leaders from Prevent Child Abuse Minnesota.

Aine Bebeau volunteered at the Healing Field child abuse prevention event held at the State
Capitol in April and shared with the Panel that it was a powerful experience.

May, 2010: Panel members did some team building by attending a Saint’s baseball game.
The Washington County CRP earned tickets to this game by raising the most money of any
team at the September 2009 Walk to end Child Abuse.

May 10, 2010: Panel member Maggie Hart shared her experience as a Washington CRP
member with the new Hennepin County Citizen’s Review Panel.

August 2010: Panel member Marty Gerkey reviewed an article in the Atlantic Monthly July/
August 2010 issue. The article discussed work with men delinquent in child support
payments and those that were unemployed. The article provided some needed insight to
continued work on our involving fathers project.

Summer 2010: Panel member Bob Benson attended a committee meeting to follow up with
fathers who had been involved in child protection systems of various counties. They shared
their experience on what worked and what needed to be improved. The meeting was
sponsored by the Minnesota Department of Human Services.

Fall 2010: Panel members Sue Lewis, Maggie Hart, and Melissa Charley participated in non-
resident fathers procedure committee meetings for Washington County Social Services.
Three meetings were held and drafts of two pamphlets were created to assist custodial and
non-custodial parents in understanding the importance of involving fathers in Child Services
cases.

September 18, 2010: Panel members Melissa Charley, Maggie Hart and co-chair from
Hennepin County CRP participated in vendor table at the annual Walk to Prevent Child Abuse
sponsored by Prevent Child Abuse Minnesota. Co-chair Melissa Charley was part of the
Prevent Child Abuse Minnesota Planning Committee which planned this event. Donations
raised by panel members were $440.

December 14, 2010: Co-chair Melissa Charley made a presentation to the Washington
County Board of Commissioners regarding the CRP’s influence on changing procedures at
Child Services for involving fathers.



Committees

The Washington County Citizen Review Panel has two committees. One is the Follow-up with the
Involvement of Non-Custodial Fathers in Child Protection Cases Committee and the other is the
Taking Action to Prevent Child Deaths Committee. Their annual committee reports follow in
Appendices A and B of this report.

Looking Ahead

The Washington County Citizen Review Panel for child protection services (CRP) is looking forward
to 2011. The Panel is aware that County and community resources will be faced with budget
challenges.

Following the recommendations of the Citizen Review Panel’s 2009 project, Involving Non-
Custodial Fathers in Child Protection Cases, the Program Improvement Plan that resulted from the
Child and Family Service Review and with the assistance of CRP members, Washington County
Community Services (WCCS) created written, formal procedures to involve non-resident parents in
child protection cases. An informational brochure was also created to provide to custodial and non-
resident parents regarding the procedures and why it is so important for fathers to be involved in their
children’s lives. WCCS and the CRP will continue to communicate about the agency’s follow
through and updates on how things are progressing.

The CRP will collaborate with the Child Abuse Prevention Council (CAPC) of Washington County
to hold a child abuse prevention awareness event during April 2011, national child abuse prevention
month. This year’s event is in the planning stages and will include honoring the Minnesota children
who died in 2010 as a result of abuse. Children’s books and reading to children will be featured as a
way to bring awareness to the prevention of child abuse, and encourage positive child and parent
relationships.

We look forward to another meeting with Dan Papin, Director, WCCS, to discuss the budget for
Washington County Children’s Services for 2011 and 2012. The CRP is fortunate to be presented
with this information.

Part of the Panel’s job is to review child protection services and provide recommendations to improve
them. The many topics that the CRP will be discussing include: youth transitioning (18-21 years old)
from foster care, budgets, hoarding and the effects on children and families, responsible parenting,
and the pros and cons of the reunification of 18 and 19 year old youth with their parents after their
parental rights had been terminated years before.

