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Executive Summary

The 2008 Child Welfare Report describes the state of children involved in Minnesota' s child
protection response continuum during 2008 in the areas of child maltreatment
assessment/investigation, out-of-home care and adoption. It provides an overview of how children
are faring, and presents information about Minnesota’ s performance on key child welfare indicators
requested by state and federal governments.

The report has four main sections, each followed with an appendix that provides specific county or
tribal data on that section. Each section beginswith “At a Glance” to highlight key information.
Appendices with county-level data complete each section.

Section | — Child Maltreatment covers information about alleged and determined reports of child
abuse and neglect to local child welfare agencies. Data include counts of assessments and
investigations, sources of reports; prevalence of maltreatment by age, race and ethnicity; offender
relationships; and use of the Family Assessment and Traditional Investigative responses and
Structured Decision Making instruments implemented by social workers.

Section Il — Children in Out-of-home Care provides descriptive statistics on children in out-of -
home care, including gender, age, race and ethnicity; placement frequency and duration; and re-
entry and discharge.

Section 11 — Adoptions provides trend information about children under state guardianship. It
looks at the demographics of children awaiting adoption and of those adopted; the number of
children adopted; and the length of time from when children became eligible for adoption to
finalized adoption.

Section IV — Federa performance measures are included with county level datain the categories
of child safety, timeliness and permanency of reunification, timeliness of adoptions of children
discharged from foster care, achieving permanency for children in care for extended periods of
time, and placement stability.

It isimportant to note that one cannot extrapolate information from one section of the report to
another. Children who were maltreated may or may not have entered out-of-home care or been
adopted. Children who were in out-of-home care may have been in care for reasons other than
maltreatment. Not all children adopted have been maltreated.

Thisreport is provided in response to alegidlative directive. Minnesota Statutes, section 257.0725,
states: “The commissioner of human services shall publish an annual report on child maltreatment
and on children in out-of-home placement. The commissioner shall confer with counties, child
welfare organizations, child advocacy organizations, the courts, and other groups on how to
improve the content and utility of the department’s annual report. In regard to child maltreatment,
the report shall include the number and kinds of maltreatment reports received and any other data
that the commissioner determinesis appropriate to include in areport on child maltreatment. In
regard to children in out-of-home placement, the report shall include, by county and statewide,
information on legal status, living arrangement, age, sex, race, accumulated length of timein
placement, reason for most recent placement, race of family with whom placed, and other



information deemed appropriate on all children in out-of-home placement. Out-of-home placement
includes placement in any facility by an authorized child-placing agency.”

In thefirst half of 2008, the American Indian Child Welfare Initiative tribes from the Leech Lake
and White Earth Bands of Ojibwe began entering datainto SSIS for children served regarding
reports and responses to child maltreatment concerns, out-of-home care and guardianship/adoption
circumstances. Accessing SSIS for this purposeis new for Initiative members and covers only a
portion of 2008. Therefore, data should be considered preliminary and will become increasingly
robust over time.

The key findingsin this report are as follows:

Section | — Child Maltreatment

Minnesota counties, and beginning in 2008 the L eech Lake and the White Earth Bands of
Ojibwe, assessed 17,717 reports of maltreatment involving 25,204 children in 2008.

Of al maltreatment reports, 11,176 received a Family Assessment, a strengths-based and
family-focused method for working with familiesin the child protection system where no
determination of maltreatment is made.

Non-medical neglect, found in 63 percent of Family Assessments and 56 percent of
Traditional Investigations was the most common allegation of maltreatment. This includes
neglect of food, clothing or shelter, endangerment, educational neglect, abandonment and
inadequate supervision.

The need for ongoing protective services was identified in 50 percent of Traditional
Investigations and 17 percent of Family Assessments. Another 14 percent of Family
Assessments were offered optional ongoing services.

African American/Black and American Indian children had the highest rates of contact with
the child protection system. They were more than four and six and one-half times more
likely to be reported as abused or neglected than were white children, respectively.

Section Il — Children in Out-of-home Care

In 2008, 13,755 children spent some time in out-of-home care. The total number of children
who experienced out-of-home care has declined about 7 percent since 2007 and over 25
percent since 2000.

The majority of children placed were white adolescents. African American/Black and
American Indian children were represented in out-of-home care disproportionate to their
representation in the Minnesota child population. Slightly more boys than girls spent time in
placement.



Sixty-two percent of children experienced no moves whilein care in 2008. Most of the
children were placed in afamily-type setting. About 24 percent were in care for one week or
less.

About 66 percent of discharges from care involved return to their caretakers prior to
placement; another 9 percent were adopted.

Section [11 — Adoption

In 2008, 615 children came under state guardianship (became state wards) as a result of
court terminations of parental rights. Almost two-thirds of children entering guardianship
were under age 6. Just less than 50 percent of the children entering guardianship were white
(48.3 percent), followed by African American/Black children (26.3 percent).

There were 1,490 children under state guardianship at the beginning of 2008, and 1,241 at
the end of the year.

There were 757 state wards adopted in 2008. Eighty-nine percent of adopted wards were
under age 12. Over half were white (53 percent), followed by African American/Black
children (21.3 percent).

The number of state wards aging out of out-of-home care at age 18 without a permanent
home was 104. This number has increased steadily since 2000 (73).

African American/Black and American Indian children were five to eight times more likely
than their white counterparts to be state wards who were adopted from guardianship. Asian
children were less likely than white children to be represented in this population.

Section |V — Federal Performance Measures

Minnesota met the national standards on safety measures about recurrence of maltreatment
and maltreatment in foster care.

Child welfare agencies excelled in the area of timeliness of reunification of childrenin
placement with primary caretakers, however failed to meet the national standard for the rate
of re-entry into foster care (26.1 percent).

Placement stability for children met the national standard for those placed less than one year
with 86.1 percent of children in two or fewer settings while in out-of-home care.

For children achieving permanency through adoption, child welfare agencies concluded the
process in atimely manner with 50.3 percent of adopteesin care for less than two years
prior to adoption. Minnesota did not meet national standards for permanency for older
children and those in care for long periods of time.
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Introduction

The datain this section describe alleged and determined incidents of child maltreatment assessed
in Minnesota in calendar year 2008. Specifically, the data show the number of maltreatment
reports, the number of child victims, the types and severity of maltreatment, recurrence and re-
reporting of maltreatment, what services were recommended, and what actions were taken. It also
looks at other information such as the age and race/ethnicity of victims and their relationship to
offenders.

Unless otherwise specified, a child was counted as a “ subject of areport” each time she was
included in amaltreatment assessment or investigation in 2008. However, if the counts were
specified as “unique,” a child was only counted once in the specified category no matter how
many times she was assessed during the year.

The 2000 census changed the way race and ethnicity data are reported. Individuals may indicate
they belong to more than one race. Hispanic ethnicity is specified separately from race. This report
organizes data in the same manner as the census. For example, children may be counted in their
racial group or as having more than one race. They may also claim Hispanic ethnicity.

Anyone can and should report a suspected incident of child maltreatment. Some professionals,
such as those working directly with children, are mandated reporter s and must report to local
child protective servicesif they observe or receive information about an abuse and/or neglect
concern. Non-mandated reportersvoluntarily provide information of known or suspected child
maltreatment to local child protection agencies.

Once areport of maltreatment is made, a screener reviews the initial information about the
concern and decides whether or not the report meets the statutory criteriafor a child protection
response. If it does, the agency determinesif the allegations require a Traditional I nvestigation
(T1) or aFamily Assessment (FA). State law indicates a Family Assessment response is preferred
practice, except in situations that include alleged egregious harm, sexual abuse and/or
maltreatment in a child daycare or foster care home. The screener also considers a history of past
reports and level of cooperation from afamily. InaTraditional I nvestigation, county/tribal child
protection workers interview persons involved with the report, including the alleged victims,
alleged offenders and family members. If there is a preponderance of evidence that a child has
been a victim of maltreatment and the harm was caused by an act, or failure to act, by a person
responsible for achild’ s care, the county/tribal child protection worker makes a deter mination
that maltreatment has occurred. In a Family Assessment no determination of maltreatment is
made. In these situations, a county or tribal worker meets with all family members together to
discuss and assess child safety concerns, and reviews the family’ s strengths and needs.

In thefirst half of 2008, the American Indian Child Welfare Initiative tribes from the Leech Lake
and White Earth Bands of Ojibwe began entering datainto SSIS for children served regarding
reports and responses to child maltreatment concerns, out-of-home care and guardianship/adoption
circumstances. Accessing SSIS for this purposeis new for Initiative members and coversonly a
portion of 2008. Therefore, data should be considered preliminary and will become increasingly
robust over time.

Section | — 2008 Child M altr eatment 3



Key findingsin this section include:

Section | — 2008 Child M altr eatment

Minnesota counties and L eech Lake and White Earth tribes accepted and assessed 17,717
reports of maltreatment involving 25,204 children in 2008.

Of al accepted maltreatment reports, 11,176 received a Family Assessment, a strengths-
based and family-focused method for working with familiesin the child protection system
where no determination of maltreatment is made.

Of the 6,541 traditionally investigated reports, maltreatment was determined to have
occurred in 3,786 reports (with 5,710 associated victims).

Non-medical neglect was the most common allegation in 63 percent of Family
Assessments and 56 percent of Traditional Investigations.

School personnel and law enforcement made over 50 percent of all maltreatment reports to
child protection.

The need for ongoing protective services was identified in 50 percent of Traditional
Investigations and 17 percent of Family Assessments. Another 14 percent of Family
Assessments were offered optional ongoing supportive services.

American Indian and African American/Black children had the highest rates of contact
with the child protection system. They were more than six and four times more likely to be
reported as abused or neglected than were white children, respectively.

About 5 percent of all determined victims had at |east one subsequent determined report of
maltreatment within six months.



Child Maltreatment Reports: Assessments and Investigations

At a Glance

e Minnesota counties and tribes assessed 17,717 reports of child maltreatment. Of these
reports, 63 percent received a Family Assessment response.

e The most common allegation of maltreatment was for non-medical neglect, followed by
physical abuse. A report may include allegations of different maltreatment types.

e Law enforcement and school personnel were the most frequent reporters of all reports
accepted for assessment or investigation.

Section | — 2008 Child M altr eatment



Table 1 includes the counts of alleged and determined child maltreatment reports and child subjects by
type of assessment. Some children were assessed more than once during the year. The "unique child
subjects of reports’ column counts them only once within the stated category. Sixty-three percent of
reports alleging maltreatment were referred to Family Assessment response, up from 60 percent in

2007. Maltreatment was determined to have occurred in 59 percent of Traditional Family

Investigations. Counties also investigate alleged maltreatment in family foster homes and daycare
homes that are county-licensed. About 29 percent of facility investigations resulted in a determination
that maltreatment had occurred. Maltreatment occurring in state-licensed residentia facilities,

institutions and daycare centers is investigated by the state Department of Human Services and is not
counted here.

Table 1. Child Maltreatment Reports and Child Subjects by Response Category

Unique child subjects of

Reports Child subjects of reports reDOrts*

Response category P
Alleged | Determined Alleged Determined Alleged Determined
Family Assessment 11,176 NA 15,537 NA 14,719 NA
Traditional Investigation 6,541 3,786 9,667 5,710 8,949 5,404
Family Investigation 6,203 3,687 9,172 5,544 8,512 5,246
Facility Investigation 338 99 495 166 483 166
Total 17,717 3,786 25,204 5,710 22,921 5,404

*Total unique child subjects do not equal the sum of children across response types
type of assessment.

Section | — 2008 Child M altr eatment
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Figure 1 shows the 2000-2008 trend in the number of maltreatment reports assessed or investigated by
counties or tribes. While there has been little change in the total number of reports, the use of Family
Assessment Response has increasingly replaced the Traditional Family Investigation. Facility

I nvestigation numbers have remained relatively stable since 2000.

Figure 1. Child Maltreatment Reports by Response Category, 2000-2008
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Figure 2 shows that non-medical neglect was the most common type of maltreatment alleged in all
reports. This category includes emotional neglect; physical neglect (food, clothing and shelter);
disregard for safety; inadequate supervision; abandonment; expulsion from home; prenatal exposure to
alcohol or drugs; educational neglect; endangerment; failure to thrive; and chronic chemical abuse.
Allegations of non-medical neglect appeared in 63 percent of Family Assessments, 56 percent of
Traditional Family Investigations, and 53 percent of facility investigations. Physical abuse allegations
appeared in 37 percent of Family Assessments, 28 percent of Traditional Investigations and 41 percent
of facility investigations. Sexual abuse allegations prompted 26 percent of Traditional Family
Investigations and 15 percent of facility investigations. By law, sexual abuse allegations must be
investigated and result in a determination of whether or not maltreatment had occurred. The 147
Family Assessment sexual abuse reports were possibly unfounded allegations of Traditional Family
Investigations that were switched to a Family Assessment response in the data system. About 1 percent
of all reports had an allegation of mental injury. Beginning in 2007, medical neglect was categorized
separately from non-medical neglect. Nearly 2 percent of all reports had an alegation of medical
neglect.

Figure 2. Reports by Maltreatment Type
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Table 2 contains the percent of investigative reports that resulted in a determination that maltreatment
had occurred. In Traditional Family Investigations, non-medical neglect allegations were the most
likely to receive a determination, followed by medical neglect. Facility investigations were less likely
to be determined, with fewer than 30 percent demonstrating sufficient evidence of maltreatment.

Table 2. Determined Family and Facility Investigations by Maltreatment Type

Traditional Family Investigation Facility Investigation
Maltreatment type
. Percent . Percent

Alleged Determined determined Alleged Determined determined
Neglect (non-medical) 3,495 2,359 67.2 179 58 32.4
Physical abuse 1,730 892 47.8 137 27 19.7
Sexual abuse 1,635 730 43.3 49 18 36.7
Mental injury 59 33 49.3 8 37.5
Medical neglect 100 58 55.2 5 40.0
Total reports* 6,203 3,687 59.4 338 99 29.3

Table 3 identifies the sources of all maltreatment reports accepted for assessment or investigation. Law
enforcement and school personnel made the highest number of reports of maltreatment to child
protection agencies. More than 70 percent of the reports were from those mandated by law to report
suspected child maltreatment. Mandated reporters include those in law enforcement, health care,
mental health, social services, education and child care, among others who work with children.

Table 3. Sources of Assessed Maltreatment Reports

Report source Reports P?é;i?,fsm
Law enforcement/courts 4,790 27.0
School personnel 4,218 23.8
Social worker/counselor 2,237 12.6
Health practitioner 1,775 10.0
Parent or relative out of the home 1,181 6.7
Friend/acquaintance/neighbor 727 4.1
Parent or relative in the home 581 3.3
Non-relative caregiver 540 3.0
Anonymous 463 2.6
Other 1,205 6.8
Total reports 17,717 100.0

Section | — 2008 Child M altr eatment



Demographics of Child Subjects

At a Glance
e About 43 percent of all children in reports of maltreatment were age 5 or younger.
e Therewere almost 2.5 times more female alleged victims of sexual abuse than male.

e Children for whom there were allegations of medical neglect were the most likely to have a
disability, with 36 percent indicating at least one diagnosed condition.

e Seventy-six percent of alleged offenders were biological parents of the child subjects.
e African American/Black and American Indian children continued to be over-represented in the
child protection system. The incidence statewide of children assessed by child protection

amongst all children was 18.3 per thousand, compared to 51.0 per thousand for African
American/Black children, and 78.5 per thousand for American Indian children.

Section | — 2008 Child M altr eatment 10



Figures 3 through 6 illustrate the numbers of children reported to child protection by age, gender and
maltreatment type. Mental injury maltreatment type is not included due to very small numbers.
Overdl, girls and boys are equally likely to be reported to child protection, but tend to be reported for
different reasons. The figures also show patterns according to age.

Figure 3 shows that infants are the most vulnerable to certain types of neglect due to the high levels of
care and supervision required for their health and safety. After infancy, the risk of a child being
reported for suspected neglect declines with age, with a notable exception at age 6, when educational
neglect reports peak. Boys slightly outnumber girls overall for non-medical neglect allegations but
only in children ages 10 and under.

Figure 3. Child Subjects of Non-medical Neglect Reports by Age and Gender
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Figure 4 shows peaksin physical abuse allegations for infants, 6-year-olds and 14-year-olds. Boys

made up 58 percent of physical abuse reportsin children under age 13, while girls appeared

more

frequently in the teenaged years. The number of boys was stable between 8 and 13 years of age before

a steady decline beginning at age 14.

Figure 4. Child Subjects of Physical Abuse Reports by Age and Gender
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Figure 5 shows that girls were almost 2.5 times more likely to be aleged victims of sexual abuse
except amongst children under the age 2, where investigations of sexual abuse allegations were
relatively rare. Boys were the subjects of sexual abuse allegations most often between 4 and 6 years of
age, after which the risk declined. The pattern of sexual abuse investigations involving girls showed
peaks at ages 5 and 14.

Figure 5. Child Subjects of Sexual Abuse Reports by Age and Gender
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Figure 6 shows that infants were at much higher risk of medical neglect than children of any other age.
Nearly 20 percent of children reported for medical neglect were under age 1.

Figure 6. Child Subjects of Medical Neglect Reports by Age and Gender
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In Figure 7, child subjects per 1,000 counts were calculated by dividing the number of unique child
subjects of reports for each race by the 2008 U.S. Census Bureau child popul ation estimate for that
race in Minnesota, then multiplying by 1,000. Table 4 shows the raw data used to calculate the rates. In
the total Minnesota child population, 18.3 children per thousand were alleged victims of child
maltreatment in 2008. African American/Black and American Indian children were more likely than
children of other races to be involved with the child protection system. They were four and six and
one-half times more likely than awhite child to be a subject of an allegation of maltreatment,
respectively. Asian children had the lowest rate of reports to child protection overall and for each
maltreatment type, while American Indian children had the highest rates overall and for each
maltreatment type. Mental injury data were excluded due to small numbers.