WCCS and the CRP will attempt to make the community more aware of the devastating effects of
child abuse and what can be done to prevent it through outreach, awareness, and education. 2010
statistics have shown a reduction in child abuse reports and requests for reconsideration of findings of
maltreatment. It is too soon to determine why this is, but one positive assumption may be that
community members are making an investment in their neighborhoods by becoming more involved
and aware of what is happening outside of their homes.

WCCS staff members are very involved with the protection of children in the community. With
continuous collaboration and communication, the CRP is optimistic that 2011 will bring positive
changes and strengthen our community to decrease the risk factors for child abuse and neglect.



Appendix A

Washington County Citizen Review Panel
Follow-up with Involvement of Non-Custodial Fathers in Child Protection Cases
Annual Committee Report 2010

Submitted by the Following Panel Members:Bob Benson, Melissa Charley, Sue Lewis,
Guy Sederski

Introduction

In 2009 Minnesota’s Department of Human Services involved all the Citizen Review Panels in a
project to investigate the extent of involvement of fathers in child protection cases. A summary of
that project can be found in the 2009 Washington County Citizen Review Annual Report. In 2010
the panel decided to pursue some of the recommendations in the 2009 report with the intent of further
implementing them. Specifically we were interested in the development and implementation of
formally written policies and procedures to identify, contact and involve non-custodial fathers in
child protection cases by December 31, 2010. Our desired outcomes included:
e Continuing to keep the safety of children paramount

Promoting consistency among workers regarding social work practice
Seeking input from fathers who have been involved in the child protection system
Adding the names of the father to that of the mother on the case files
Development of parent information and resources that would be made available to

fathers (for example; brochure, pamphlet, folders with resources)

Because research has shown that the involvement of non-custodial fathers leads to many positive
outcomes (see Appendix A, 2009 DHS report on Involving Non-Custodial Fathers), we wanted to
work with Washington County Community Services to continue efforts to involve non-custodial
fathers. The Washington County Community Services Program Improvement Plan includes a goal
of writing non-resident parent procedures; the policy has already been established by Minnesota
Statute (details below).

Not e: The corr ercets ildaenngtu’a gpea riesn t“:nesideAtpareht®aneg h mo
fathers, there are also some mothers who fit this definition. Hereafter we will use the phrase
“nNnenesi dent parent.

Activities

e April: The Washington County panel, along with panels from other counties, attended a
meeting sponsored by PCAM (Prevent Child Abuse Minnesota). The topic was “Parent
Leaders for Child Safety and Permanency” and included a presentation from a father who is
working with young men who are fathers.

e May: Our panel discussed possible directions for our committee work. One of the many
suggestions was to continue the work that was begun last year on the Involving Fathers
Project. The state is going forward with this project and we could continue at the county level.



Activities (continued)

June: Anita Keyes from DHS shared with us some of the steps they are taking to implement
the recommendations from the Involving Fathers Project. There was general discussion about
some of the barriers (on both sides) to involving fathers.

August: DHS had two committee meetings to discuss how to further involve fathers and Bob
Benson from the Washington County Panel attended one of them. DHS plans to develop a
new guide for involving fathers. Marty Gerky shared an Atlantic Monthly article entitled
“The End of Men.”

September: Rick reported that one of the county’s goals in the Program Improvement Plan is
to assess and address barriers to involvement of non-resident parents in child welfare cases.
The committee on Involving Fathers learned that the state currently has statutes requiring
contact with non-resident parents (policies). The county is in the process of writing
procedures for implementing these policies. Members of the CRP are welcome to attend this
working group to offer help and/or input. On September 14™, Melissa Charley and Sue Lewis
met with the county group to listen and learn about their process and how we can help.
October: Sue Lewis attended a meeting with the aforementioned county group on the 5™ and
the 27™. Maggie Hart also attended on the 5™. The aim is to develop a concise two-page
document outlining procedures for involving non-resident parents. Once that is done, two
pamphlets will be developed for distribution. One will be available to give to custodial
parents so they know why non-resident parents are to be involved with their child/children as
long as the safety of the child is not compromised. The second pamphlet will be aimed
specifically at fathers, encouraging them to be part of their children’s lives and listing
resources for them. Sue Lewis will check on some of the possible resources to see if they are
still available. The meetings consisted of discussions about the procedures, what should be
included, and how they should be worded.

November: Sue Lewis attended the county group meeting. The procedures document was
finalized. The next step was discussion of the pamphlets. After the meeting Sue Lewis and
John Nalezny from Washington County Community Services discussed the format of both
pamphlets and sketched out some ideas. John will turn these over someone who can make
mock-ups for us to look at when we meet in December.

December: A meeting is scheduled for the 14™.

Current Status of the Committee

Bob Benson has resigned from the panel (and the committee) because he no longer lives in
Washington County. We are continuing to participate with the county to complete the procedures
and the pamphlets. When this phase is complete, we will need to regroup and see if there are other
areas related to the Involving Fathers Project that we can address.

Looking Ahead

We hope to continue working in this area and will need direction and suggestions from Washington
County Community Services and DHS as to where we can be most effective.



Appendix B

Washington County Citizen Review Pael
Taking Action to Prevent Child Deaths
Annual Committee Report 2010

Submitted by the Following Panel MembersAine Bebeau, Margaret Hart, Jan Snell, Marty Gerkey
Introduction

The rising toll of child deaths due to abuse and neglect requires attention and actiohile
there is a decline in reported incidents of abuse, nationwide, child mortality numbers are rising. In
2009, 21 children died as a result of child abuse in Minnesota. A national study found that 1,760
children in the U.S. died from abuse or neglect in 2007 — a 35% increase since 2001. Between 2000
and 2008, Minnesota saw 143 children die and 441 children survived life-threatening injuries at the
hands of mostly parents or caretakers (Rosario, St. Paul Pioneer Press, 10/25/2009)

Both the state and counties continue to face financial challenges in the face of declining tax revenues
and the lack of public support for increasing taxes. With high unemployment and greater financial
stresses facing families today, the committee is concerned that more children may be vulnerable to
increased abuse and neglect at a time when existing resources for supporting vulnerable children and
their families face declining financial resources. The committee is interested in finding ways that
citizens can contribute to the safety of children in our community.

The purposes for looking at the deaths and near deaths of children due to abuse and neglect
are to:

e Educate and bring awareness to members of the community about child deaths and how to
prevent them.

e Foster cooperation among the Citizen Review Panels, other child abuse prevention
organizations, other social service, mental and chemical health providers, schools, early
intervention and education programs, medical personnel, law enforcement and neighborhood
organizations to prevent child deaths.

e Advocate for needed child protection policy changes in the State and county child protection
systems to prevent child deaths.

The desiredoutcome:
¢ Reduce child deaths due to abuse and neglect

Members of our communities will:
e Be aware of child mortality due to abuse and neglect.
e Know ways to prevent child deaths.
e See the need to act to prevent child deaths.
e Act to prevent child deaths.

Activities to Date

The Washington County Citizen Review Panel took the lead in organizing an event to remember the
21 children who died as a result of child abuse in 2009. As part of the effort, the panel requested a
proclamation from the Washington County Board April Child Abuse Prevention Month in
Washington County as a way to “call upon all citizens, community groups, religious organizations,
medical facilities, and businesses to increase their participation in efforts to prevent child abuse and



neglect, thereby strengthening the community in which we live.” The event took place on April 5™ at
9:00am at the Washington County Historic Courthouse. The sponsors of the event included Prevent
Child Abuse Minnesota, Washington County Children and Parent Connection (CAPC), the
Washington County Sheriff’s Office and the Washington County Community Services. Flyers were
posted in various community locations to publicize the event. Working with the Washington County
Public Information Coordinator, the event received excellent coverage in the local community
newspapers, the Pioneer Press and Channel 9 TV. (event documents attached)

Aine Bebeau attended Washington County’s training “Mortality Review and Coordination of
Investigations” presented by Dr. Kaplan, Ramsey County Medical Examiner at the Cottage Grove
Service Center.