Figure 7. Child Subjects of Reports per 1,000 in the
Minnesota Child Population
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*The 18 unique children identified as Pacific Islander were excluded from the chart due to their small numbers. There were 2,002
unique children with a race code of “unable to determine race” which cannot be compared to population data. Seven children were
missing race data.
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Table 4. Unique Child Subjects of Reports by Race and Maltreatment Type

Race [2)8?)?1 I(;:]ii(;(rjl uz?;ile N(en%Iﬁ_Ct Physical Sexual Mgntal Medical

estimate children medical) dlouze clouze injury iz

African American/Black 85,309 4,354 3,176 1,190 330 7 77
American Indian 22,810 1,791 1,423 396 153 25 31
Asian 60,458 513 335 167 43 2 14
Pacific Islander 1,091 18 12 6 0 0 0
White 1,041,446 12,409 7,925 3,902 1,377 171 155
Two or more races 43,530 1,827 1,410 455 154 11 24
Unable to determine NA 2,002 1,448 513 165 16 29
Missing race data NA 7 6 1 0 0 0
Total children 1,254,644 22,921 15,735 6,630 2,222 232 330
Hispanic ethnicity—any race 88,366 2,625 1,718 668 217 14 26

Table 5 shows the percentage of children in al assessments and investigations by their disability status
and maltreatment allegations. While 16.4 percent of children reported to child protection had a known
disability, only an estimated 6.1 percent of the Minnesota population ages 5 to 17 years had a
disability. [U.S. Census Bureau, 2005-2007 American Community Survey.] Children for whom there
were allegations of medical neglect were the most likely to have a disability, with 35 percent indicating
one or more disabilities. Emotional and behavioral disturbances were by far the most commonly
identified disabilities, followed by developmental disabilities.

Table 5. Child Subjects of Reports by Disability Status and Maltreatment Type

Percentage with a disability

Disability status Total Neglect Physical Sexual Mental Medical

(N=22,921) (non_—meducal) abuse abuse injury neglect

(N=15,735) (N=6,630) | (N=2,222) | (N=232) (N=330)
Chemical dependency 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 1.3 0.6
Developmental disability 2.4 2.2 29 2.6 25 6.2
Emotional or behavioral disturbance 8.1 5.8 12.8 12.3 23.2 10.4
Hearing or vision impairment 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.8 1.2
Learning disability 1.1 1.1 1.4 1.1 0.8 0.6
Physical disability 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.8 5.0
Speech impairment 1.0 1.0 1.1 15 0.4 15
Other clinically diagnosed condition 2.8 2.4 3.4 3.3 1.7 125
Currently being evaluated 1.6 15 1.9 1.7 0.8 5.3
Any disability 16.4 13.4 22.0 20.2 30.0 35.9
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Table 6 shows the relationship of alleged offenders to the children in assessments and investigations.
Birth parents accounted for 76 percent of alleged offenders. Stepparents and unmarried partners of
parents followed with another 10 percent of alleged offenders.

Table 6. Relationship of Alleged Offenders to Child Subjects of Reports

Percent of

Relationship o?é:igdeec:s

(N=21,789)
Biological parent 76.0
Adoptive parent 1.4
Stepparent 4.1
Unmarried partner of parent 6.3
Legal guardian 1.1
Sibling 2.5
Other relative (non-foster parent) 3.9
Relative foster parent 0.2
Non-relative foster parent 0.5
Child daycare provider 0.9
Group home or residential facility staff 0.2
Friends or neighbors 0.4
Other 1.7
Unknown or missing 0.9

Section | — 2008 Child M altr eatment



Results of Child Protection Assessments and Investigations

At a Glance
e Therewere 18 deaths determined to be a result of maltreatment in 2008, and 46 victims with
life-threatening injuries.

e Most families (77 percent) were experiencing one or more family conditions that may have
contributed to risk of child maltreatment.

e Over 30 percent of all reports were required to be opened for ongoing services. An additional
14 percent of Family Assessments wer e offered optional supportive services.

e The most frequently recommended services to families included individual counseling,
parenting education and chemical dependency services.

e Some children were determined victims of maltreatment more than once during the calendar
year. African American/Black, American Indian, and children with two or more races had
higher rates of maltreatment recurrence than Asian or white children.

Section | — 2008 Child M altr eatment



Figure 8 shows the 2000—2008 trend in the number of deaths and life-threatening injuries found to be
the result of maltreatment by a caretaker. After adownward trend from 2000, with anotabledipin
2004 and 2005, incidents of the most serious maltreatment returned to earlier levels. Note that these
data are counted from the date that the incident was determined to be a result of maltreatment, rather
than the actual date of death.

Figure 8. Deaths and Life-threatening Injuries, 2000—2008
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Figure 9 depicts the prevalence of known family conditions identified by the social worker during the
assessment or investigation. Almost 77 percent of families were experiencing at |east one of the eight

issues shown below. Nearly 50 percent of familiesin maltreatment reports had parenting issues, while
almost 30 percent were dealing with mental health conditions.

Figure 9. Prevalence of Family Conditions
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Figure 10 shows that the majority of alleged maltreatment reports were closed after the assessment or
investigation. Protective or supportive services were required or offered in 6,599 of the 17,717
assessments and investigations (37 percent). About 50 percent of Traditional Investigations and 17
percent of Family Assessments were identified as needing further protective services. Optional
supportive services were recommended or offered to 14 percent of families who received a Family
Assessment response.

Figure 10. Referrals for Ongoing Case Management Services by Response Category

B Supportive services offered
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Figure 11 identifies the frequency at which the assessment/investigation worker recommended
different services. Almost 35 percent of families were recommended to receive mental health services
or individual counseling.

Figure 11. Recommended Services
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The assessment/investigation process includes use of the Structured Decision Making— Family Risk
Assessment (SDM-FRA) instrument to determine the risk of future child maltreatment in the family.
Thisrisk is determined based on quantifying and weighting observations of family conditions such as
past child protection involvement, parental characteristics, domestic violence, and vulnerability of the
child. The purpose of the risk assessment is to determine the family’ s need for ongoing services or
monitoring. Families with lower risk of maltreatment tended to be assigned to a Family Assessment
more often than Traditional Investigation. Figure 12 illustrates this difference.

Figure 12. SDM Risk Level by Response Category
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Percent of Determined Victims

In Figure 13, of al victimsin determined investigations between July 1, 2007, and December 31, 2007,
5.1 percent had a subsequent determined report of maltreatment within six months. A child was more
likely to be re-reported within six months due to child protective services monitoring of the family,
unresolved family conditions, or heightened surveillance of ongoing maltreatment by mandated
reporters. African American/Black determined victims had the highest six-month recurrence rate at 8.1
percent. These data should be read with caution because of the smaller numbersin both the numerators
and denominators. Table 7 includes the raw data.

Figure 13. Six- and 12-month Maltreatment Recurrence Rate by Race
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Table 7. Six- and 12-month Maltreatment Recurrence Rate by Race

Determined Victims— Percent Victims— Percent

Race victims recurrence re_cu_rrin_g recurrence re_cu_rring

7/1/2007— within six within six within 12 within 12

12/31/2007 months months months months
African American/Black 654 53 8.1 86 13.1
American Indian 207 12 5.8 30 14.5
Asian 76 3 3.9 3 3.9
Pacific Islander 3 0 0.0 0 0.0
White 1,575 59 3.7 91 5.8
Two or more races 257 17 6.6 30 11.7
Unable to determine 166 7 4.2 9 5.4
Total 2,938 151 5.1 249 8.5
Hispanic ethnicity—any race 332 12 3.6 19 5.7
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Family Assessment does not result in a determination of maltreatment; therefore, the safety

performance measure of repeat maltreatment did not apply to 63 percent of children who received an

assessment in response to areport alleging child abuse or neglect. Table 8 and the corresponding tables
in the Appendix refer to the rate of re-reporting that can be applied across Traditional Investigation and

Family Assessment for purposes of monitoring the effectiveness of interventions as aresult of initial
and subsequent reports of maltreatment. Children initially seen in Family Assessments had a slightly

lower rate of re-report than did those in Traditional Family Investigations. Children who were the
subjects of facility investigations had a much lower rate of re-report.

Table 8. Six- and 12-month Re-reporting Rate by Response Category

Total unique Percent Percent
. Re-reported Re-reported
Response tvpe children within six re-reported within 12 re-reported
P yp 7/1/2007— popltettive within six ot within 12
12/31/2007 months months
Family Assessment 7,201 637 8.8 1,106 15.4
Traditional Family Investigation 4,689 446 9.5 730 15.6
Facility Investigation 345 16 4.6 27 7.8
Total* 12,015 1,063 8.8 1,809 15.1

*Total is less than the sum of each response type as children may have been in more than one response type.
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Federal Performance Indicators

Minnesota counties began using performance indicators in 1998 to measure how well the state' s child

welfare system was protecting children at risk of abuse and neglect, and how well the system was
providing permanent homes. This section provides statewide performance on two federal indicators

that pertain to child maltreatment and protection. The national standards for these measures were
established by the federal Department of Health and Human Services in 2001.

percent were the subjects of determined maltreatment by a foster parent or
facility staff?

(42 of 13,755)

Federal Performance Indicators Minnesota Federal
results, 2008 standards

Federal Indicator 1.1 Maltreatment Recurrence
Of all children who were victims of substantiated child abuse/neglect during the 5.1% 6.1
last six months of the prior calendar year, what percent did not have another (151 of 2,938) -7
substantiated/determined report within six months?
Federal Indicator 2.1 Child Abuse/Neglect in Foster Care
Of all children who were served in foster care during the reporting period, what 0.31% 0.57%
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American Indian Child Welfare Initiative data

In the first half of 2008, the American Indian Child Welfare Initiative tribes from the Leech Lake and
White Earth Bands of Ojibwe began entering datainto SSIS for children served regarding reports and
responses to child maltreatment concerns, out-of-home care and guardianship/adoption circumstances.
Accessing SSIS for this purpose is new for Initiative members and covers only a portion of 2008.
Therefore, data should be considered preliminary and will become increasingly robust over time.
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Child Subjects of Maltreatment Reports per 1,000 in the Child Population

. . Traditional Traditional
Ch'ld_ Total iy Investigation— Investigation—
County/Tribe @z, Assessment Alleged Determined
2008

(estimated) Unique Children Unique Children Unique Children Unique Children

children per 1000 children per 1000 children | per 1000 children per 1000

Aitkin 2,970 72 24.2 53 17.8 19 6.4 16 54
Anoka 85,016 1,004 11.8 554 6.5 469 55 293 3.4
Becker 7,343 328 44.7 126 17.2 211 28.7 102 13.9
Beltrami 11,167 228 20.4 97 8.7 147 13.2 77 6.9
Benton 9,974 145 14.5 96 9.6 50 5.0 32 3.2
Big Stone 1,046 44 42.1 13 12.4 35 33.5 24 22.9
Blue Earth 12,010 254 21.1 127 10.6 138 115 87 7.2
Brown 5,431 144 26.5 99 18.2 62 11.4 45 8.3
Carlton 7,551 98 13.0 68 9.0 30 4.0 18 24
Carver 25,342 280 11.0 186 7.3 100 3.9 59 2.3
Cass 6,278 204 32.5 188 29.9 20 3.2 5 0.8
Chippewa 2,793 35 12.5 33 11.8 2 0.7 2 0.7
Chisago 13,182 178 135 129 9.8 50 3.8 19 1.4
Clay 12,405 294 23.7 203 16.4 97 7.8 58 4.7
Clearwater 1,891 80 42.3 59 31.2 32 16.9 22 11.6
Cook 951 15 15.8 11 11.6 5 5.3 4 4.2
Cottonwood 2,644 52 19.7 29 11.0 23 8.7 13 4.9
Crow Wing 14,012 210 15.0 164 11.7 49 35 23 1.6
Dakota 103,648 1,737 16.8 1,010 9.7 772 7.4 354 34
Dodge 5,262 92 17.5 68 12.9 24 4.6 18 34
Douglas 7,441 188 25.3 115 15.5 78 10.5 34 4.6
Fillmore 4,811 78 16.2 60 12.5 18 3.7 11 2.3
Freeborn 6,590 103 15.6 74 11.2 30 4.6 6 0.9
Goodhue 10,439 98 9.4 67 6.4 34 3.3 17 1.6
Grant 1,193 19 15.9 14 11.7 5 4.2 2 1.7
Hennepin 267,430 5,920 22.1 3,634 13.6 2,505 9.4 1,761 6.6
Houston 4,237 48 11.3 36 8.5 12 2.8 4 0.9
Hubbard 3,939 94 23.9 65 16.5 30 7.6 15 3.8
Isanti 9,322 112 12.0 82 8.8 34 3.6 27 2.9
Itasca 9,245 204 22.1 102 11.0 110 11.9 60 6.5
Jackson 2,142 82 38.3 62 28.9 22 10.3 12 5.6
Kanabec 3,616 81 22.4 72 19.9 12 3.3 4 1.1
Kandiyohi 9,731 282 29.0 132 13.6 158 16.2 94 9.7
Kittson 880 23 26.1 20 22.7 3 34 3 34
Koochiching 2,621 113 43.1 91 34.7 36 13.7 9 34
Lac qui Parle 1,412 19 135 18 12.7 2 1.4 1 0.7
Lake 1,969 39 19.8 31 15.7 8 4.1 6 3.0
Lake of the Woods 760 20 26.3 15 19.7 6 7.9 5 6.6
Le Sueur 6,624 99 14.9 58 8.8 45 6.8 26 3.9
McLeod 9,368 183 19.5 114 12.2 72 7.7 33 3.5
Mahnomen 1,430 25 17.5 19 13.3 6 4.2 3 2.1
Marshall 1,957 70 35.8 59 30.1 12 6.1 4 2.0
Meeker 5,517 46 8.3 21 3.8 26 4.7 13 2.4
Mille Lacs 6,212 176 28.3 92 14.8 88 14.2 57 9.2
Morrison 7,864 140 17.8 116 14.8 25 3.2 20 2.5
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Child Subjects of Maltreatment Reports per 1,000 in the Child Population (continued)

) . Traditional Traditional
Ch'ld_ Total A et ¢ Investigation— Investigation—
County/Tribe pODZU(;glgon, ssessmen alleged determined

(estimated) Unique Children Unique Children Unique Children Unique Children

children per 1000 children per 1000 children per 1000 children per 1000

Mower 9,202 167 18.1 124 13.5 50 54 28 3.0
Nicollet 6,928 106 15.3 69 10.0 43 6.2 29 4.2
Nobles 5,373 79 14.7 59 11.0 20 3.7 16 3.0
Norman 1,417 29 20.5 26 18.3 3 2.1 2 1.4
Olmsted 35,970 619 17.2 578 16.1 48 1.3 21 0.6
Otter Tail 11,679 277 23.7 179 15.3 108 9.2 46 3.9
Pennington 3,132 25 8.0 18 5.7 7 2.2 4 1.3
Pine 6,040 222 36.8 144 23.8 86 14.2 51 8.4
Pipestone 2,166 60 27.7 46 21.2 15 6.9 4 1.8
Polk 6,813 326 47.8 289 42.4 64 9.4 36 5.3
Pope 2,192 64 29.2 50 22.8 17 7.8 12 5.5
Ramsey 121,768 1,564 12.8 802 6.6 801 6.6 561 4.6
Red Lake 847 9 10.6 3 3.5 6 7.1 5 5.9
Redwood 3,601 82 22.8 53 14.7 31 8.6 20 5.6
Renville 3,683 32 8.7 11 3.0 21 5.7 16 4.3
Rice 13,972 255 18.3 205 14.7 65 4.7 45 3.2
Rock 2,250 11 4.9 5 2.2 6 2.7 1 0.4
Roseau 4,060 10 2.5 7 1.7 3 0.7 3 0.7
St. Louis 38,541 1,389 36.0 1,016 26.4 439 11.4 218 5.7
Scott 38,355 378 9.9 228 5.9 154 4.0 78 2.0
Sherburne 24,251 252 10.4 172 7.1 87 3.6 56 2.3
Sibley 3,715 76 20.5 45 12.1 34 9.2 16 4.3
Stearns 33,301 337 10.1 239 7.2 101 3.0 71 2.1
Steele 9,260 149 16.1 121 13.1 30 3.2 18 1.9
Stevens 1,801 43 23.9 25 13.9 24 13.3 7 3.9
Swift 2,125 100 47.1 74 34.8 32 15.1 25 11.8
Todd 5,523 118 21.4 101 18.3 19 3.4 10 1.8
Traverse 714 17 23.8 12 16.8 6 8.4 5 7.0
Wabasha 4,883 62 12.7 51 10.4 12 2.5 11 2.3
Wadena 3,067 110 35.9 75 24.5 36 11.7 25 8.2
Waseca 4,560 72 15.8 44 9.6 29 6.4 21 4.6
Washington 59,556 706 11.9 369 6.2 361 6.1 160 2.7
Watonwan 2,728 28 10.3 22 8.1 7 2.6 2 0.7
Wilkin 1,444 26 18.0 25 17.3 1 0.7 1 0.7
Winona 9,565 168 17.6 123 12.9 55 5.8 34 3.6
Wright 34,184 428 12.5 274 8.0 157 4.6 104 3.0
Yellow Medicine 2,163 30 13.9 24 11.1 7 3.2 5 23
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 8,758 111 12.7 97 11.1 16 1.8 6 0.7
Faribault-Martin 7,391 338 45.7 227 30.7 125 16.9 67 9.1
Leech Lake* 3,246 140 43.1 105 32.3 48 14.8 32 9.9
White Earth* 2,903 150 51.7 100 34.4 63 21.7 34 11.7
Minnesota 1,254,644 22,921 18.3 14,719 11.7 8,949 7.1 5,404 4.3

*There are no 2008 child population estimates for Indian reservations in Minnesota

. As a proxy, the 2000 U.S. Census numbers for American Indian

children residing on the Leech Lake and White Earth reservations were used. The Leech Lake reservation has land in Cass, Itasca, Beltrami and
Hubbard Counties. The White Earth reservation overlaps Mahnomen, Becker and Clearwater Counties.
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State Safety Indicator 4.3: Child Protection Services Needed or Supportive Services Offered
What were the number and percent of Family Assessments (FA) where child protection services were needed or
optional supportive services offered? What were the number and percent of Traditional Investigations (T1) where child
protective services were needed?
FA— Percent
County/Tribe T 5 | Paeelns FPEL%EF?; suppqrtive supp(_)rtive alllggtijl TI #:l—?sg F'I)'(Ief(:;;nst
reports needed services services
needed offered offered reports needed needed

Aitkin 37 15 40.5 0.0 14 11 78.6
Anoka 463 14 3.0 83 17.9 356 116 32.6
Becker 84 23 27.4 6 7.1 129 70 54.3
Beltrami 69 15 21.7 8 11.6 92 45 48.9
Benton 85 17 20.0 9 10.6 40 28 70.0
Big Stone 9 4 44.4 0.0 24 13 54.2
Blue Earth 80 16 20.0 8 10.0 118 56 47.5
Brown 76 18 23.7 4 5.3 55 39 70.9
Carlton 48 25 52.1 2 4.2 20 11 55.0
Carver 148 52 35.1 10 6.8 71 33 46.5
Cass 139 24 17.3 4 2.9 13 4 30.8
Chippewa 23 10 43.5 3 13.0 2 2 100.0
Chisago 105 33 31.4 6 5.7 40 9 22.5
Clay 146 27 18.5 10 6.8 76 45 59.2
Clearwater 46 5 10.9 3 6.5 25 10 40.0
Cook 8 6 75.0 0.0 3 2 66.7
Cottonwood 19 3 15.8 1 5.3 18 9 50.0
Crow Wing 114 45 39.5 7 6.1 41 15 36.6
Dakota 823 75 9.1 167 20.3 603 169 28.0
Dodge 45 10 22.2 4 8.9 17 4 23.5
Douglas 84 21 25.0 0.0 58 27 46.6
Fillmore 46 13 28.3 0.0 10 3 30.0
Freeborn 55 12 21.8 9 16.4 16 6 375
Goodhue 56 9 16.1 5 8.9 25 9 36.0
Grant 8 3 375 0.0 4 0.0
Hennepin 2,756 9 0.3 707 25.7 1,809 976 54.0
Houston 31 14 45.2 4 12.9 10 5 50.0
Hubbard 63 13 20.6 0.0 20 7 35.0
Isanti 71 23 324 0.0 23 13 56.5
Itasca 64 10 15.6 3 4.7 82 43 52.4
Jackson 40 17 42.5 1 2.5 18 13 72.2
Kanabec 62 25 40.3 4 6.5 6 2 33.3
Kandiyohi 81 6 7.4 11 13.6 104 46 44.2
Kittson 7 2 28.6 2 28.6 1 1 100.0
Koochiching 92 21 22.8 2 2.2 35 6 17.1
Lac qui Parle 14 5 35.7 0.0 2 0.0
Lake 18 11 61.1 1 5.6 5 3 60.0
Lake of the Woods 10 7 70.0 1 10.0 4 2 50.0
Le Sueur 44 4 9.1 2 4.5 33 15 45.5
McLeod 75 16 21.3 5 6.7 51 17 33.3
Mahnomen 12 9 75.0 0.0 6 3 50.0
Marshall 46 12 26.1 3 6.5 9 1 11.1
Meeker 21 8 38.1 1 4.8 26 7 26.9
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Child Protection Services Needed or Supportive Services Offered (continued)

FA-

Percent

County/Tribe vetel =k FACPS EX[?;; suppc_)rtive suppc_)rtive all-elz—g(t;(iil TI ¢:|_eg§g Eﬁi((::egst
reports needed services services
needed offered offered reports needed needed
Mille Lacs 59 20 33.9 1 1.7 66 28 42.4
Morrison 85 28 32.9 19 22.4 20 11 55.0
Mower 86 13 15.1 14 16.3 33 20 60.6
Nicollet 55 1 1.8 4 7.3 45 29 64.4
Nobles 41 10 24.4 0.0 16 8 50.0
Norman 26 8 30.8 7 26.9 3 0.0
Olmsted 400 127 31.8 41 10.3 45 18 40.0
Otter Tail 135 57 42.2 1 0.7 75 41 54.7
Pennington 11 5 45.5 1 9.1 6 1 16.7
Pine 98 31 31.6 9 9.2 53 35 66.0
Pipestone 36 14 38.9 0.0 12 5 41.7
Polk 212 56 26.4 42 19.8 45 21 46.7
Pope 36 21 58.3 2 5.6 13 8 61.5
Ramsey 666 120 18.0 81 12.2 580 339 58.4
Red Lake 2 1 50.0 0.0 3 3 100.0
Redwood 35 10 28.6 2 5.7 21 13 61.9
Renville 6 5 83.3 0.0 16 7 43.8
Rice 157 38 24.2 3 1.9 43 26 60.5
Rock 4 1 25.0 0.0 5 0.0
Roseau 4 3 75.0 0.0 3 3 100.0
St. Louis 764 115 15.1 73 9.6 310 148 47.7
Scott 171 33 19.3 0.0 110 39 355
Sherburne 137 26 19.0 13 9.5 75 34 45.3
Sibley 31 5 16.1 0.0 24 14 58.3
Stearns 177 30 16.9 8 4.5 78 38 48.7
Steele 97 39 40.2 7 7.2 26 21 80.8
Stevens 19 5 26.3 1 5.3 20 14 70.0
Swift 43 23 53.5 0.0 25 13 52.0
Todd 77 34 44.2 3 3.9 15 8 53.3
Traverse 10 2 20.0 2 20.0 2 1 50.0
Wabasha 38 10 26.3 5 13.2 9 6 66.7
Wadena 51 21 41.2 0.0 21 10 47.6
Waseca 35 11 314 7 20.0 25 11 44.0
Washington 284 23 8.1 59 20.8 252 99 39.3
Watonwan 19 3 15.8 7 36.8 7 3 42.9
Wilkin 18 8 44.4 0.0 1 0.0
Winona 109 20 18.3 0.0 43 23 53.5
Wright 210 37 17.6 61 29.0 108 39 36.1
Yellow Medicine 18 13 72.2 1 5.6 5 3 60.0
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 104 40 38.5 4 3.8 16 6 375
Faribault-Martin 143 41 28.7 0.0 90 44 48.9
Leech Lake 73 35 47.9 1 1.4 28 24 85.7
White Earth 71 42 59.2 4 5.6 34 18 52.9
Minnesota 11,176 1,892 16.9 1,579 14.1 6,541 3,128 47.8
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Maltreatment Recurrence
Of all who were victims of determined maltreatment during the last six months of 2007, what number had
another determined report within six and 12 months?

Unique Victims— Percent Victims— Percent

CountyTribe | FO o | Withinsx | withinsb | withinlz | within 1

12/31/07 months months months months
Aitkin 18 0 0.0 0 0.0
Anoka 170 3 1.8 5 2.9
Becker 51 4 7.8 11 21.6
Beltrami 41 0 0.0 4 9.8
Benton 17 0 0.0 0 0.0
Big Stone 3 0 0.0 1 33.3
Blue Earth 57 2 3.5 4 7.0
Brown 39 1 2.6 1 2.6
Carlton 8 0 0.0 0 0.0
Carver 27 3 11.1 4 14.8
Cass 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Chippewa 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Chisago 6 0 0.0 0 0.0
Clay 29 1 3.4 2 6.9
Clearwater 5 0 0.0 0 0.0
Cook 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Cottonwood 4 1 25.0 1 25.0
Crow Wing 12 0 0.0 0 0.0
Dakota 167 14 8.4 16 9.6
Dodge 8 0 0.0 0 0.0
Douglas 26 0 0.0 1 3.8
Fillmore 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Freeborn 28 0 0.0 0 0.0
Goodhue 10 0 0.0 0 0.0
Grant 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Hennepin 883 71 8.0 107 12.1
Houston 5 0 0.0 0 0.0
Hubbard 7 0 0.0 0 0.0
Isanti 22 0 0.0 0 0.0
Itasca 28 1 3.6 2 7.1
Jackson 5 0 0.0 0 0.0
Kanabec 6 0 0.0 0 0.0
Kandiyohi 44 2 4.5 3 6.8
Kittson 0 NA NA NA NA
Koochiching 3 0 0.0 0 0.0
Lac qui Parle 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Lake 3 0 0.0 0 0.0
Lake of the Woods 4 0 0.0 0 0.0
Le Sueur 13 0 0.0 0 0.0
McLeod 28 4 14.3 4 14.3
Mahnomen 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Marshall 4 0 0.0 0 0.0
Meeker 4 0 0.0 0 0.0
Mille Lacs 30 0 0.0 0 0.0
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Maltreatment Recurrence (continued)

Unique Victims— Percent Victims— Percent

CountyTribe | oo | Withinsix | withinsi | withinlz | within 1

12/31/07 months months months months
Morrison 14 0 0.0 0 0.0
Mower 20 1 5.0 1 5.0
Nicollet 16 0 0.0 0 0.0
Nobles 6 0 0.0 0 0.0
Norman 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Olmsted 22 0 0.0 0 0.0
Otter Tail 53 3 5.7 3 5.7
Pennington 7 0 0.0 0 0.0
Pine 18 0 0.0 1 5.6
Pipestone 6 0 0.0 0 0.0
Polk 24 1 4.2 1 4.2
Pope 7 1 14.3 1 14.3
Ramsey 277 11 4.0 29 10.5
Red Lake 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Redwood 9 1 11.1 1 11.1
Renville 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Rice 32 0 0.0 3 9.4
Rock 1 0 0.0 0 0.0
Roseau 1 0 0.0 0 0.0
St. Louis 125 11 8.8 15 12.0
Scott 89 0 0.0 4 45
Sherburne 54 2 3.7 3 5.6
Sibley 9 0 0.0 0 0.0
Stearns 33 0 0.0 0 0.0
Steele 10 0 0.0 1 10.0
Stevens 2 0 0.0 1 50.0
Swift 6 1 16.7 2 33.3
Todd 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Traverse 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Wabasha 0 NA NA NA NA
Wadena 5 0 0.0 0 0.0
Waseca 8 0 0.0 0 0.0
Washington 78 4 5.1 5 6.4
Watonwan 9 0 0.0 1 11.1
Wilkin 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Winona 29 0 0.0 1 3.4
Wright 53 2 3.8 2 3.8
Yellow Medicine 1 0 0.0 0 0.0
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 6 0 0.0 0 0.0
Faribault-Martin 64 6 9.4 8 12.5
Leech Lake 0 NA NA NA NA
White Earth 3 0 0.0 0 0.0
Minnesota 2,938 151 5.1 249 8.5
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Child Subjects of Reports Re-reported for Alleged Maltreatment within Six and 12
Months of an Assessment or Investigation

Of all who were child subjects of a maltreatment report during the last six months of 2007, what number were
in another maltreatment report within six and 12 months?

Unique child Child subjects— Percent Child subjects— Percent
County/Tribe subjects of re-_report_ed re-_re_port_ed re-_rep_orted re-rep_orted

reports 7/1/07- within six within six within 12 within 12

12/31/07 months months months months
Aitkin 46 1 2.2 6 13.0
Anoka 588 23 3.9 56 9.5
Becker 151 18 11.9 37 24.5
Beltrami 155 16 10.3 28 18.1
Benton 61 2 3.3 9 14.8
Big Stone 11 3 27.3 6 54.5
Blue Earth 154 11 7.1 18 11.7
Brown 91 9 9.9 15 16.5
Carlton 41 3 7.3 3 7.3
Carver 141 12 8.5 21 14.9
Cass 97 4 4.1 12 12.4
Chippewa 22 0 0.0 0 0.0
Chisago 90 3 3.3 9 10.0
Clay 127 11 8.7 23 18.1
Clearwater 41 9 22.0 13 317
Cook 7 0 0.0 0 0.0
Cottonwood 31 1 3.2 2 6.5
Crow Wing 113 8 7.1 17 15.0
Dakota 796 86 10.8 122 15.3
Dodge 51 3 5.9 8 15.7
Douglas 88 3 3.4 10 114
Fillmore 29 4 13.8 4 13.8
Freeborn 74 3 4.1 10 13.5
Goodhue 62 3 4.8 6 9.7
Grant 6 0 0.0 0 0.0
Hennepin 3,373 358 10.6 575 17.0
Houston 49 11 22.4 13 26.5
Hubbard 52 2 3.8 6 11.5
Isanti 50 1 2.0 1 2.0
Itasca 77 4 5.2 10 13.0
Jackson 29 4 13.8 4 13.8
Kanabec 42 1 2.4 3 7.1
Kandiyohi 159 15 9.4 17 10.7
Kittson 3 0 0.0 0 0.0
Koochiching 5 0 0.0 0 0.0
Lac qui Parle 7 0 0.0 1 14.3
Lake 15 1 6.7 3 20.0
Lake of the Woods 7 1 14.3 1 14.3
Le Sueur 66 1 15 1 15
McLeod 109 9 8.3 19 17.4
Mahnomen 26 2 7.7 2 7.7
Marshall 18 2 11.1 2 11.1
Meeker 22 2 9.1 2 9.1
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Child Subjects of Reports Re-reported for Alleged Maltreatment within Six and 12
Months of an Assessment or Investigation (continued)
Unique child Child subjects— Percent Child subjects— Percent
County/Tribe subjects of re-_report_ed retreport_ed re-_reported re-_rep_orted
reports 7/1/07- within six within six within 12 within 12
12/31/07 months months months months

Mille Lacs 95 6 6.3 9 9.5
Morrison 62 4 6.5 8 12.9
Mower 101 5 5.0 13 12.9
Nicollet 47 8 17.0 10 21.3
Nobles 35 0 0.0 4 114
Norman 9 2 22.2 3 33.3
Olmsted 424 37 8.7 65 15.3
Otter Tail 133 31 23.3 37 27.8
Pennington 21 0 0.0 1 4.8
Pine 114 9 7.9 16 14.0
Pipestone 16 3 18.8 3 18.8
Polk 145 15 10.3 30 20.7
Pope 32 0 0.0 2 6.3
Ramsey 946 33 35 69 7.3
Red Lake 2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Redwood 43 6 14.0 6 14.0
Renville 24 0 0.0 0 0.0
Rice 144 18 12.5 30 20.8
Rock 10 0 0.0 0 0.0
Roseau 8 1 125 3 37.5
St. Louis 641 46 7.2 94 14.7
Scott 187 18 9.6 29 15.5
Sherburne 100 3 3.0 10 10.0
Sibley 27 1 3.7 2 7.4
Stearns 141 8 5.7 20 14.2
Steele 91 5 5.5 9 9.9
Stevens 12 0 0.0 0 0.0
Swift 44 3 6.8 10 22.7
Todd 71 2 2.8 5 7.0
Traverse 23 1 4.3 1 4.3
Wabasha 32 3 9.4 5 15.6
Wadena 36 0 0.0 3 8.3
Waseca 52 3 5.8 9 17.3
Washington 324 21 6.5 39 12.0
Watonwan 25 1 4.0 3 12.0
Wilkin 14 0 0.0 1 7.1
Winona 122 15 12.3 32 26.2
Wright 221 20 9.0 43 19.5
Yellow Medicine 19 0 0.0 1 5.3
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 89 12 135 18 20.2
Faribault-Martin 188 26 13.8 33 17.6
Leech Lake 0 NA NA NA NA
White Earth 27 1 3.7 1 3.7
Minnesota 12,015 1,063 8.8 1,809 15.1
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Introduction

This section focuses on children in out-of-home placement. The terms “ out-of-home placement,”
“out-of-home care,” “foster care,” and “in care” are used interchangeably in thisreport. All terms
refer to children who experienced one or more days in a placement setting outside of their
original home during the 2008 calendar year. Various tables and figures feature data about child
demographics, removal episodes out of the original home, number of placement settings within a
removal episode, length of time in care, reasons for entry, discharge and re-entriesinto care.
Comparisons are made to the child population by race in Minnesota to understand if there are
racia disparitiesin numbers of children in placement.

An episode of care is defined as an entry into, and an ultimate discharge from, out-of-home care.
An episode could have more than one living arrangement, called a “placement setting.” A child
may experience one or more placement locations, or “moves,” which may occur in different
types of settingsin a given episode.

A child in the custody of the county or tribe may have spent time in other settings during an
episode of out-of-home care such as summer camp, hospital, atrial home visit, boarding school,
non-custodial parent’s home, job corps or an unauthorized absence. These locations, and daysin
these locations, are not included in the listing or the sum of daysin placement settings. However,
these locations and days are included within the start and end dates of an episode of care. A
discharge from care occurs when a child is no longer in the legal custody of the county or tribe.

Key findings in this section include:

e In 2008, 13,755 children spent some time in out-of-home care. The total number of
children who experienced out-of-home care has declined about 7 percent since 2007 and
more than 25 percent since 2000.

e The majority in placement were white adolescents. African American/Black and
American Indian children were represented in out-of-home care disproportionate to their
representation in the Minnesota child population. Slightly more boys than girls spent time
in care.

e Approximately 59 percent of reasons offered for entry into care were solely related to
children’s parents. Twenty-eight percent were attributed to children’ s behavior or
substance abuse.

e Sixty-two percent of children experienced no moves while in carein 2008. Most of the
children were placed in afamily type setting. About 24 percent were in care for one week
or less.

e About 66 percent of discharges from care involved return to the caretakers prior to
placement; another 9 percent were adopted.

Note that percent columns may not total 100 percent due to rounding issues.

Section Il —2008 Children in Out-of-home Care 4



Total Children in Out-of-home Care

Table 1 showsthat in 2008, 13,755 children experienced 14,979 episodes of removal from home for
placement in out-of-home care. The number of children in care at the end of 2008 (6,178) was about 9
percent less than the beginning of 2008 (6,778).

Table 1. Flow of Children in Out-of-home Care

Children Episodes
Entered care 7,272 8,200
Continued in care (from prior year) 6,778 6,779
Left care 8,120 8,794
Remained in care (at year end) 6,178 6,185
Total unique children/episodes* 13,755 14,979

*Children and episodes may be counted in more than one category. Numbers of children
and episodes for continuing in care and remaining in care should match, but do not due to
data entry errors.

Figure 1 shows that the number of children experiencing out-of-home care decreased dramatically
from 2000 to 2004, and remained stable until a 7 percent decline during 2008.

Figure 1. Total Children in Out-of-home Care, 2000-2008
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Gender, Age and Race of Children in Out-of-home Care

At a Glance

Boys were more likely than girls to spend time in out-of-home care.
e The majority of children in care were adolescents.

e Trends show decreasing numbers of children age 8 and older placed out-of-home, while
placements of younger children have increased slightly since 2000.

e The majority of children in out-of-home care were white; however, African American/Black and
American Indian children continued to be over-represented in out-of-home placements relative to
their proportionsin the child population.

Section Il —2008 Children in Out-of-home Care



Figure 2 reveals that overall, boys made up 56 percent of children in out-of-home care in 2008.
Sixteen- and 17-year-olds were the largest segment of both boys and girls removed from their homes.
These primarily represent placementsin juvenile correctional settings. Boys and girls had similar rates
of placement until age 10, when boys became increasingly more at risk, relative to girls. Due to their
vulnerability and dependence on others for basic needs and supervision, children under 3 years of age
were at higher risk of placement than other children under age 12.