Ruth Clinard, Child Mortal ity Review Consultant for Minnesota Department of Human
Servicesprovided information from the 2009 Child Mortality Review Update Forum September 2,
2009 meeting. She forwarded a copy of a fact sheet that was presented at the meeting summarizing
characteristics of the 36 cases reviewed by the CMR panel in 2008 and 2009.

Recently, Citizen Review Panels have been asked to support the National Coalition to End Child
Abuse Death=ffort to ask Congress to hold hearings on child abuse deaths. Citizen Review Panels
have been asked to sign their petition. The coalition’s purpose is to elevate national attention and
increase actions to prevent the more than 2.500 child abuse deaths each year in the United States.

The committee discussed the risks of co-sleeping for infants and decided to gather additional
information that could be used in designing a brochure to educate the public on safe sleeping
practices for infants. It was learned that a variety of brochures have been created by the Minnesota
Department of Health to publicize safe sleeping practices. The Washington County Public Health
Department nurses use these brochures when they visit new parents. The committee may explore
ways to increase distribution of these brochures and other information about safe sleeping practices to
the general public. Cheryl Fogarty, Infant Mortality Consultant for the Minnesota Department
of Health was contacted by email and telephone and she provided information about other resources
and initiatives to promote safe sleeping.

Because there has been some controversy over efforts to warn against co-sleeping among advocates

of breast feeding, the committee wants to avoid some of the controversies that arose in California and
Wisconsin when a couple of counties in these states spoke out against co-sleeping. Washington

County has launched an initiative to support breastfeeding as part of an initiative to promote healthy

babies and reduce obesity. Shei | a Humphrey, RN, . Sheswastcdntectedby i t 1 a
telephone to discuss our committee’s interest in supporting safe sleeping for infants without setting

up an adversary relationship with breastfeeding advocates. She was supportive and interested in

coordinating efforts to promote safe sleeping for infants as well as helping increase the number of

babies who are breast fed.

Recommendations
The committee has not developed any recommendations related to this topic to date.

Current Status of the Committee

The committee is at the information gathering and sharing phase of work on this topic and plans to
continue its work on this topic in 2011.



Tomorrow’s Leader sAubwtR@0f Conf er ence

Talk Back, Give Back to the Child Protection System

Hosted by Citizen Review Panels members: Skye Payne, Ramsey County;
Leah Trumper, Washington County; Linda Prince and Cheryl Glassel, Chisago County

Leadership Conference Feedback
Summarized and submitted by Skye Payne

Concerns About Moving Out On Own:

-

|
Advice to Adul}s:
|

—) —) —) —) — —)

—) —) —)

Advice to Kids:
1

—) —) —) —)

—) —) —)

worried about money - having enough to live on or to go to school
worried about being alone, not having family or friends around

treat kids with respect - talk to them about what they are doing, what might
happen and what they can do

answer their questions, and if you don’t know, say you’ll find out, then do it
listen to the kid’s point of view

keep in contact often - don’t leave me hanging

spend more time - don’t just rush in and out or make a quick “check-in” phone
call - give me some time

more social workers should be hired so case loads are lower

be trustworthy - be reliable - only say you’ll do something if you can really do
it

don’t treat teens like little kids

don’t be a foster parent if you can’t treat a foster kid equally

hang in there as a foster parent - kids will test you, but they also will learn from
you

listen to what your social worker and counselor say - they might have good
advice that’ll help you

rely on two or three kids your age and make good friends

accept help - things could get better - have hope

you’ll still need help after you are on your own, so learn how to use it

get into programs to learn independent living skills - learn to set goals and
follow them through

learn how to make a resume, get a job, keep a bank account

learn how to cook and clean and do laundry

learn how to say “no” and how to stand up for yourself



V. Winona County Citizen Review Panel 2010 Annual Report

Mission Statement

The mission of the Winona County Citizen Review Panel is to improve the child protection
system through the involvement of citizens who represent the community.