Figure 2. Children in Out-of-home Care by Age and Gender
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Figure 3 shows the relative size of three age groups in out-of-home care. Adolescents comprised the
majority of children placed out-of-home.

Figure 3. Children in Out-of-home Care by Age Group
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Figure 4 graphs the trend by age group since 2000. Children in the birth—7 age group have trended
upward slightly since 2000, while 8-12-year-olds and those aged 13 and older have decreased by 43
percent and 32 percent, respectively.

Figure 4. Children in Out-of-home Care by Age Group, 2000-2008
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Table 2 illustrates the change in the foster care population in each age group from 2000-2008. The
most dramatic declines were seen for 8-12-year-olds in 2003, 2004 and 2008. Children 13 and older
also had a prominent decline in 2003 followed by smaller, yet noticeable declinesin 2004 and 2008.

Table 2. Children in Out-of-home Care by Age Group,
Annual Percentage Change, 2000-2008

Age group 2000 to 2001 to 2002 to 2003 to 2004 to 2005 to 2006 to 2007 to
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Birth—7 -3.1% 2.7% -1.0% 1.1% 9.2% 2.6% 1.2% -6.2%
8-12 -6.3% -6.2% -11.3% -14.1% -0.1% -4.4% -3.8% -7.6%
13 or older -4.8% -2.8% -15.3% -7.2% 0.0% 0.2% 1.0% -7.4%
Total change -4.7% -2.2% -11.1% -6.1% 2.5% 0.3% 0.2% -7.1%
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In Table 3, rates per thousand were calculated by dividing the number of unique children in care for
each race by the 2008 U.S. Census Bureau child population estimate for that race in Minnesota, then
multiplying by 1,000. The rates show that American Indian, African American and children of two or
more races are respectively 12, five and four times more likely than awhite child to be placed out of
home. There have not been observable trends in out-of-home care by race in recent years.

Table 3. Children in Out-of-home Care per 1,000
in the Child Population by Race

Total Minnesota child

Race children in population, 2008 REID T GEMe
care (estimated) [P 088
African American/Black 2,950 85,309 34.6
American Indian 1,798 22,810 78.8
Asian 329 60,458 5.4
Pacific Islander 4 1091 3.7
White 6,839 1,041,446 6.6
Two or more races 1,220 43,530 28.0
Unable to determine 576 NA NA
Missing data 39 NA NA
Total 13,755 1,254,644 11.0
Hispanic ethnicity—any race 1,250 88,366 14.1

Nearly 50 percent of children in out-of-home care were white; however, African American/Black,
American Indian, and children indicating two or more races were over-represented in out-of-home
placements relative to their proportions in the child population. Note that Figure 5 does not include
Hispanic ethnicity. In the Minnesota population, 7 percent of all children are of Hispanic ethnicity
compared to 9.1 percent of children in care.

Figure 5. Children in Out-of-home Care Compared to
the Minnesota Child Population by Race
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Placement Settings and Time in Care

At a Glance

e Nearly 50 percent of children in care spent some time in a non-relative family foster care setting.
e About 71 percent of days children spent in care were in some type of family setting.

e Almost a quarter of episodes ending in 2008 lasted one week or less. Another 25 percent lasted
mor e than one year.

Section Il —2008 Children in Out-of-home Care
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Table 4 shows the types and placement settings that children experienced in care. The unique children

and the percent of unique children who had a placement in each of the setting types was obtained by
counting each child once under each placement setting, even if they experienced it more than once.

Close to 50 percent of the children spent some time in non-relative foster family homes and almost 19

percent spent time in arelative foster family home.

Table 4. Placement Settings Experienced by Children in Out-of-home Care

Placement setting Uniqggtfit:]igliclien 10 Percent

Pre-adoptive home—relative 451 3.3
Pre-adoptive home—non-relative 923 6.7
Foster family home-relative 2,572 18.7
Foster family home—non-relative 6,729 48.9
Group home 2,050 14.9
Residential treatment/institution 3,157 23.0
Supervised independent living 37 0.3
Foster home—corporate/shift staff 261 1.9
Juvenile correctional facility (non—secure, 12 or fewer

children) 235 1.7
Juvenile correctional facility (non-secure, 13 or more

children) 1,051 7.6
Juvenile correctional facility (locked) 614 4.5
ICF-MR 12 0.1
Total unique children* 13,755 100.0

* Totals are less than the sum of the categories, as a child may have spent time in more than one setting.

Table 5 depicts the duration of episodes that ended in 2008 that were one day or longer. About 24

percent of these episodes were one week or less, and 25 percent lasted more than one year.

Table 5. Length of Episodes Ending in 2008

Days in care Number of Per.cent of

episodes episodes
1-7 2,105 24.2
8-30 923 10.6
31-90 1,166 134
91-180 973 11.2
181-365 1,381 15.9
366+ 2,147 24.7
Total 8,695 100.0

Section Il —2008 Children in Out-of-home Care
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Table 6 contains sums of the number of days in placement settings from 2003 to 2008. There were
2,334,633 total days of out-of-home care in calendar year 2008 in all placement settings; a decline of
more than 8 percent from 2007. The pattern of days in care among placement settings showed that
2008 had a continuing increase in days in corporate foster homes and a corresponding decreasein

residential treatment/institutions and group homes.

Table 6. Days in Placement Settings During the Calendar Year, 2003—-2008

Placement setting 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Pre-adoptive home—relative 50,781 50,252 98,635 92,330 93,698 94,097
Pre-adoptive home—non-relative 131,990 155,030 173,819 161,824 177,951 176,017
Foster family home-relative 505,403 647,266 534,096 534,350 491,247 392,737
Foster family home—non-relative 1,305,876 | 1,495,872 | 1,131,584 | 1,098,405 | 1,085,115 | 1,002,527
Group home 237,901 283,476 227,689 204,369 194,354 185,424
Residential treatment/Institution 405,437 482,347 340,710 326,711 313,806 292,197
Supervised independent living 6,534 4,101 5,921 4,418 5,456 4,923
Runaway (from placement) 4,146 8,121 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Foster home—corporate/shift staff NA NA 30,230 39,775 50,536 56,386
Juvenile correctional facility (non-secure,12 or

fewer children) NA NA 7,357 11,496 12,833 9,950
Juvenile correctional facility (non-secure,13 or

more children) NA NA 40,997 72,471 74,957 81,293
Juvenile correctional facility (locked) NA NA NA NA 46,140 36,111
ICF-MR NA NA 1,853 3,414 2,871 2,971
Days during calendar year 2,648,068 | 3,126,465 | 2,592,891 | 2,549,563 | 2,548,964 | 2,334,633
Children in care during calendar year 15,294 14,359 14,723 14,770 14,800 13,755

Note: AFCARs as well as Minnesota child welfare reports did not include the placement settings in years where NA is shown.

Table 7 shows the distribution of placement days during calendar years 2003-2008. Most days of care

were spent in family settings.

Table 7. Percentage of Days in Placement by Setting Category, 2003—2008

Placement setting category 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Family setting: relative and non-relative pre-adoptive

and foster family homes 75.3 75.1 74.7 74.0 72.5 713
Group home: ICF-MRs, group homes and corporate

foster homes 9.0 9.1 10.0 9.7 9.7 10.5
Residential treatment and institutions: residential

treatment and juvenile correctional facilities* 15.3 154 15.0 16.1 17.6 18.0
Other settings: supervised independent living and

unknown settings 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

*Includes locked correctional facilities beginning in 2007
Section |1 —2008 Children in Out-of-home Care 12




Table 8 shows how many times a child moved within an episode in the calendar year. Approximately
62 percent of children experienced no moves. About 22 percent experienced one move (two placement
settings). These percentages have been virtually unchanged in the years 2006—2008.

Table 8. Frequency of Moves Within an Episode of Out-of-home Care

2006 2007 2008
voves c%?lic? rue?1 HEEES CL:1ri]Ii(§1 ruei HEEES c%rilli((j:1 ruei FElEtEl
0 (no moves) 9,212 62.4 9,220 62.3 8,586 62.4
1 move 3,308 224 3,309 224 3,144 22.9
2 or more moves 2,250 15.2 2,271 15.3 2,025 14.7
Total children 14,770 100.0 14,800 100.0 13,755 100.0

When a child moved from one placement setting to another, areason for the move was selected from
thelist below. “Needs less restrictive,” followed by “Provider request,” were the most frequently
chosen reasons in 2008. The reason of “Begin trial home visit” was introduced in 2006, and with
clarified guidance to counties regarding data entry, its use has tripled from 346 in 2006 to 1,179

in 2008.

Table 9. Reason for Moves from Placement Settings

Reason for change/move in placement setting placgfnrgrt:tesr :r:ded Percent
Begin trial home visit 1,179 114
Child's safety 344 3.3
Closer proximity 153 1.5
Education 40 0.4
Emergency to non-emergency 966 9.4
ICWA placement preference 111 1.1
Live with non-custodial parent (agency retains
custody/responsibility) 133 1.3
Needs less restrictive 1,591 15.4
Needs medical treatment 90 0.9
Needs more structure 1,071 104
Needs specialized treatment 720 7.0
Pre-adoptive placement 446 4.3
Pre-adoptive placement disruption 54 0.5
Provider household changes 155 1.5
Provider request 1,425 13.8
Relative placement 955 9.2
Runaway 736 7.1
Sibling reunification 125 1.2
Unauthorized removal 32 0.3
Total changes in placement settings (not
including discharges from out-of-home care) 10,326 100.0
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Reasons for Entry, Re-entry Rate and Discharge

At a Glance

e Children entering care solely because of a disability reason has remained stable from 20042008,
but children entering for child behavior or alcohol and other drug abuse reasons has declined
dramatically since 2000.

e About 21 percent of children who entered care in 2008 were previously in care one or more times
within the previous 12 months.

e Most children, about 66 percent, left care to be reunified with parent(s) or primary caretaker.

Section Il —2008 Children in Out-of-home Care
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Table 10 indicates the reasons why children entered care. Children were counted only once within each
reason. However, because children may have entered care for multiple reasons, they may have been
counted in more than one reason. The table identified child behavior as the most common reason cited
for placement, followed by alleged neglect.

Table 10. Reasons for Entering Out-of-home Care

Reasons for entry Ur_]ique Percent of
children reasons

Abandonment 680 3.2
Alleged neglect 4,055 19.3
Alleged physical abuse 1,479 7.0
Alleged sexual abuse 711 34
Caretaker inability to cope (iliness or other) 2,165 10.3
Child alcohol abuse 293 14
Child drug abuse 471 2.2
Child behavior 5,131 24.4
Child disability 872 4.1
Death of parent(s) 76 0.4
Inadequate housing 661 3.1
Incarceration of parent 811 3.9
Parent alcohol abuse 1,140 5.4
Parent drug abuse 2,290 10.9
Termination of parental rights 180 0.9

* A child may have been placed for more than one reason; therefore, the sum of the
reasons for entry exceeds the number of children in placement.
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In Figure 6, the 15 reasons for entry have been divided into four categories: parent reasons, child
behavior reasons, child disability and two or more of these reasons. The reasonsin each category are:

e Reasons related to parents include alleged physical abuse, aleged sexual abuse, aleged
neglect, parental substance abuse, death or abandonment by a parent, parental inability to cope,
incarceration, relinquishment of parental rights and inadequate housing.

e Reasons related to children include a child’ s behavior, delinquency, status offenses and their
own acohol or other drug abuse.

e Reasonsrelated to a child s disability include children who are devel opmentally disabled or
who have a diagnosis of serious emotional disturbance.

e Reasons related to two or more of the above categories.

When reasons for entry were grouped together, most children entered care for parent-related reasons,
however, child behavior was the single reason most often cited for entry into care.

Figure 6. Categories of Reasons for Entering Out-of-home Care
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The graph in Figure 7 shows a downward trend for all reasons for entry, but the number of childrenin
care solely for child reasons, other than a disability, is less than 50 percent of what it wasin 2000.

Figure 7. Categories of Reasons for Entering Out-of-home Care, 2000-2008

10,207
o 0715 9,866
—-—=_ ~---- <O~ ~ _ \9’320 8,985 9215 8,980 8,822
8,592 TTEO- T T TS T
7,875 ¢ e g

Y

Episodes

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
— < — Parent reasons —— Child reasons
—aA— Child disability reasons - - < - -Two or more reasons

Section Il —2008 Children in Out-of-home Care

17



Table 11 presents the out-of-home placement re-entry rate for al children who entered care by race
and ethnicity. Re-entry means that a child, who entered out-of-home care in 2008, had a prior episode
in the previous 12 months. All races were clustered close to the state average; however, white children

had the highest re-entry rate.

Table 11. Re-entry Rate Within 12 Months of a Prior Episode by Race,
Children who Entered Care in 2008

Race Entered care in Re-entry within Percent
2008 12 months
African American/Black 1,544 349 22.6
American Indian 880 164 18.6
Asian 197 39 19.8
Pacific Islander 3 0 0.0
White 3,575 822 23.0
Two or more races 621 122 19.6
Unable to determine 420 47 11.2
Missing data 32 1 3.1
Total children 7,272 1,544 21.2
Hispanic ethnicity—any race 727 142 19.5

Table 12 illustrates that 66 percent of the reasons for discharge when children left an episode of carein
2008 were for reunification with a parent or primary caretaker prior to placement. Another 10 percent
had permanent transfer of legal and physical custody to arelative or were living with relatives, while 9

percent were discharged to adoption.

Table 12. Reasons for Discharge from Out-of-home Care in 2008

Reasons for discharge diI'Esch:Ir'ls;rc;]ees Percent
Reunification with parents/primary caretakers 5,460 66.2
Living with other relatives 260 3.2
Adoption finalized 753 9.1
Reached age of majority or emancipated 564 6.8
Guardianship 29 0.4
Transfer to another agency 230 2.8
Runaway from placement (placement no longer planned) 193 2.3
Death of child 8 0.1
Permanent transfer of legal and physical custody to a relative 552 6.7
Tribal customary adoption 10 0.1
Transfer to tribal agency 185 2.2
Total* 8,244 100.0

*Some children were in care and discharged more than once during the year.
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Figure 8 combines percentages from three of the reasons that resulted in discharge to home settings
(reunification with parents/caretakers, living with other relatives, and permanent transfer of legal and
physical custody to arelative). The graph shows that these reasons as a proportion of all reasons for
discharges have remained fairly consistent since 2001 with a slight drop in 2008.

Figure 8. Percent of Discharges to Home Settings, 2001-2008
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Figure 9 indicates that the percentage of discharges to adoption was somewhat cyclical, but have an
upward trend. Discharges due to reaching age of majority or emancipated have been stable for five
years, in proportion to other discharge locations. Tribal customary adoptions were combined with
adoptionsin thisfigure.

Figure 9. Percent of Discharges to Adoption and Children
Reaching Age of Majority (Age 18)
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Children In
Out-of-home Care
Appendix
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American Indian Child Welfare Initiative data

In the first half of 2008, the American Indian Child Welfare Initiative Tribes from the Leech
Lake and White Earth Bands of Ojibwe began entering datainto SSIS for children served
regarding reports and responses to child maltreatment concerns, out-of-home care and
guardianship/adoption circumstances. Accessing SSIS for data documentation and entry
purposes is anew tool for Initiative members and the data covers only a portion of all 2008 data.
Therefore data should be considered preliminary and will become increasingly robust over time.
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Flow of Children in Out-of-home Care

_ Continued in Entered _ Left placement Remained in
County/Tribe placement from placement in in 2008 placement after
2007 2008 end of 2008

Aitkin 31 32 27 36
Anoka 374 554 618 308
Becker 131 73 149 60
Beltrami 140 100 132 110
Benton 46 42 48 43
Big Stone 12 6 9 10
Blue Earth 92 105 117 91
Brown 24 44 35 34
Carlton 88 56 76 68
Carver 67 86 94 64
Cass 69 54 77 45
Chippewa 7 6 5 8
Chisago 27 58 60 27
Clay 96 77 91 88
Clearwater 8 10 11 7
Cook 6 9 9

Cottonwood 14 28 26 19
Crow Wing 126 122 132 126
Dakota 227 275 322 194
Dodge 12 19 17 17
Douglas 53 33 56 31
Fillmore 20 16 14 22
Freeborn 58 56 71 47
Goodhue 66 46 66 48
Grant 7 4 3 8
Hennepin 1,691 1,517 1,796 1,448
Houston 32 18 20 30
Hubbard 36 35 39 33
Isanti 43 25 38 31
Itasca 104 99 143 64
Jackson 23 21 28 17
Kanabec 21 16 23 15
Kandiyohi 42 66 70 41
Kittson 3 5 6 2
Koochiching 45 45 56 37
Lac qui Parle 10 5 8 7
Lake 27 12 14 25
Lake of the Woods 1 7 5 3
Le Sueur 32 20 23 28
McLeod 44 64 69 33
Mahnomen 28 19 41 8
Marshall 12 3 5 10
Meeker 18 17 11 24
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Flow of Children in Out-of-home Care (continued)

Continued in Entered Remained in
. . Left placement
County/Tribe placement from placement in in 2008 placement after
2007 2008 end of 2008
Mille Lacs 43 38 50 29
Morrison 56 43 55 45
Mower 50 53 65 38
Nicollet 27 28 29 28
Nobles 15 67 52 32
Norman 11 6 6 11
Olmsted 97 82 86 95
Otter Tail 52 78 79 53
Pennington 34 21 28 27
Pine 53 49 48 53
Pipestone 9 10 8 11
Polk 53 74 72 56
Pope 13 14 12 16
Ramsey 824 1,024 1,136 757
Red Lake 7 10 13 4
Redwood 33 46 49 34
Renville 13 22 20 15
Rice 62 42 58 45
Rock 17 7 13 10
Roseau 14 18 26 8
St. Louis 393 374 370 423
Scott 63 104 118 56
Sherburne 70 64 77 60
Sibley 13 18 19 12
Stearns 162 162 177 151
Steele 22 32 36 24
Stevens 4 6 4 6
Swift 10 21 19 13
Todd 43 16 32 28
Traverse 2 2 3 1
Wabasha 8 28 25 10
Wadena 33 19 27 25
Waseca 16 20 19 19
Washington 102 150 139 120
Watonwan 23 17 20 20
Wilkin 20 14 11 24
Winona 42 78 84 41
Wright 131 173 175 133
Yellow Medicine 9 13 17 6
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 50 60 52 60
Faribault-Martin 45 70 70 48
Leech Lake 9 105 36 79
White Earth 12 89 25 79
Minnesota 6,778 7,272 8,120 6,178
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Children in Out-of-home Care per 1,000 in the Child Population
. MN child population Rate of children
. Unique .
County/Tribe children under 18 years— in care
2008 est. per 1,000