Panel Members

Rhonda Donnay-Rice Becky Kanz

Cynthia Dosier Kati Tessmer

Mary Feathergill Matt Vetter

Mary Hewett Sue Johnson (resigned December 2010)

Molli Kook Michelle Buysse (resigned February 2010)
Meetings

The Citizen Review Panel met on: January 13, February 10, March 10, May12, June 6, August
11, September 8, October 13, November 10 and December 8, 2010, from 5:00 pm — 7:00 pm.

Activities
Three new members joined: Becky Kanz, Kati Tessmer and Susan Johnson.

e Panel members presented the committee’s 2009 annual report to the Winona County
Commissioners in early 2010.

e Panel members: Mary Feathergill, Cynthia Dosier and Rhonda Donnay-Rice attended the
Annual Minnesota Department of Human Services Citizen Review Panel recognition and
training in Cottage Grove on April 20™.

e Matt Vetter and Mary Hewitt attended the National Citizen Review Panel Conference in
Kentucky in May. They participated in a panel that presented how the Citizen Review
Panels in Minnesota assist the county child protection agencies with requests for
reconsideration of findings of maltreatment. All panel members contributed to the
contents of the presentation. Matt also presented a workshop entitled, Systemic Child
Neglect.

o Members of the committee participate in review appeals when requested. Reviewing appeals is
a process in which members of the CRP review files and gives a recommendation on whether
they agree or disagree with the county findings. The CRP participated in one mortality review
and approximately four appeals.

e The Prevent Child Abuse Minnesota (PCMN) video conference was attended by
Rhonda Donnay-Rice.

e Recruiting new members: Flyers were posted by current members in a variety of visible
venues, information was also broadcasted on two local cable channels.

e The Blue Ribbon Campaign which takes place in April was a success.

e Sue Benolken from the State DHS made a presentation about part C programming. This is
a federal program for children from birth to age five who have disabilities.

e Julie Thompson and Karen Bunkowski presented information on the Winona County
Human Services Program Improvement Plan.

e The Fathers project completed by all CRP’s in Minnesota was the catalyst for Winona
County Department of Human Services to make a new guide for involving fathers.



Committees attended by CRP members:

e Criminal Justice Coordinating Council attended by Matt Vetter

e Child Abuse Prevention and Neglect Committee attended by Molli Kook. This committee
develops and implements the Blue Ribbon Campaign held every April. The group
organizes poster contests for elementary students and media contests for the high school
students — along with prizes. Winona State Students involved with the group created a
display in a public place that highlights the importance of preventing child abuse. There is
also a celebration ceremony that honors the winners of the contests and a member of the
community who has been a great proponent of child abuse prevention.

e Matty’s Place is attended by Cynthia Dosier and Mary Feathergill. Matty’s Place has had
a major fundraiser this year.

e County Human Services Advisory Committee is attended by Matt Vetter

Possible Committees for CRP members to attend:

Courts Committee
Children’s Justice Initiative
Juvenile Justice

Child Protection Team
Permanency Team

Committee Report

Name: Children with Disabilities or Special Needs Committee

Committee Concern: All children are vulnerable; however, those with disabilities and medical
conditions may be more vulnerable. The Winona County Citizen Review Panel would like to
examine the way in which Winona County responds to reports of child abuse and neglect when
children with disabilities and special needs are involved, with a special focus on children who are
between the ages of birth to through age 6 (children need to be in school by age 7).

Purpose: Information obtained from the Action for Child Protection, Inc. defines child
vulnerability in part as: Vulnerability is all about self-protection. Children from birth to 6 years old
are always vulnerable. Children, regardless of age, who have a physical disability and are unable to
remove themselves from danger, are vulnerable. Regardless of age, a child who has limited
cognitive ability is vulnerable. Regardless of age, a child who is unable to defend him/herself
against aggression is vulnerable. Regardless of age, some children have ongoing or acute medical
conditions and needs that make them vulnerable. The Winona County Citizen Review Panel
strongly feels that there is a responsibility to make sure the most vulnerable children are safe.

Those children who cannot move, cannot cry — scream — yell, those who have medical conditions
that make them vulnerable need extra protection.

The team is seeking answers to the following questions:
1) If achild is defined as vulnerable does this warrant special consideration during the child
protection case investigation?



2) What is the composition of the screening team? How, when or why might other organizations be
invited to participate in a screening team?

3) Is there a clear definition of a vulnerable child that in the screening procedure used by Winona
County Child Protection?

4) What does the safety checklist look like? Does is adequately address the concerns of a child’s
physical development, cognitive development, mental health and medical concerns?

5) When the family risk assessment is conducted, and it is noted that the child has a disability — how
is the severity of the disability determined?

6) What is the protocol in a substantiated case — is it different for a child defined vulnerable?

7) Mandated Reporter training — where, when and how often is it required? Is there a format?

Desired Outcome(s)Ensuring that children who are vulnerable because of physical, mental, and/or
medical conditions are assessed correctly in child protection intake and/or investigations.

Status of Committee Work: Ongoing

Among the literature reviewed:

e Child Welfare and Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Part C from the Child
Welfare Information Gateway

o Letter from the Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities to US Senators Harkin and Specter
supporting an increase in funding for IDEA Part C dated 5-11-07

e Minnesota Department of Human Services Bulletin dated 2-10-10, Infants and Toddlers with
Disabilities Program: A Look at New Requirements and Overall Review

e Early Intervention (Part C of IDEA), Wrightslaw, 11-20-09

¢ Resolution on the Maltreatment of Children with Disabilities, Adopted by the American
Psychological Association (APA) Council, 2-23-03
Part C of IDEA — What you Need to Know by Jane DesGeorges, 2004

e In-person presentation and PowerPoint on Early Intervention Service Coordination and Help
Me Grow by Sue Benoelken, Minnesota Department of Human Services.

e Statutes from other states have been briefly looked at

e Safety Plan Documents from other states

e Intake form from Winona County DHS

Next Steps:

The Winona County Citizen Review Panel is continuing with this committee work. We are looking
more in depth at other states and how the “vulnerable” child is defined and if this determination
indicates, a more “in depth” look during an intake and/or investigation. The safety plan information
that has been reviewed does state that a child with a significant disability or medical condition is
considered “more vulnerable”, but does not really state what that means in terms of how it is
“weighted” when doing an investigation.

Measuring the Outcomes:The immediate outcome would be to gain information to answer the
questions under “Purpose”. The final outcome (if needed) would be to facilitate a change in forms or
procedure to ensure the safety of the most vulnerable children.



Looking Ahead

The Citizen Review Panel would like to continue having in attendance, a representative from the
Department of Human Services to give updates of programming and to answer questions that
may arise.
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Involving Non-Custodial Fathers in Child Protection Cases Follow Up Committee

Recommendations andReport
November 2010

Two focus groups with members of the Young Dads Program were held. On August 5, 2010,
committee members met with six fathers at 849 University Avenue in St. Paul. Four fathers
participated (with one leaving early) in a focus group at 900 20™ Avenue South in Minneapolis
on September 28, 2010. Two more fathers, who had wanted to participate in the St. Paul focus
group but could not, were interviewed individually. All of the fathers had been involved as
parents with the child protection system. To learn more about the Employment Action Center’s
Young Dads Program, go to their site at: http://www.eac-mn.org/YYP/young-dads .