Aitkin 62 2,970 20.9
Anoka 900 85,016 10.6
Becker 202 7,343 27.5
Beltrami 235 11,167 21.0
Benton 83 9,974 8.3
Big Stone 18 1,046 17.2
Blue Earth 187 12,010 15.6
Brown 66 5,431 12.2
Carlton 139 7,551 18.4
Carver 146 25,342 5.8
Cass 121 6,278 19.3
Chippewa 13 2,793 4.7
Chisago 85 13,182 6.4
Clay 168 12,405 13.5
Clearwater 18 1,891 9.5
Cook 15 951 15.8
Cottonwood 42 2,644 15.9
Crow Wing 244 14,012 174
Dakota 497 103,648 4.8
Dodge 31 5,262 5.9
Douglas 84 7,441 11.3
Fillmore 36 4,811 7.5
Freeborn 111 6,590 16.8
Goodhue 110 10,439 10.5
Grant 9 1,193 7.5
Hennepin 3,146 267,430 11.8
Houston 50 4,237 11.8
Hubbard 68 3,939 17.3
Isanti 67 9,322 7.2
Itasca 193 9,245 20.9
Jackson 44 2,142 20.5
Kanabec 37 3,616 10.2
Kandiyohi 107 9,731 11.0
Kittson 8 880 9.1
Koochiching 89 2,621 34.0
Lac qui Parle 15 1,412 10.6
Lake 38 1,969 19.3
Lake of the Woods 8 760 105
Le Sueur 50 6,624 7.5
McLeod 102 9,368 10.9
Mahnomen 47 1,430 32.9
Marshall 15 1,957 7.7
Meeker 34 5,517 6.2
Mille Lacs 78 6,212 12.6
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Children in Out-of-hnome Care per 1,000 in the Child Population (continued)
. MN child population Rate of children
. Unique .
County/Tribe children under 18 years— in care
2008 est. per 1,000
Morrison 97 7,864 12.3
Mower 101 9,202 11.0
Nicollet 53 6,928 7.7
Nobles 80 5,373 14.9
Norman 16 1,417 11.3
Olmsted 178 35,970 4.9
Otter Tail 127 11,679 10.9
Pennington 55 3,132 17.6
Pine 98 6,040 16.2
Pipestone 19 2,166 8.8
Polk 122 6,813 17.9
Pope 26 2,192 11.9
Ramsey 1,820 121,768 14.9
Red Lake 17 847 20.1
Redwood 77 3,601 21.4
Renville 33 3,683 9.0
Rice 101 13,972 7.2
Rock 22 2,250 9.8
Roseau 31 4,060 7.6
St. Louis 750 38,541 195
Scott 166 38,355 4.3
Sherburne 136 24,251 5.6
Sibley 31 3,715 8.3
Stearns 317 33,301 9.5
Steele 55 9,260 5.9
Stevens 10 1,801 5.6
Swift 31 2,125 14.6
Todd 59 5,523 10.7
Traverse 4 714 5.6
Wabasha 35 4,883 7.2
Wadena 51 3,067 16.6
Waseca 35 4,560 7.7
Washington 249 59,556 4.2
Watonwan 39 2,728 14.3
Wilkin 31 1,444 21.5
Winona 110 9,565 115
Wright 301 34,184 8.8
Yellow Medicine 22 2,163 10.2
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 105 8,758 12.0
Faribault-Martin 113 7,391 15.3
Leech Lake 114 NA NA
White Earth 100 NA NA
Total 13,755 1,254,644 11.0
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Children in Out-of-home Care by Age Group
. Percen Percen Percen
County/Tribe Total Sy - i I?Ejir(i[ﬁ-t %-iez t elgi t
7 years years years
7 years years years
Aitkin 62 21 8 33 33.9 12.9 53.2
Anoka 900 289 177 434 32.1 19.7 48.2
Becker 202 72 31 99 35.6 15.3 49.0
Beltrami 235 96 40 99 40.9 17.0 42.1
Benton 83 31 16 36 37.3 19.3 43.4
Big Stone 18 10 4 4 55.6 22.2 22.2
Blue Earth 187 64 34 89 34.2 18.2 47.6
Brown 66 17 12 37 25.8 18.2 56.1
Carlton 139 31 22 86 22.3 15.8 61.9
Carver 146 24 29 93 16.4 19.9 63.7
Cass 121 34 25 62 28.1 20.7 51.2
Chippewa 13 3 0 10 23.1 0.0 76.9
Chisago 85 17 5 63 20.0 5.9 74.1
Clay 168 49 28 91 29.2 16.7 54.2
Clearwater 18 1 1 16 5.6 5.6 88.9
Cook 15 3 4 8 20.0 26.7 53.3
Cottonwood 42 8 3 31 19.0 7.1 73.8
Crow Wing 244 88 46 110 36.1 18.9 45.1
Dakota 497 199 94 204 40.0 18.9 41.0
Dodge 31 7 3 21 22.6 9.7 67.7
Douglas 84 19 13 52 22.6 15.5 61.9
Fillmore 36 9 6 21 25.0 16.7 58.3
Freeborn 111 28 28 55 25.2 25.2 49.5
Goodhue 110 44 27 39 40.0 24.5 35.5
Grant 9 3 2 4 33.3 22.2 44.4
Hennepin 3,146 1,156 561 1,429 36.7 17.8 45.4
Houston 50 20 11 19 40.0 22.0 38.0
Hubbard 68 14 17 37 20.6 25.0 54.4
Isanti 67 20 14 33 29.9 20.9 49.3
Itasca 193 44 41 108 22.8 21.2 56.0
Jackson 44 6 15 23 13.6 34.1 52.3
Kanabec 37 5 2 30 135 5.4 81.1
Kandiyohi 107 28 17 62 26.2 15.9 57.9
Kittson 8 2 1 5 25.0 12.5 62.5
Koochiching 89 24 22 43 27.0 24.7 48.3
Lac qui Parle 15 2 0 13 13.3 0.0 86.7
Lake 38 15 7 16 39.5 18.4 42.1
Lake of the Woods 8 3 1 4 375 125 50.0
Le Sueur 50 11 4 35 22.0 8.0 70.0
McLeod 102 32 28 42 31.4 27.5 41.2
Mahnomen 47 19 8 20 40.4 17.0 42.6
Marshall 15 0 2 13 0.0 13.3 86.7
Meeker 34 5 6 23 14.7 17.6 67.6
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Children in Out-of-home Care by Age Group (continued)

. Percent Percent Percent
County/Tribe Total = S 157 Birth- 8-12 13+
7 years years years
7 years years years
Mille Lacs 78 22 12 44 28.2 15.4 56.4
Morrison 97 36 17 44 37.1 17.5 454
Mower 101 34 18 49 33.7 17.8 48.5
Nicollet 53 25 5 23 47.2 9.4 43.4
Nobles 80 26 13 41 32.5 16.3 51.3
Norman 16 3 2 11 18.8 12.5 68.8
Olmsted 178 66 27 85 37.1 15.2 47.8
Otter Tail 127 37 18 72 29.1 14.2 56.7
Pennington 55 18 6 31 32.7 10.9 56.4
Pine 98 44 17 37 44.9 17.3 37.8
Pipestone 19 2 3 14 10.5 15.8 73.7
Polk 122 37 20 65 30.3 16.4 53.3
Pope 26 6 8 12 23.1 30.8 46.2
Ramsey 1,820 497 315 1,008 27.3 17.3 55.4
Red Lake 17 8 2 I 47.1 11.8 41.2
Redwood 77 12 19 46 15.6 24.7 59.7
Renville 33 5 3 25 15.2 9.1 75.8
Rice 101 49 13 39 48.5 12.9 38.6
Rock 22 1 6 15 4.5 27.3 68.2
Roseau 31 3 11 17 9.7 35.5 54.8
St. Louis 750 333 164 253 44.4 21.9 33.7
Scott 166 46 39 81 27.7 23.5 48.8
Sherburne 136 30 24 82 22.1 17.6 60.3
Sibley 31 7 6 18 22.6 19.4 58.1
Stearns 317 105 63 149 33.1 19.9 47.0
Steele 55 21 5 29 38.2 9.1 52.7
Stevens 10 1 2 7 10.0 20.0 70.0
Swift 31 8 3 20 25.8 9.7 64.5
Todd 59 14 16 29 23.7 27.1 49.2
Traverse 4 1 0 3 25.0 0.0 75.0
Wabasha 35 6 9 20 17.1 25.7 57.1
Wadena 51 16 10 25 314 19.6 49.0
Waseca 35 8 8 19 22.9 22.9 54.3
Washington 249 50 43 156 20.1 17.3 62.7
Watonwan 39 14 5 20 35.9 12.8 51.3
Wilkin 31 3 6 22 9.7 19.4 71.0
Winona 110 19 7 84 17.3 6.4 76.4
Wright 301 95 48 158 31.6 15.9 52.5
Yellow Medicine 22 4 7 11 18.2 31.8 50.0
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 105 19 21 65 18.1 20.0 61.9
Faribault-Martin 113 29 18 66 25.7 15.9 58.4
Leech Lake 114 64 32 18 56.1 28.1 15.8
White Earth 100 67 22 11 67.0 22.0 11.0
Minnesota 13,755 4,464 2,508 6,783 32.5 18.2 49.3
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Children in Out-of-hnome Care by Race and Ethnicity
African . Two or Hispanic
County/Tribe American/ Ame(lcan Asian | White more Unable_ o T_otal ethnicity—
Black Indian races determine | children any race
Aitkin * 11 * 45 * * 62 *
Anoka 181 48 18 504 119 27 900 65
Becker * 91 * 96 7 * 202 *
Beltrami * 184 * 40 * * 235 *
Benton 12 * * 51 13 * 83 *
Big Stone * * * 14 * * 18 *
Blue Earth 28 16 * 122 19 * 187 15
Brown * * * 55 * * 66 9
Carlton * 51 * 76 * * 139 *
Carver * * * 113 16 7 146 17
Cass * 61 * 56 * * 121 *
Chippewa * * * 10 * * 13 *
Chisago * * * 76 * * 85 *
Clay 8 29 * 115 16 * 168 31
Clearwater * * * 11 * * 18 *
Cook * * * 9 * * 15 *
Cottonwood * * * 41 * * 42 15
Crow Wing 8 27 * 200 7 * 244 *
Dakota 82 16 23 304 31 41 497 59
Dodge * * * 30 * * 31 *
Douglas * * * 71 * * 84 *
Fillmore * * * 29 * * 36 *
Freeborn 7 * * 91 8 * 111 23
Goodhue 8 9 * 87 * * 110 7
Grant * * * 9 * * 9 *
Hennepin 1,381 398 64 636 485 160 3,146 323
Houston 11 * * 38 * * 50 *
Hubbard * 25 * 36 * * 68 *
Isanti * * * 61 * * 67 *
Itasca * 45 * 140 * * 193 *
Jackson * * * 38 * * 44 8
Kanabec * * * 34 * * 37 *
Kandiyohi * 8 * 94 * * 107 36
Kittson * * * 7 * * 8 *
Koochiching * 8 * 68 * * 89 *
Lac qui Parle * * * 15 * * 15 *
Lake * * * 28 * * 38 *
Lake of the Woods * * * * * * 8 *
Le Sueur * * * 48 * * 50 *
McLeod * * * 93 * * 102 19
Mahnomen * 42 * * * * 47 *
Marshall * * * 9 * * 15 *
Meeker * * * 27 * * 34 *
Mille Lacs * 41 * 36 * * 78 *
Morrison * * * 82 7 * 97 *
Mower 8 * * 74 11 * 101 14
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Children in Out-of-nome Care by Race and Ethnicity (continued)

African American Ui ol Unable to Total Apeie
County/Tribe American/ . Asian White more : . ethnicity—
Indian determine |children
Black races any race

Nicollet * * * 40 7 * 53 7
Nobles 8 * 7 41 * 18 80 42
Norman * * * 10 * * 16 *
Olmsted 31 * 9 110 28 * 178 16
Otter Tail 14 7 * 97 * * 127 10
Pennington * 7 * 41 * * 55 *
Pine 7 27 * 53 * 9 98 12
Pipestone * * * 12 * * 19 *
Polk * 19 * 83 13 * 122 31
Pope * * * 23 * * 26 *
Ramsey 813 81 165 536 135 81 1,820 176
Red Lake * * * 10 * * 17 *
Redwood * 27 * 33 10 * 77 15
Renville * * * 29 * * 33 *
Rice * * * 59 8 28 101 26
Rock * * * 18 * * 22 *
Roseau * * * 27 * * 31 *
St. Louis 84 215 * 369 40 35 750 22
Scott 27 8 8 96 23 * 166 19
Sherburne 17 * * 107 10 * 136 *
Sibley * * * 29 * * 31 *
Stearns 66 13 8 194 27 9 317 16
Steele * * * 51 * * 55 14
Stevens * * * 9 * * 10 *
Swift * * * 23 8 * 31 *
Todd * * * 52 * * 59 *
Traverse * * * * * * * *
Wabasha * * * 31 * * 35 *
Wadena * * * 39 10 * 51 *
Waseca * * * 34 * * 35 *
Washington 35 12 * 135 23 40 249 11
Watonwan * * * 33 * * 39 23
Wilkin * * * 30 * * 31 *
Winona 10 * * 88 * 10 110 *
Wright 13 * * 256 * 19 301 18
Yellow Medicine * * * 15 * * 22 *
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray * * * 94 * * 105 22
Faribault-Martin * * * 104 * * 113 19
Leech Lake * 109 * * * * 114 *
White Earth * 87 * * 12 * 100 *
Minnesota 2,950 1,798 329 6,839 1,220 576 13,755 1,250

*The number of children is less than seven in that cell, and is not shown to prevent identification of individuals. Totals include the omitted data
and the 39 children whose race data was missing. There were only four Pacific Islander children in placement statewide. As a result, they are

not included in this table.
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American Indian Children in Out-of-home Care

American Total children

County/Tribe American Indian as part Wit_h
Indian only of two or more American
races Indian race

Aitkin 11 4 15
Anoka 48 55 103
Becker 91 5 96
Beltrami 184 3 187
Benton 4 6 10
Blue Earth 16 9 25
Carlton 51 3 54
Carver 3 7 10
Cass 61 2 63
Clay 29 12 41
Crow Wing 27 3 30
Dakota 16 12 28
Douglas 2 5 7
Goodhue 9 2 11
Hennepin 398 218 616
Hubbard 25 2 27
Itasca 45 4 49
Kandiyohi 8 1 9
Koochiching 8 2 10
Lake 3 4 7
Mahnomen 42 1 43
Mille Lacs 41 0 41
Morrison 1 7 8
Olmsted 0 11 11
Otter Tail 7 4 11
Pennington 7 2 9
Pine 27 1 28
Polk 19 13 32
Ramsey 81 52 133
Redwood 27 8 35
St. Louis 215 27 242
Scott 8 8 16
Stearns 13 12 25
Washington 12 16 28
Wright 5 3 8
Leech Lake 109 5 114
White Earth 87 12 99
Total* (71 counties and two tribes) 1,798 587 2,385

*Counties were not included if there were less than seven children total to prevent identification of individuals.

Totals include omitted data.
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American Indian Children in Out-of-home Care by Tribe
(Counts include children identifying more than one race in addition to American Indian)

Tribe American Indian children
Alaskan Native 7
Bad River Band of Lake Superior Chippewa *
Bay Mills Indian Community *
Bois Forte (Nett Lake) Band of Chippewa Indians 90
Canadian Tribe 18
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe 17
Crow Creek Sioux Tribe *
Devils Lake Sioux Tribe 13
Fond du Lac Band of Chippewa Indians 108
Forest County Potawatomi Community *
Grand Portage Band of Chippewa Indians 10
Grand Traverse Band of Chippewa Indians *
Hannahville Indian Community *
Lac Courte Oreilles Band of Chippewa 19
Lac du Flambeau Band of Chippewa *
Leech Lake Band of Chippewa Indians 431
Lower Brule Sioux Tribe *
Lower Sioux Indian Community 28
Menominee Indian Tribe *
Mille Lacs Band of Chippewa Indians 147
Oglala Sioux Tribe—Pine Ridge 37
Omabha Tribe of Nebraska *
Oneida Tribe 7
Prairie Island Indian Community (Sioux) *
Red Cliff Band of Chippewa 11
Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians 256
Rosebud Sioux Tribe 36
Sac and Fox Tribe of Mesquakie Indians *
Santee Sioux Tribe *
Sault Ste. Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians *
Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux Tribe 35
Sokaogon Chippewa (Mole Lake) Community *
St. Croix Chippewa *
Standing Rock Sioux Tribe 49
Three Affiliated Tribes of the Fort Berthold Reservation 11
Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa Indians 35
Upper Sioux Community *
White Earth Band of Chippewa Indians 468
Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska 12
Wisconsin Winnebago Tribe *
Yankton Sioux Tribe 18
Minnesota Chippewa Tribe (cannot identify band) 17
Unknown Chippewa 34
Unknown Sioux 11
Other foreign tribe *
Other U.S. Tribe 120
Unknown tribe 371
Total** 2,385

*Tribes were not included if there were less than seven children total to prevent identification of individuals. Totals

include omitted data.

**Children were counted once within each tribe, but a child could indicate more than one tribe.
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State Permanency Indicator: Time to a Transfer of Legal and Physical
Custody to a Relative
Of all children who were discharged to a transfer of legal and physical custody to a relative, what
percent were discharged within 12 months from the time of the latest removal from home?
County/Tribe Total chinIren Chilldr.en transferred Pefcgnt transferred
transferred in 2008 within 12 months within 12 months
Aitkin 1 0 0.0
Anoka 20 17 85.0
Becker 11 6 54.5
Beltrami 15 11 73.3
Benton 5 0 0.0
Blue Earth 2 2 100.0
Carlton 17 14 82.4
Carver 5 5 100.0
Cass 3 1 33.3
Chisago 1 1 100.0
Clay 4 2 50.0
Clearwater 2 1 50.0
Cottonwood 1 0 0.0
Crow Wing 20 4 20.0
Dakota 39 22 56.4
Douglas 6 0 0.0
Freeborn 3 3 100.0
Goodhue 1 1 100.0
Hennepin 120 77 64.2
Houston 5 3 60.0
Hubbard 2 2 100.0
Isanti 2 0 0.0
Itasca 1 1 100.0
Jackson 2 0 0.0
Kanabec 2 0 0.0
Kandiyohi 2 0 0.0
Lake 2 0 0.0
McLeod 5 4 80.0
Marshall 1 0 0.0
Meeker 2 2 100.0
Mille Lacs 7 2 28.6
Morrison 5 2 40.0
Mower 11 10 90.9
Nicollet 2 2 100.0
Olmsted 3 3 100.0
Otter Tail 2 2 100.0
Pennington 1 1 100.0
Pine 13 9 69.2
Pipestone 1 0 0.0
Polk 9 7 77.8
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State Permanency Indicator: Time to a Transfer of Legal and Physical
Custody to a Relative (continued)

County/Tribe Total chiIQren Children transferred within Percept transferred

transferred in 2008 12 months within 12 months
Pope 1 0 0.0
Ramsey 55 14 25.5
Redwood 5 5 100.0
Rice 2 0 0.0
Roseau 7 5 71.4
St. Louis 49 34 69.4
Scott 3 0 0.0
Sherburne 9 8 88.9
Sibley 2 0 0.0
Stearns 8 4 50.0
Steele 2 2 100.0
Swift 1 1 100.0
Traverse 1 1 100.0
Wabasha 1 1 100.0
Wadena 1 0 0.0
Waseca 1 1 100.0
Washington 8 7 87.5
Winona 3 2 66.7
Wright 7 3 42.9
Yellow Medicine 1 1 100.0
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 6 6 100.0
Faribault-Martin 4 2 50.0
Leech Lake 9 9 100.0
White Earth 1 1 100.0
Total 543 324 59.7
Note: Missing counties had no children who were discharged to transfer of legal and physical custody to a relative.
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Introduction

A primary goal of the department is to ensure that all children have safe, stable, loving and permanent
homes. When children’s physical, emotional and mental health needs are met, they are more successful
in their families, schools and communities, and are more likely to be productive members of society.

The department provides permanency by supporting familiesin safely caring for their children, leading
to successful reunification with families or primary caretakers. For some children, the courts must
issue a Termination of Parental Rights (TPR), which transfers guardianship to the commissioner of the
Department of Human Services. These children are under state guardianship and are referred to as
“state wards’ in this section. As designated agents of the commissioner, county social service agencies
are responsible for placement, health and well-being or these children. It is the department’s
responsibility to work with county and private adoption agencies to find permanent families.

This section examines the demographics and racial/ethnic profile of children who were adopted or
were under state guardianship in 2008. State ward data were examined at three levels for the years
2000-2008:

e When they entered guardianship
e When they were adopted
e When they remained in guardianship at the end of the year.

Adoption and guardianship data collection were unified in one data system rather than in separate
databases in 2008. This report utilizes county data from the department’ s Adoption Information
System, and includes data from court and county documents entered at the Department of Human
Services. There are dlight variances in the 2008 report versus prior reports due to greater accuracy
achieved from no longer having multiple systems. Note that all “percent” columns may not add up to
100 due to rounding of numbers or missing data.

Key findingsin thisreport include:

e 1n 2008, 615 children came under state guardianship (became state wards) as aresult of court
terminations of parental rights. Sixty-eight percent of children entering guardianship werein
the birth—5 age group. Just less than 50 percent of children entering guardianship were white
(48.3 percent), followed by African American/Black children (26.3 percent).

e Therewere 1,490 children under state guardianship at the beginning of 2008, and 1,241 at the
end of the year, adecline of 17 percent.

e Therewere 757 state wards adopted in 2008. Eighty-nine percent of adopted wards were under
age 12. The majority were white (53 percent), followed by African American/Black children
(21.3 percent).

e The number of state wards aging out of out-of-home care at age 18 without a permanent home
was 104. This number has increased steadily since 2000 (73).

e African American/Black and American Indian children in Minnesota were five to eight times
more likely than their white counterparts to be state wards who were adopted from
guardianship.

Section 111 — 2008 Adoptions 3



Table 1 and Figure 1 provide an overview of the guardianship continuum in which children enter
guardianship as state wards, leave when adopted or reach the age of majority. Some children continued
in out-of-home care at year end without having permanency established. From 2000 to 2007 children
entering guardianship increased 29 percent, then from 2007 to 2008, dropped by 25 percent. Table 1
also shows that there has been an overall 19 percent increase in the number of children adopted
between 2000 and 2008, and an 11 percent increase from 2007 to 2008. The number of children aging

out of guardianship in 2008 was very closeto the nine year average of 102 children.

Table 1. Children Entering Guardianship, Adopted and Reaching

Age of Majority (18), 2000-2008

Children Guardianship Chlldrgn Iegvmg
" 2 guardianship by
Year entering children .

guardianship adopted MEEEI 2 0l

majority (age 18)
2000 638 636 73
2001 634 546 85
2002 597 616 92
2003 732 716 114
2004 728 591 102
2005 706 751 112
2006 783 622 112
2007 825 683 122
2008 615 757 104

Figure 1. Children Entering Guardianship, Adopted and Reaching
Age of Majority (18), 2000—2008

900

800

700

600

500

400

Children

300

200

100

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

- - © - - Entered guardianship
—— Adopted from guardianship

—a&— Reached age of majority (age 18)

Section 111 — 2008 Adoptions 4



Y ounger children, age birth to 5, constituted 68 percent of new state wards entering the guardianship
continuum in 2008. The second largest age group of entering state wards was 6 to 11 years. The

number of children age 12 and older entering guardianship has increased since 2000, but declined by
50 percent from 2007 to 2008.

Table 2. Children Entering Guardianship by Age Group, 2000-2008

Total Age groups
Year entering
state . Percent Percent Percent Percent
wards | Birth-5 | pj g 6-11 6-11 12-14 12-14 15-17 15-17
2000 638 374 58.6 232 36.4 24 3.8 8 1.3
2001 634 370 58.4 201 317 43 6.8 18 2.8
2002 597 371 62.1 167 28.0 41 6.9 18 3.0
2003 732 426 58.2 194 26.5 87 11.9 25 3.4
2004 728 440 60.4 197 27.1 67 9.2 24 3.3
2005 706 422 59.8 177 25.1 66 9.4 40 5.7
2006 783 467 59.6 213 27.2 71 9.1 32 4.1
2007 825 520 63.0 191 23.2 76 9.2 37 4.5
2008 615 418 68.0 141 22.9 30 4.9 24 3.9
*Percentages may not add up to 100 percent due to missing age data.
Figure 2. Children Entering Guardianship by Age Group, 2000-2008
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Table 3 and Figure 3 show that 757 children were adopted in 2008, representing a 15 percent increase
over the nine year average from 2000 to 2008. Most of this increase was seen amongst children under
age 6, while the already small numbers of wards adopted age 12 and older declined further. Eighty-
nine percent of adoptions were children under age 12.

Table 3. State Wards Adopted by Age Group, 2000-2008

Total
orenty | adoptea | mins | RGO |y | PESM| ipaq | PECEL ) gy | Percen
2000 636 281 44.2 282 44.3 56 8.8 17 2.7
2001 546 269 49.3 222 40.7 49 9.0 6 1.1
2002 616 330 53.6 210 34.1 64 10.4 12 2.0
2003 716 408 57.0 229 32.0 62 8.7 19 2.7
2004 591 313 53.0 188 31.8 65 11.0 25 4.2
2005 751 416 55.4 239 31.8 66 8.8 30 4.0
2006 622 361 58.0 178 28.6 60 9.7 22 35
2007 683 388 56.8 191 28.0 55 8.1 49 7.2
2008 757 464 61.3 210 27.7 45 5.9 38 5.0

*Percentages may not add up to 100 percent due to missing age data.

Figure 3. State Wards Adopted by Percent in Age Group, 2000-2008
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Table 4 and Figure 4 reveal there has been afairly steady decline of 28 percent in the number of
children remaining in guardianship at year end between 2000 and 2008. This decline has been
pronounced in the middle age groups. The number of children ages 6 to 11 declined steeply (49
percent) since 2000, while those ages 12 to 14 declined 25 percent. The 460 children in guardianship in
the birth to 5 age group at year end is near the nine year average for that age group. The population of
children in the 15 to 17 age group was 12 percent below the nine year average of 322 children.

Table 4. State Wards Remaining in Guardianship at Year End by Age Group, 2000-2008

Uil stz . Percent Percent Percent Percent
Year ;//vea;:jzna:jt Birth-5 Birth-5 6-11 6-11 12-14 1214 15-17 1517

2000 1,717 470 27.8 643 37.4 327 18.8 277 16.0
2001 1,732 514 29.9 571 33.1 346 19.7 301 17.2
2002 1,634 489 30.1 505 31.1 321 19.4 319 19.4
2003 1,564 453 29.0 434 27.8 356 22.8 321 20.5
2004 1,598 529 33.3 399 25.1 329 20.6 341 21.1
2005 1,437 470 32.8 336 23.7 283 19.6 347 23.9
2006 1,481 526 35.7 364 24.7 221 14.8 370 24.8
2007 1,490 577 39.2 381 25.4 196 13.0 336 22.5
2008 1,241 460 374 325 26.1 171 13.7 283 22.7

Note that percentages do not add up to 100 due to missing age data.

Figure 4. State Wards Remaining in Guardianship at Year End
by Age Group, 2000-2008
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From 20002008, the number of males and femal es entering guardianship and being adopted was
nearly equal. However, at each year end from 2000-2008 there were always more males remaining

than females.

Table 5. Children Entering Guardianship, Adopted or Remaining in Guardianship at
Year End by Gender, 2000-2008

Entering guardianship Adopted Remalnlggylga?ueirglanshlp
Year Percent | Percent Percent | Percent Percent | Percent
Total male female | 'Ot male female | TO'@ male female
2000 638 50.6 49.4 636 47.3 52.7 | 1,717 53.8 46.0
2001 634 51.9 47.8 546 52.6 474 | 1,732 53.7 46.2
2002 597 50.3 49.7 616 51.0 49.0 | 1,634 53.5 46.5
2003 732 50.4 49.6 716 50.3 49.7 | 1,564 51.9 47.1
2004 728 49.3 50.7 591 51.3 48.7 | 1,598 514 48.6
2005 706 49.3 50.7 751 47.9 52.1 | 1,437 52.1 47.9
2006 783 48.7 51.3 622 50.0 50.0 | 1,481 514 48.6
2007 825 50.2 49.8 683 49.3 50.7 | 1,490 52.3 47.7
2008 615 52.2 47.6 757 49.5 50.5 | 1,241 53.7 46.3

*Percentages may not add up to 100 due to missing gender data.

Table 6 illustrates the flow of children in the guardianship continuum. The percent column shows the
proportion of al children in each of the three categories. Nearly equal numbers of African American
children were adopted as entered guardianship in 2008. For all other races, the number of children
adopted exceeded the number entering guardianship. American Indian children exited to adoption at

more than three times the rate of those becoming state wards.

Table 6. Children Entering Guardianship, Adopted or Remaining in Guardianship at
Year End by Race, 2008

African American Asian/ Two or No race Hispanic
American/ indian Pacific White more data ethnicity—
2008 Summary Black Islander races any race
N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Entering wards
(N=615) 162 | 26.3 23| 37 11 | 1.8 | 297 | 48.3 76 | 124 46| 7.5 59 | 9.6
Wards adopted
(N=757) 161 | 21.3 71| 94 11 | 15| 400 | 52.8 95 | 125 18| 24 63| 83
Wards remaining
at year end
(N=1,241) 351 | 28.3 91| 73 17| 14| 535|431 | 163 | 131 86| 69| 119 | 9.6

Section |11 — 2008 Adoptions




Table 7 and Figure 5 illustrate that in 2008 just less than 50 percent of the children entering
guardianship were white (48 percent), followed by African American/Black (26 percent) and children
having two or more races (12 percent). The distribution of children across races over the years does not
portray an obvious trend, with the exception of large declines for American Indian, white, and children
with two or more races between 2007 and 2008. The number of African American children entering
guardianship remained virtually unchanged in that same time period. Asian and Pacific Islander
children have become state wards in historically small numbers. The growing number of state wards
without race data since 2004 has altered the analysis.

Table 7. Children Entering Guardianship by Race and Ethnicity, 2000-2008

ATICET American AT Two or more No race I IEfpEmiE
Total American/ ; Pacific White ethnicity—
Year : Indian races data
Entering Black Islander any race
N % N % | N % N % N % N % N %
2000 638 141 | 221 44 169 | 1 0.2 334 | 524 118 | 185 0| 0.0 63| 9.9
2001 634 135 | 213 27 143 5 0.8 357 | 56.3 103 | 16.3 4|06 46| 7.3
2002 597 148 | 24.8 29 149 3 0.5 297 | 49.8 116 | 194 4|07 68 | 114
2003 732 126 | 17.2 47 164 | 4 0.5 458 | 62.6 91 | 124 6| 0.8 91 | 124
2004 728 163 | 224 35148 3 0.4 401 | 55.1 113 | 155 13| 18 56 | 7.7
2005 706 131 | 18.6 35/50] 9 1.3 422 | 59.8 90 | 12.8 18 | 2.6 91 | 12.9
2006 783 193 | 247 46 | 59 | 15 1.9 434 | 554 69 8.8 26 | 3.3 57| 7.3
2007 825 164 | 19.9 60| 73] 5 0.6 429 | 52.0 129 | 15.6 38| 4.6 59 | 7.2
2008 615 162 | 26.3 23 3711 1.8 297 | 48.3 76 | 124 46 | 7.5 59 | 9.6
Figure 5. Children Entering Guardianship by Race and Ethnicity, 2000-2008
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Table 8 and Figure 6 show that the majority of children adopted in 2008 were white, followed by
African American, with 21 percent. African American, American Indian and children with two or more
races saw increases in the numbers of wards adopted in 2008. Children of these races showed 26
percent, 54 percent and 32 percent increases since 2007, respectively. While Asian and Pacific |slander
children showed a large percent increase, they remain avery small proportion of the population of state
wards adopted.

Table 8. State Wards Adopted by Race and Ethnicity, 2000-2008

African American Asian/ Two or No race Hispanic
Total American/ Indian Pacific White More races i ethnicity—
Year wards Black Islander any race
adopted
N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
2000 636 178 28.0 36 5.7 3| 05 319 | 50.2 100 | 15.7 0 0.0 35 5.5
2001 546 115 21.1 27 4.9 0| 0.0 308 | 56.4 95| 174 1 0.2 47 8.6
2002 616 129 20.9 30 4.9 0 0.0 340 | 55.2 115 | 18.7 2 0.3 52 8.4
2003 716 150 21.0 38 5.3 6 0.8 376 | 52.5 143 | 20.0 3 0.4 61 8.5
2004 591 120 20.3 31 5.3 3 0.5 339 | 57.4 96 | 16.2 2 0.3 67 | 11.3
2005 751 142 18.9 51 6.8 6 0.8 428 | 57.0 122 | 16.3 2 0.3 61 8.1
2006 622 132 21.3 40 6.4 3| 05 351 | 56.4 85 | 13.7 11 1.8 80 | 12.9
2007 683 128 18.7 46 6.7 7 1.0 418 | 61.2 72 | 10.5 13 1.9 60 8.8
2008 757 161 21.3 71 94 | 11 1.5 400 | 52.8 95 | 12.6 18 2.4 63 8.3
Figure 6. State Wards Adopted by Race and Ethnicity, 2000—2008
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Table 9 and Figure 7 illustrate the race of children remaining under guardianship at year end. In 2008
white children represented the largest proportion of the population (43 percent), followed by African
American/Black children (28 percent). American Indian children had a decrease in year-end state
wards of nearly 41 percent from 2007 to 2008, while the population of white children declined by 20
percent in the same time period. The large number of children with missing race data at the time of the

writing of this report may affect the analysis.

Table 9. State Wards Remaining in Guardianship at Year End

by Race and Ethnicity, 2000—2008

African American Asian/ Two or No race Hispanic
Ward American/ - Pacific White more ethnicity—
e ards at Black Indian Island data
Year-end ac Slander races any race
N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
2000 1,717 501 | 29.2 155 9.0 3 0.2 743 | 43.3 | 304 | 17.7 9105 132 7.7
2001 1,732 502 | 29.0 149 8.6 7 0.4 755 | 43.6 | 308 | 17.8 10 | 0.6 126 7.3
2002 1,634 492 | 30.1 149 9.1 10 0.6 670 | 41.0 | 304 | 18.6 10 | 0.6 139 8.5
2003 1,564 433 | 27.7 152 9.7 9 0.6 715 | 45.7 | 239 | 15.3 16 | 1.0 166 | 10.6
2004 1,598 436 | 27.3 166 | 10.4 6 0.4 727 | 455 | 244 | 15.3 18 | 1.1 147 9.2
2005 1,437 387 | 26.9 144 | 10.0 9 0.6 673 | 46.8 | 195 | 13.6 32| 22 167 | 11.6
2006 1,481 400 | 27.0 147 99| 21 1.4 705 | 47.6 | 163 | 11.0 40 | 2.7 138 9.3
2007 1,490 396 | 26.6 153 | 10.3 | 16 1.1 669 | 44.9 | 198 | 13.3 57 | 3.8 130 8.7
2008 1,241 351 | 28.3 91 7.3 | 17 1.4 535 | 43.1 | 163 | 13.1 86 | 6.9 119 9.6
Figure 7. State Wards Remaining in Guardianship at Year End
by Race and Ethnicity, 2000-2008
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Racial Disproportionality

Table 10 shows the over/under representation of entering state wards of color and adoptees in 2008.
U.S. Census numbers from both 2000 and 2008 were used for the comparisons. The numbers of white
children entering guardianship and being adopted were much larger than those of other races/ethnicity;
however, they are under-represented when compared to the overall state population. Table 10 shows
that, in 2008, the 162 African American/Black children that entered guardianship represent 1.9
children per 1,000 African American/Black children in the Minnesota popul ation. Because the white
population is so large, 297 white children entering guardianship only represented .30 children per
1,000. African American/Black children were more than six times more likely to enter guardianship
than white children (1.9/0.3). American Indian children were 3.5 times more likely to enter
guardianship than awhite child (3.3/0.3)

African American/Black children entered guardianship at about the same disproportionality ratios (7.3
versus 6.3 times) but made no improvement in the disproportionality rates at which they were adopted
(9.3 versus 4.9 times). American Indian children saw alarge decrease (7.0 versus 3.3 per 1,000) in the
disproportionality at which they entered, but showed an improvement in the disproportionality ratiosin

adoptions (5.7 versus 8.1 times).