These are the recommendations from the 12 fathers regarding what the social service system can
do to include them and make them feel a part of the process. The
recommendations are not in priority order.

1.

11.

12.
13.

Child protection should involve the mother, father (resident, non-resident, and
incarcerated) and as many relatives as possible during the first stages of all child
protection cases.

Ensure that the child protection system considers fathers as being as important as the
mother.

Ensure that fathers have the opportunity to receive the same services as the mother
(parenting classes, substance abuse sessions, etc.)

Consider the non-resident father as a person to care for the children when the mother is
involved in a CHIPS case.

Priority for placement of children from their mother’s home should be given to the non-
resident father over other family members.

Treat all fathers (resident, non-resident, incarcerated) with respect and do not assume that
they do not love or want to be involved with their children.

Make sure that any process includes the engagement of incarcerated fathers to determine
their level of commitment regarding their children.

Ensure that fathers have the opportunity to see and be with their children.

Offer more visitation with fathers during the reunification process.

. Engage both parents, not just the parent who has physical custody, in setting up the

visitation schedule.

Ensure that children involved in CHIPS cases receive the proper psychological and
medical care that they need.

Social Workers should not impose their value system on others.

Guardian Ad Litems [sic] and others in the child protection system should not show
favoritism to either parent’s family.
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Recommendations and Report (continued)

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

Educate County Leadership regarding why it is important to have Social Workers
staff/Child Protection staff working more proactively to engage non-resident fathers
so that they can become more involved in all the activities involving their children
Intensive training of all social workers to ensure that they actively engage with all
persons once a Child Protection case starts. This would include identifying all
resident fathers, non-resident fathers (including incarcerated fathers) and keeping
them in the loop and involved throughout the process.

Train and involve County attorneys regarding working more proactively to engage
non-resident fathers at the beginning of any court involvement that involves children.
Seek advice of other parties and groups such as the Children’s Justice Initiative (CJI)
in each county and the Juvenile Justice Initiative to assist with training

ideas, procedures and processes to improve the engagement of non-resident fathers.
Review the state and county’s license and monitor foster homes to improve the care
of children that do go into foster care.

County staff and Minnesota Department of Human Services (DHS) staff should not
automatically disqualify a relative from being a foster parent when background
checks uncover old convictions, arrests, etc., particularly when the case has no
relevance to whether the person would be a good foster parent. This would prevent
the traumatizing of children by removing them from family members and familiar
surroundings.

If the Minnesota Department of Human Services (DHS) or counties do not work on
remedies for people who have old arrests, etc, that are uncovered during foster parent
background checks, one should introduce legislation to change some of those
outdated rules.

Review the threshold for child abuse, and what actually constitutes child abuse
(spanking a child, or disciplining a child are many of the reasons that parents are
accused of child abuse and entered into the court system).

The state should provide monetary penalties for counties that do not improve their
engagement of non-resident fathers. A decrease in funding always gets the attention
of the county leadership who are in a position to make changes and the mindset of
those in child protection.

Introduce legislation to mandate policy changes and provide the funds to carry out
those mandates regarding the engagement of non-resident fathers.

Make it easier for fathers to have paternity testing completed.

Direct Quotes from Fathers Interviewed

1. “I’ve always been an active father because I know the importance of a child having a
father in their lives.”

2. “I got myself involved when | learned my children were in the system. | went to the court
hearings and announced myself as their father.”

3. “Why make fathers jump through hoops if they are not a placement option?”

4. “My suggestion would be [for social services] to be supportive of both parents. My
feeling is that they [social services] would rather want the parents to live with the kids.”

5. “Encourage fathers to not give up on the child protection process.”