Table 10. Representation in the Minnesota Population of Children Entering into and
Adopted from Guardianship by Race, 2008

African American Asian/ TWo or more Hispanic
American/ . Pacific White ethnicity—
Indian races
Black Islander any race
2000 | 2008 | 2000 | 2008 | 2000 | 2008 | 2000 | 2008 | 2000 | 2008 | 2000 | 2008
Children entering
guardianship 141 162 44 23 1 11 334 297 118 76 63 59
Entering per 1,000 children
in Minnesota population 220 | 1.90 2.10 1.00 0.00 0.20 0.30 0.30 2.70 1.70 1.10 0.70
Entering—Ratio to one
white child per 1,000 7.3 6.3 7.0 3.3 0 0.7 1.0 1.0 9.0 5.7 3.7 2.3
Children adopted from
guardianship 178 161 36 71 3 11 319 400 100 95 35 63
Adopted per 1,000 children
in Minnesota population 280 | 1.90 1.70 3.10 | 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.38 2.30 2.20 0.60 0.70
Adopted—Ratio to one
white child per 1,000 9.3 4.9 5.7 8.1 0.3 0.5 1.0 1.0 7.7 5.7 2.0 1.8
Section 111 — 2008 Adoptions 12




Timeliness of Placement and Adoption After Termination of Parental Rights (TPR)

From 2000 to 2008 the average number of days from entering guardianship to adoption declined by 31
percent, but has been stable since 2005. This reduction appears to be attributable to finding pre-
adoptive homes for state wards and compl eting the adoption process in a shorter time frame.

Table 11. Time from Entering Guardianship to Pre-adoptive Placement
and Adoption, 2000-2008

Average days
Adoption Wards SUETE Pre-adoptive Entering
Year N e placementto | guardianship
Sre i adoption to adoption
placement
2000 636 402 345 747
2001 546 340 317 657
2002 616 271 337 608
2003 716 268 291 559
2004 591 271 316 587
2005 751 244 266 510
2006 622 221 278 499
2007 683 242 268 510
2008 757 244 268 512

Figure 8. Time from Entering Guardianship to Pre-adoptive Placement
and Adoption, 2000-2008
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American Indian Child Welfare Initiative data

In thefirst half of 2008, the American Indian Child Welfare Initiative Tribes from the Leech Lake and
White Earth Bands of Ojibwe began entering datainto SSIS for children served regarding reports and
responses to child maltreatment concerns, out-of-home care and guardianship/adoption circumstances.
Accessing SSIS for data documentation and entry purposesis anew tool for Initiative members and the
data covers only a portion of all 2008 data. Therefore data should be considered preliminary and will
become increasingly robust over time
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State Wards Who Exited Placement to Adoption Within Two Years of Placement
County State wards on State vyards adsé?)tti;vﬁ]riZS Percent adopted in
1/1/2008 adopted in 2008* <25 months
months
Aitkin 4 2 2 100.0
Anoka 96 52 28 53.8
Becker 7 4 4 100.0
Beltrami 7 5 1 20.0
Benton 7 9 6 66.7
Big Stone 2 2 0 0.0
Blue Earth 17 9 6 66.7
Brown 3 2 2 100.0
Carlton 9 5 2 40.0
Carver 6 5 2 40.0
Cass 8 0 0 NA
Chippewa 1 1 1 100.0
Chisago 5 1 0 0.0
Clay 20 21 13 61.9
Clearwater 2 0 0 NA
Cook 0 0 0 NA
Cottonwood 3 3 1 33.3
Crow Wing 28 17 8 47.1
Dakota 55 37 29 78.4
Dodge 3 2 2 100.0
Douglas 3 3 0 0.0
Fillmore 4 3 0 0.0
Freeborn 7 5 1 20.0
Goodhue 24 20 13 65.0
Grant 0 0 0 NA
Hennepin 421 219 102 46.6
Houston 7 4 1 25.0
Hubbard 9 5 0 0.0
Isanti 8 2 2 100.0
Itasca 9 9 8 88.9
Jackson 3 3 1 33.3
Kanabec 2 2 2 100.0
Kandiyohi 5 4 4 100.0
Kittson 0 0 1 NA
Koochiching 3 4 1 25.0
Lac qui Parle 3 3 3 100.0
Lake 9 3 0 0.0
Lake of the Woods 0 0 0 NA
Le Sueur 3 1 1 100.0
McLeod 16 7 4 57.1
Mahnomen 3 3 0 0.0
Marshall 4 0 0 NA
Meeker 4 0 0 NA
Mille Lacs 3 1 1 100.0
Morrison 17 9 5 55.6

Section |11 — 2008 Adoptions

16



State Wards Who Exited Placement to Adoption Within Two Years of Placement

(continued)

County

State wards on

State wards

State wards
adopted in <25

Percent adopted

1/1/2008 adopted in 2008* months in <25 months
Mower 10 3 1 33.3
Nicollet 4 6 5 83.3
Nobles 2 1 1 100.0
Norman 2 2 0 0.0
Olmsted 30 24 18 75.0
Otter Tail 12 7 6 85.7
Pennington 5 3 0 0.0
Pine 15 6 3 50.0
Pipestone 0 0 0 NA
Polk 8 2 0 0.0
Pope 3 0 0 NA
Ramsey 229 54 10 18.5
Red Lake 1 1 1 100.0
Redwood 7 0 0 NA
Renville 0 0 0 NA
Rice 10 7 7 100.0
Rock 1 1 0 0.0
Roseau 6 5 5 100.0
St. Louis 61 33 14 42.4
Scott 23 14 4 28.6
Sherburne 9 8 5 62.5
Sibley 2 2 2 100.0
Stearns 67 27 3 11.1
Steele 3 3 2 66.7
Stevens 1 0 0 NA
Swift 1 1 1 100.0
Todd 12 13 9 69.2
Traverse 0 0 0 NA
Wabasha 1 0 0 NA
Wadena 5 5 5 100.0
Waseca 4 1 0 0.0
Washington 16 5 4 80.0
Watonwan 6 1 1 100.0
Wilkin 1 0 0 NA
Winona 6 4 1 25.0
Wright 21 11 2 18.2
Yellow Medicine 3 0 0 NA
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 9 5 3 60.0
Faribault-Martin 7 7 6 85.7
Leech Lake 0 0 0 NA
White Earth 12 8 1 125
Missing data 23 0 0.0 NA
Total 1,488 757 341 45.0
Section |11 — 2008 Adoptions
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Children in Guardianship as of 12/31/08 by Race and Ethnicity

County/Tribe

African
American/
Black

American
Indian

Asian

Pacific
Islander

White

Two or
more
races

Missing
race
data

Total
children

Hispanic

Aitkin

*

*

8

Anoka

41

17

13*

81

Becker

*

8

Beltrami

*

Benton

*

Blue Earth

19

Brown

Carlton

Carver

Cass

Chippewa

Chisago

Clay

Clearwater

Cook

Cottonwood

Crow Wing

22

36

Dakota

12

28

Dodge

Douglas

Fillmore

Freeborn

Goodhue

16

20

Hennepin

48

346

Houston

Hubbard

Isanti

ltasca

Jackson

Kanabec

Kandiyohi

Lake

Le Sueur

Marshall

McLeod

Meeker

Mille Lacs

Morrison
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Children in Guardianship as of 12/31/08 by Race and Ethnicity (continued)

African

Two or

Missing

County/Tribe American/ Arlner_lcan Asian PELEIIE White more race T_otal Hispanic
ndian Islander children
Black races data
Mower * * * * 11 * * 13 *
Nicollet * * * * * * * 8 *
Nobles * * * * * * * 7 *
Norman * * * * * * * *
Olmsted * * * * 25 * * 37 *
Otter Tail * * * * * * * * *
Pennington * * * * * * * 8 *
Pine * * * * 9 * * 12 *
PlpeStone * * * * * * * * *
Polk * * * * * * * * *
Pope * * * * * * * * *
Ramsey 100 * 10 * 48 23 13 200 26
Redwood * * * * 7 * * 10 *
RenVI”e * * * * * * * * *
RICE * * * * * * * 12 *
Roseau * * * * * * * * *
St. Louis 9 * * * 23 * * 46 *
Scott * * * * 9 * * 16 *
Sherburne * * * * * * * * *
Slbley * * * * * * * * *
Stearns 9 * * * 30 8 * 50 *
Steele * * * * * * * * *
Stevens * * * * * * * * *
SWlﬁ * * * * * * * * *
Todd * * * * * * * * *
Wabasha * * * * * * * * *
Wadena * * * * 9 * * 9 *
Waseca * * * * * * * * *
Washington * * * * * * 7 20 *
Watonwan * * * * * * * 8 *
Wl|kll’] * * * * * * * * *
Wlnona * * * * * * * * *
Wright * * * * 11 * * 11 *
Yellow Medicine * * * * * * * * *
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray * * * * * * * * *
Faribault-Martin * * * * * * * * *
White Earth * 10 * * * * * 10 *
Total 351 90 17 0 535 162 86 1,241 119
Percent 28.3 7.3 14 0 43.1 13 6.9 100.0 9.6

*Number of children is less than seven in that cell, and is not shown to prevent identification of individuals. Totals include this omitted data and
children whose race data was missing. Counties without children in guardianship on 12/31/2008 were not included in this table.
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Introduction

Revised Federal Child and Family Service Review Performance Measures

The federal Child and Family Service Reviews examine state performance in child safety and
permanency. To inform this process, the Administration for Children and Families created two
child safety performance measures and 15 permanency performance measures. The permanency
measures can be grouped into the categories of: 1) timeliness and permanency of reunification,
2) timeliness of adoptions of children discharged from foster care, 3) achieving permanency for
children in care for extended periods of time, and 4) placement stability. Section IV contains
these individual measures by county for the calendar year, 2008. Please note that caution should
be used in drawing conclusions from measures with small numbers.

A variety of tools and processes are being used to transition the state and counties to these new
measures and to understand and monitor ongoing performance. These include adding revised
outcome measures to the Charting and Analysistool in the Social Services Information System
(SSI9), integrating new measures into the Minnesota Child and Family Services Reviews,
joining the University of Chicago—Chapin Hall Center for State Foster Care and Adoption Data,
developing a publicly accessible dashboard on selected measures, and adopting comparable
measures into the Children and Community Services Act.

American Indian Child Welfare Initiative Data

In the first half of 2008, the American Indian Child Welfare Initiative Tribes from the Leech
Lake and White Earth Bands of Ojibwe began entering datainto SSIS for children served
regarding reports and responses to child maltreatment concerns, out-of-home care and
guardianship/adoption circumstances. Accessing SSIS for data documentation and entry
purposes is anew tool for Initiative members and the data covers only a portion of all 2008 data.
Therefore data should be considered preliminary and will become increasingly robust over time.
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Safety Measure 1.1: Absence of Repeat Maltreatment

Of all who were victims of determined maltreatment during the last six months of 2007, what
number did not have another determined report within six months? The national standard is

94.6 or higher.

i i Victims—no .
County/Tribe Un:/(?éjt?n?st;rl%;r_led recurrence within P?/\:?tiri]rg Zloxt rrnegrt]ltrrr:g
12/31/07 six months

Aitkin 18 18 100.0
Anoka 170 167 98.2
Becker 51 47 92.2
Beltrami 41 41 100.0
Benton 17 17 100.0
Big Stone 3 3 100.0
Blue Earth 57 55 96.5
Brown 39 38 97.4
Carlton 8 8 100.0
Carver 27 24 88.9
Cass 2 2 100.0
Chippewa 2 2 100.0
Chisago 6 6 100.0
Clay 29 28 96.6
Clearwater 5 5 100.0
Cook 2 2 100.0
Cottonwood 4 3 75.0
Crow Wing 12 12 100.0
Dakota 167 153 91.6
Dodge 8 8 100.0
Douglas 26 26 100.0
Fillmore 2 2 100.0
Freeborn 28 28 100.0
Goodhue 10 10 100.0
Grant 2 2 100.0
Hennepin 883 812 92.0
Houston 5 5 100.0
Hubbard 7 7 100.0
Isanti 22 22 100.0
Itasca 28 27 96.4
Jackson 5 5 100.0
Kanabec 6 6 100.0
Kandiyohi 44 42 95.5
Kittson 0 NA NA
Koochiching 3 3 100.0
Lac qui Parle 2 2 100.0
Lake 3 3 100.0
Lake of the Woods 4 4 100.0
Le Sueur 13 13 100.0
McLeod 28 24 85.7
Mahnomen 2 2 100.0
Marshall 4 4 100.0
Meeker 4 4 100.0
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Safety Measure 1.1: Absence of Repeat Maltreatment (continued)

Unique determined Victims—no Percent not
County/Tribe victims 7/1/07- recurrence within recurring within six
12/31/07 six months months

Mille Lacs 30 30 100.0
Morrison 14 14 100.0
Mower 20 19 95.0
Nicollet 16 16 100.0
Nobles 6 6 100.0
Norman 2 2 100.0
Olmsted 22 22 100.0
Otter Tail 53 50 94.3
Pennington 7 7 100.0
Pine 18 18 100.0
Pipestone 6 6 100.0
Polk 24 23 95.8
Pope 7 6 85.7
Ramsey 277 266 96.0
Red Lake 2 2 100.0
Redwood 9 8 88.9
Renville 2 2 100.0
Rice 32 32 100.0
Rock 1 1 100.0
Roseau 1 1 100.0
St. Louis 125 114 91.2
Scott 89 89 100.0
Sherburne 54 52 96.3
Sibley 9 9 100.0
Stearns 33 33 100.0
Steele 10 10 100.0
Stevens 2 2 100.0
Swift 6 5 83.3
Todd 2 2 100.0
Traverse 2 2 100.0
Wabasha 0 NA NA
Wadena 5 5 100.0
Waseca 8 8 100.0
Washington 78 74 94.9
Watonwan 9 9 100.0
Wilkin 2 2 100.0
Winona 29 29 100.0
Wright 53 51 96.2
Yellow Medicine 1 1 100.0
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 6 6 100.0
Faribault-Martin 64 58 90.6
Leech Lake 0 NA NA
White Earth 3 3 100.0
Minnesota 2,938 2,787 94.9
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Safety Measure 1.2: Absence of Maltreatment in Foster Care
Of all children who were served in foster care during the reporting period, what percent were not the
subjects of determined maltreatment by a foster parent or facility staff? The national standard is 99.68
percent or higher.
. . Children not
County/Tribe Chlldre?nlr;éggter Care | maltreated l:_)y a foster '?ﬁ;ﬁ?g;tgzt
parent/facility staff
Aitkin 62 62 100.00
Anoka 900 899 99.89
Becker 202 195 96.53
Beltrami 235 233 99.15
Benton 83 83 100.00
Big Stone 18 17 94.44
Blue Earth 187 186 99.47
Brown 66 66 100.00
Carlton 139 139 100.00
Carver 146 146 100.00
Cass 121 121 100.00
Chippewa 13 13 100.00
Chisago 85 85 100.00
Clay 168 168 100.00
Clearwater 18 18 100.00
Cook 15 15 100.00
Cottonwood 42 42 100.00
Crow Wing 244 243 99.59
Dakota 497 497 100.00
Dodge 31 31 100.00
Douglas 84 84 100.00
Fillmore 36 36 100.00
Freeborn 111 111 100.00
Goodhue 110 108 98.18
Grant 9 9 100.00
Hennepin 3,146 3,141 99.84
Houston 50 50 100.00
Hubbard 68 68 100.00
Isanti 67 65 97.01
Itasca 193 191 98.96
Jackson 44 44 100.00
Kanabec 37 37 100.00
Kandiyohi 107 107 100.00
Kittson 8 8 100.00
Koochiching 89 88 98.88
Lac qui Parle 15 15 100.00
Lake 38 38 100.00
Lake of the Woods 8 8 100.00
Le Sueur 50 49 98.00
McLeod 102 102 100.00
Mahnomen 47 47 100.00
Marshall 15 15 100.00
Meeker 34 34 100.00
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Safety Measure 1.2: Absence of Maltreatment in Foster Care
. . Children not
County/Tribe Chlldre?nlr;éggter care maltreated k_)y a foster I:ne;ﬁfggtgzt
parent/facility staff

Mille Lacs 78 78 100.00
Morrison 97 97 100.00
Mower 101 101 100.00
Nicollet 53 53 100.00
Nobles 80 79 98.75
Norman 16 16 100.00
Olmsted 178 178 100.00
Otter Tail 127 126 99.21
Pennington 55 55 100.00
Pine 98 98 100.00
Pipestone 19 19 100.00
Polk 122 121 99.18
Pope 26 25 96.15
Ramsey 1,820 1,819 99.95
Red Lake 17 17 100.00
Redwood 77 77 100.00
Renville 33 33 100.00
Rice 101 101 100.00
Rock 22 22 100.00
Roseau 31 31 100.00
St. Louis 750 744 99.20
Scott 166 166 100.00
Sherburne 136 136 100.00
Sibley 31 31 100.00
Stearns 317 317 100.00
Steele 55 54 98.18
Stevens 10 10 100.00
Swift 31 31 100.00
Todd 59 59 100.00
Traverse 4 4 100.00
Wabasha 35 35 100.00
Wadena 51 51 100.00
Waseca 35 35 100.00
Washington 249 247 99.20
Watonwan 39 39 100.00
Wilkin 31 31 100.00
Winona 110 110 100.00
Wright 301 300 99.67
Yellow Medicine 22 22 100.00
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 105 105 100.00
Faribault-Martin 113 112 99.12
Leech Lake 114 114 100.00
White Earth 100 100 100.00
Total 13,755 13,713 99.69
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Permanency Measure 1.1: Time to Reunification

Of all children discharged from foster care to reunification in the target 12-month period, and who had been
in foster care for 8 days or longer, what percent were reunified in less than 12 months from the time of the
latest removal from home? The national standard is 75.2 percent or higher.