Background Information

2009- The Chisago, Ramsey, Washington and Winona County Citizen Review Panels
conducted an ongoing quality assurance project to determine how non-custodial fathers were
identified, contacted and involved in child protection cases in their counties. They interviewed
33 people; three directors, two managers, three supervisors, 23 workers and 2 fathers. They made
recommendations to improve the involvement of non-custodial fathers. Because they had only
interviewed two fathers, these recommendations included:

e Continue to gather information in 2010 from non-custodial fathers.

April 2010 — The male members of Minnesota’s five Citizen Review Panels were asked if they
would like to serve on a time-limited committee to follow up the 2009 Involving Non-Custodial
Fathers Project by gathering more information from fathers themselves. It was understood that:
“This is not meant to be a scientific, data based research project. The purpose of this venture is to
gather fathers and informally find out from them how

those in the child protection system can facilitate fathers to be involved in child protection cases
and to be actively involved in their children’s lives.”

The following panel members participated in the meetings or focus groups with fathers:

Bob Benson, Washington County Citizen Review Panel; RD Brown and Mark Proctor, Ramsey
County Children’s Services Review Panel; Bill Allen, Rufino Magno and

Michael Thompson, Hennepin County Citizen Review Panel. Parent Leaders for Child
Protection and Safety, Charles Dixon and Kelly Brown, also participated and gathered the

Young Dads for the focus groups. Minnesota Department of Human Services’ participants were
Marvin Davis, supervisor, Adoptions Operations and Steve Johnson, consultant, Child and
Family Service Reviews.

Three meetings, two focus groups and two individual interviews with fathers took place:
e July 14, 2010 — Planning Meeting.

August 5, 2010 — Focus group with Young Dads in St. Paul.

September 9, 2010 — Follow-up with information gathered on August 5.

September 28, 2010 — Focus group with Young Dads in Minneapolis.

October 14, 2010 — Committee wrap-up meeting.

October and November 2010 — Two additional fathers, who requested to be heard, were
interviewed.

What Will Be Done with these Recommendations?

The recommendations made by the fathers at the focus groups and during the interviews will be
used to improve social work practice, policies and procedures and will be:

e Added to the report of the Minnesota Citizen Review Panels” Ongoing Quality Assurance
Review, Involving Non-Custodial Fathers in Child Protection Cases, 2009. To see the
results of that review click on the link below.

http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/main/idcplg?ldcService=GET DYNAMIC CONVERSION&RevisionSelectio
nMethod=L atestReleased&dDocName=id 000155#P46 4320
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http://www.dhs.state.mn.us/main/idcplg?IdcService=GET_DYNAMIC_CONVERSION&RevisionSelectionMethod=LatestReleased&dDocName=id_000155#P46_4320

What Will Be Done with the Recommendations? (continued)

(You may also access the Minnesota Citizen Review Panels’ 2009 Annual Report by
going to the Minnesota Department of Human Services Website, clicking on “Children”
above, clicking on “Child Protection” on the left and clicking on “Citizen Review Panels
on the left.)

2

Taken into consideration while developing the Minnesota Department of Human
Services’ formal guide for involving non-custodial fathers in child protection cases. This
guide will be made available to child protection workers, supervisors, managers and
directors across the State.

Considered during the Child and Family Service Reviews (CFSR) and Minnesota’s
Program Improvement Plan (PIP).

Included in the Minnesota Citizen Review Panels’ 2010 Annual Report and be published
on the Minnesota Department of Human Services’ Website and the State Register.

The reports and recommendations from the 2009 Involving Non-Custodial Fathers in Child
Protection Cases and the follow-up focus groups with the fathers in 2010 can be shared with
members of the community and those in the child protection system. We are available for
workshops, presentations and informal meetings. If you are interested in hearing more about
what the Minnesota Citizen Review Panel members found, their recommendations, in hearing
from some of the fathers who participated in the focus groups or want copies of the reports and
recommendations, contact Anita Keyes at the Minnesota Department of Human Services. She
can be reached via e-mail at anita.keyes@state.mn.us .
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