County/Tribe Children reunified S/:vr;ilhdirzegzr?nuonr:ftlﬁg \?v?trr?iinizren:(r)lmﬁg
Aitkin 13 13 100.0
Anoka 209 181 86.6
Becker 71 59 83.1
Beltrami 82 69 84.1
Benton 24 21 87.5
Big Stone 6 5 83.3
Blue Earth 75 68 90.7
Brown 30 27 90.0
Carlton 41 32 78.0
Carver 55 46 83.6
Cass 34 31 91.2
Chippewa 4 1 25.0
Chisago 27 26 96.3
Clay 48 44 91.7
Clearwater 6 5 83.3
Cook 8 62.5
Cottonwood 22 20 90.9
Crow Wing 64 53 82.8
Dakota 120 111 92.5
Dodge 9 9 100.0
Douglas 30 23 76.7
Fillmore 12 10 83.3
Freeborn 60 49 81.7
Goodhue 32 26 81.3
Grant 1 0 0.0
Hennepin 854 706 82.7
Houston 6 4 66.7
Hubbard 26 24 92.3
Isanti 28 24 85.7
Itasca 77 73 94.8
Jackson 12 11 91.7
Kanabec 10 9 90.0
Kandiyohi 51 48 94.1
Kittson 0 0 NA
Koochiching 31 29 93.5
Lac qui Parle 4 2 50.0
Lake 7 6 85.7
Lake of the Woods 5 100.0
Le Sueur 13 13 100.0
McLeod 43 36 83.7
Mahnomen 18 16 88.9
Marshall 4 3 75.0
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Permanency Measure 1.1: Time to Reunification (continued)

County/Tribe

Total children
reunified in 2008

Children reunified
within 12 months

Percent reunified
within 12 months

Meeker 9 9 100.0
Mille Lacs 31 28 90.3
Morrison 30 28 93.3
Mower 29 25 86.2
Nicollet 20 19 95.0
Nobles 25 25 100.0
Norman 7 7 100.0
Olmsted 45 40 88.9
Otter Tail 43 37 86.0
Pennington 20 16 80.0
Pine 18 14 77.8
Pipestone 5 4 80.0
Polk 60 50 83.3
Pope 10 10 100.0
Ramsey 458 396 86.5
Red Lake 9 6 66.7
Redwood 30 28 93.3
Renville 14 13 92.9
Rice 37 29 78.4
Rock 7 6 85.7
Roseau 12 11 91.7
St. Louis 225 184 81.8
Scott 58 52 89.7
Sherburne 48 42 87.5
Sibley 14 13 92.9
Stearns 98 86 87.8
Steele 25 23 92.0
Stevens 3 3 100.0
Swift 11 10 90.9
Todd 25 19 76.0
Traverse 1 1 100.0
Wabasha 14 12 85.7
Wadena 13 11 84.6
Waseca 10 9 90.0
Washington 80 71 88.8
Watonwan 17 14 82.4
Wilkin 8 8 100.0
Winona 53 47 88.7
Wright 99 81 81.8
Yellow Medicine 17 17 100.0
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 25 22 88.0
Faribault-Martin 42 37 88.1
Leech Lake 20 20 100.0
White Earth 9 9 100.0
Total 4,106 3,535 86.1
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Permanency Measure 1.2: Median Months to Reunification

Of all children who were discharged from foster care to reunification in the 12-month target period, and
who had been in foster care for 8 days or longer, what was the median length of stay in months from
the date of the latest removal from home until the date of discharge to reunification? The national

standard is 5.4 months or less.

County/Tribe

Children reunified

Median months in care

Aitkin 13 6.1
Anoka 209 4.2
Becker 71 8.1
Beltrami 82 6.1
Benton 24 3.8
Big Stone 6 9.3
Blue Earth 75 2.9
Brown 30 2.0
Carlton 41 3.7
Carver 55 2.8
Cass 34 2.2
Chippewa 4 19.3
Chisago 27 15
Clay 48 1.8
Clearwater 6 3.7
Cook 8 4.8
Cottonwood 22 1.9
Crow Wing 64 3.5
Dakota 120 4.6
Dodge 9 1.9
Douglas 30 5.0
Fillmore 12 4.6
Freeborn 60 2.8
Goodhue 32 3.8
Grant 1 12.5
Hennepin 854 5.3
Houston 6 8.4
Hubbard 26 5.2
Isanti 28 4.7
Itasca 77 2.9
Jackson 12 4.0
Kanabec 10 3.3
Kandiyohi 51 2.0
Kittson 0 NA
Koochiching 31 1.9
Lac qui Parle 4 10.1
Lake 7 7.5
Lake of the Woods 5 1.2
Le Sueur 13 1.5
McLeod 43 3.9
Mahnomen 18 9.9
Marshall 4 4.2
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Permanency Measure 1.2: Median Months to Reunification (continued)

County/Tribe

Children reunified

Median months in care

Meeker 9 4.2
Mille Lacs 31 29
Morrison 30 5.7
Mower 29 2.0
Nicollet 20 6.3
Nobles 25 15
Norman 7 9.2
Olmsted 45 2.7
Otter Tail 43 1.9
Pennington 20 4.5
Pine 18 1.2
Pipestone 5 1.2
Polk 60 4.3
Pope 10 2.9
Ramsey 458 3.0
Red Lake 9 3.8
Redwood 30 3.0
Renville 14 4.8
Rice 37 7.0
Rock 7 5.7
Roseau 12 1.7
St. Louis 225 3.9
Scott 58 4.4
Sherburne 48 5.2
Sibley 14 5.2
Stearns 98 3.7
Steele 25 2.0
Stevens 3 1.4
Swift 11 2.6
Todd 25 4.9
Traverse 1 1.4
Wabasha 14 4.1
Wadena 13 4.5
Waseca 10 0.5
Washington 80 3.3
Watonwan 17 2.9
Wilkin 8 4.3
Winona 53 1.8
Wright 99 6.9
Yellow Medicine 17 8.8
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 25 4.7
Faribault-Martin 42 4.7
Leech Lake 20 3.6
White Earth 9 4.7
Total 4,106 4.0
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Permanency Measure 1.3: Reunification After First Removal
Of all children who entered foster care for the first time in the 6-month period just prior to the target 12-month
period, and who remained in foster care for 8 days or longer, what percent were discharged from foster care to
reunification in less than 12 months from the date of latest removal from home? The national standard is 48.4
percent or higher.
County/Tribe Entered p_Iace_ment for _ Reunified P(_erc_ent reunified
the first time within 12 months within 12 months
Aitkin 16 12 75.0
Anoka 114 76 66.7
Becker 49 28 57.1
Beltrami 44 30 68.2
Benton 12 6 50.0
Big Stone 2 0 0.0
Blue Earth 36 29 80.6
Brown 9 8 88.9
Carlton 28 13 46.4
Carver 27 16 59.3
Cass 16 5 31.3
Chippewa 1 1 100.0
Chisago 12 12 100.0
Clay 25 14 56.0
Clearwater 3 2 66.7
Cook 1 1 100.0
Cottonwood 3 3 100.0
Crow Wing 32 16 50.0
Dakota 64 36 56.3
Dodge 9 5 55.6
Douglas 26 20 76.9
Fillmore 5 3 60.0
Freeborn 18 12 66.7
Goodhue 25 15 60.0
Grant 2 0 0.0
Hennepin 456 265 58.1
Houston 16 1 6.3
Hubbard 20 16 80.0
Isanti 16 14 87.5
Itasca 43 26 60.5
Jackson 9 7 77.8
Kanabec 9 6 66.7
Kandiyohi 24 19 79.2
Kittson 0 0 NA
Koochiching 5 2 40.0
Lac qui Parle 1 1 100.0
Lake 5 5 100.0
Lake of the Woods 2 2 100.0
Le Sueur 10 5 50.0
McLeod 18 15 83.3
Mahnomen 10 5 50.0
Marshall 4 3 75.0
Meeker 6 3 50.0
Section IV — 2008 Feder al Performance M easures 12



Permanency Measure 1.3: Reunification After First Removal (continued)
County/Tribe Entered p_Iace_ment for _ Reunified P(_arc'ent reunified
the first time within 12 months within 12 months
Mille Lacs 9 8 88.9
Morrison 31 22 71.0
Mower 13 7 53.8
Nicollet 6 2 33.3
Nobles 14 10 71.4
Norman 7 5 71.4
Olmsted 29 15 51.7
Otter Tail 25 13 52.0
Pennington 9 7 77.8
Pine 20 9 45.0
Pipestone 6 5 83.3
Polk 24 18 75.0
Pope 5 5 100.0
Ramsey 172 101 58.7
Red Lake 2 0 0.0
Redwood 17 13 76.5
Renville 5 3 60.0
Rice 25 12 48.0
Rock 3 2 66.7
Roseau 4 4 100.0
St. Louis 74 46 62.2
Scott 34 23 67.6
Sherburne 24 14 58.3
Sibley 5 3 60.0
Stearns 48 35 72.9
Steele 14 12 85.7
Stevens 0 0 NA
Swift 4 4 100.0
Todd 15 8 53.3
Traverse 2 0 0.0
Wabasha 1 1 100.0
Wadena 13 5 38.5
Waseca 3 2 66.7
Washington 38 24 63.2
Watonwan 6 6 100.0
Wilkin 9 4 44.4
Winona 18 12 66.7
Wright 46 32 69.6
Yellow Medicine 6 4 66.7
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 20 12 60.0
Faribault-Martin 22 15 68.2
Leech Lake 3 0 0.0
White Earth 2 0 0.0
Total 2,066 1,281 62.0
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Permanency Measure 1.4: Placement Re-entry

Of all children who were discharged from foster care to reunification in the 12-month period prior to the target 12-
month period, what percent re-entered foster care in less than 12 months from the date of discharge? The national
standard is 9.9 percent or lower.

County/Tribe

Reunified in 2007

Re-entered in less than 12

Percent re-entered in less

months than 12 months
Aitkin 34 14 41.2
Anoka 542 186 34.3
Becker 100 22 22.0
Beltrami 90 9 10.0
Benton 29 7 24.1
Big Stone 5 0 0.0
Blue Earth 96 27 28.1
Brown 52 17 32.7
Carlton 43 16 37.2
Carver 95 32 33.7
Cass 80 23 28.8
Chippewa 8 0 0.0
Chisago 62 9 14.5
Clay 41 10 24.4
Clearwater 10 5 50.0
Cook 4 3 75.0
Cottonwood 19 10 52.6
Crow Wing 54 13 24.1
Dakota 189 39 20.6
Dodge 11 3 27.3
Douglas 29 10 34.5
Fillmore 16 3 18.8
Freeborn 40 15 37.5
Goodhue 35 6 17.1
Grant 6 0 0.0
Hennepin 1,137 227 20.0
Houston 15 2 13.3
Hubbard 23 6 26.1
Isanti 58 5 8.6
Itasca 111 37 33.3
Jackson 21 4 19.0
Kanabec 26 6 23.1
Kandiyohi 63 14 22.2
Kittson 10 1 10.0
Koochiching 32 15 46.9
Lac Qui Parle 3 0 0.0
Lake 12 1 8.3
Lake of the Woods 2 1 50.0
Le Sueur 20 9 45.0
McLeod 34 6 17.6
Mahnomen 24 7 29.2
Marshall 6 1 16.7
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Permanency Measure 1.4: Placement Re-entry (continued)

County/Tribe

Reunified in 2007

Re-entered in less than 12

Percent re-entered in less

months than 12 months
Meeker 19 3 15.8
Mille Lacs 34 10 29.4
Morrison 41 11 26.8
Mower 35 10 28.6
Nicollet 38 9 23.7
Nobles 33 6 18.2
Norman 5 3 60.0
Olmsted 61 18 29.5
Otter Tail 55 10 18.2
Pennington 32 9 28.1
Pine 37 8 21.6
Pipestone 14 2 14.3
Polk 37 12 32.4
Pope 18 4 22.2
Ramsey 931 262 28.1
Red Lake 7 0 0.0
Redwood 25 9 36.0
Renville 14 4 28.6
Rice 47 9 19.1
Rock 15 8 53.3
Roseau 20 5 25.0
St. Louis 188 56 29.8
Scott 107 27 25.2
Sherburne 54 13 24.1
Sibley 15 2 13.3
Stearns 144 32 22.2
Steele 35 13 37.1
Stevens 2 0 0.0
Swift 10 6 60.0
Todd 22 4 18.2
Traverse 6 1 16.7
Wabasha 27 12 44 .4
Wadena 28 12 42.9
Waseca 19 8 42.1
Washington 153 40 26.1
Watonwan 14 2 14.3
Wilkin 10 2 20.0
Winona 49 26 53.1
Wright 88 19 21.6
Yellow Medicine 10 0 0.0
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 54 20 37.0
Faribault-Martin 50 8 16.0
Leech Lake 2 0 0.0
White Earth 0 0 NA
Total 5,892 1,536 26.1
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Permanency Measure 2.1: Adoption in Less than 24 Months

Of all children who were discharged from foster care to a finalized adoption during the 12-month target period, what
percent were discharged in less than 24 months from the date of the latest removal from home? The national
standard is 36.6 percent or higher.

County/Tribe

Children adopted

Adopted less than 24
months from removal

Percent adopted less than
24 months from removal

from home from home
Aitkin 3 3 100.0
Anoka 53 28 52.8
Becker 4 4 100.0
Beltrami 6 2 33.3
Benton 10 6 60.0
Big Stone 2 0 0.0
Blue Earth 9 6 66.7
Brown 2 2 100.0
Carlton 5 2 40.0
Carver 5 3 60.0
Cass 0 0 NA
Chippewa 1 1 100.0
Chisago 1 0 0.0
Clay 21 13 61.9
Clearwater 0 0 NA
Cook 0 0 NA
Cottonwood 3 1 33.3
Crow Wing 16 8 50.0
Dakota 36 29 80.6
Dodge 2 2 100.0
Douglas 3 0 0.0
Fillmore 3 0 0.0
Freeborn 3 1 33.3
Goodhue 20 13 65.0
Grant 0 0 NA
Hennepin 220 102 46.4
Houston 4 1 25.0
Hubbard 6 0 0.0
Isanti 2 2 100.0
Itasca 11 8 72.7
Jackson 3 1 33.3
Kanabec 2 2 100.0
Kandiyohi 4 4 100.0
Kittson 1 1 100.0
Koochiching 4 1 25.0
Lac Qui Parle 3 3 100.0
Lake 3 0 0.0
Lake of the Woods 0 0 NA
Le Sueur 3 1 33.3
McLeod 7 4 57.1
Mahnomen 0 0 NA
Marshall 0 0 NA
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Permanency Measure 2.1: Adoption in Less than 24 Months (continued)

County/Tribe

Children adopted

Adopted less than 24

months after removal from

Percent adopted less than
24 months after removal

home from home
Meeker 0 0 NA
Mille Lacs 1 1 100.0
Morrison 9 5 55.6
Mower 3 1 33.3
Nicollet 5 5 100.0
Nobles 1 1 100.0
Norman 2 0 0.0
Olmsted 24 18 75.0
Otter Tail 7 6 85.7
Pennington 3 0 0.0
Pine 6 3 50.0
Pipestone 0 0 NA
Polk 2 0 0.0
Pope 0 0 NA
Ramsey 59 11 18.6
Red Lake 1 1 100.0
Redwood 0 0 NA
Renville 0 0 NA
Rice 7 7 100.0
Rock 1 0 0.0
Roseau 5 5 100.0
St. Louis 34 14 41.2
Scott 14 4 28.6
Sherburne 8 5 62.5
Sibley 2 2 100.0
Stearns 27 3 11.1
Steele 3 2 66.7
Stevens 0 0 NA
Swift 1 1 100.0
Todd 13 9 69.2
Traverse 0 0 NA
Wabasha 0 0 NA
Wadena 5 5 100.0
Waseca 1 0 0.0
Washington 5 4 80.0
Watonwan 1 1 100.0
Wilkin 0 0 NA
Winona 3 1 33.3
Wright 11 2 18.2
Yellow Medicine 0 0 NA
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 6 3 50.0
Faribault-Martin 6 6 100.0
Leech Lake 0 0 NA
White Earth 6 4 66.7
Total 763 384 50.3
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Permanency Measure 2.2: Median Months to Adoption
Of all children who were discharged from foster care to a finalized adoption during the 12-month
target period, what was the median length of stay in foster care in months from the date of latest
removal from home to the date of discharge to adoption? The national standard is 27.3 months
or less.

County/Tribe Children adopted Median months |_n care

before adoption

Aitkin 3 15.7
Anoka 53 23.0
Becker 4 15.9
Beltrami 6 24.2
Benton 10 22.5
Big Stone 2 39.3
Blue Earth 9 16.1
Brown 2 17.7
Carlton 5 26.4
Carver 5 19.3
Cass 0 NA
Chippewa 1 6.9
Chisago 1 39.4
Clay 21 20.6
Clearwater 0 NA
Cook 0 NA
Cottonwood 3 22.4
Crow Wing 16 18.8
Dakota 36 22.3
Dodge 2 15.5
Douglas 3 26.0
Fillmore 3 36.3
Freeborn 3 25.1
Goodhue 20 21.9
Grant 0 NA
Hennepin 220 25.3
Houston 4 40.3
Hubbard 6 29.2
Isanti 2 17.6
Itasca 11 21.2
Jackson 3 24.1
Kanabec 2 14.0
Kandiyohi 4 22.0
Kittson 1 11.8
Koochiching 4 26.0
Lac Qui Parle 3 16.2
Lake 3 44.9
Lake of the Woods 0 NA
Le Sueur 3 29.6
McLeod 7 21.3
Mahnomen 0 NA
Marshall 0 NA
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Permanency Measure 2.2: Median Months to Adoption (continued)
County/Tribe Children adopted Median months |.n care
before adoption
Meeker 0 NA
Mille Lacs 1 7.5
Morrison 9 21.3
Mower 3 39.3
Nicollet 5 16.0
Nobles 1 8.5
Norman 2 42.3
Olmsted 24 21.7
Otter Tail 7 18.5
Pennington 3 34.3
Pine 6 20.9
Pipestone 0 NA
Polk 2 60.2
Pope 0 NA
Ramsey 59 33.2
Red Lake 1 8.0
Redwood 0 NA
Renville 0 NA
Rice 7 14.4
Rock 1 34.7
Roseau 5 16.0
St. Louis 34 26.1
Scott 14 29.1
Sherburne 8 13.4
Sibley 2 14.9
Stearns 27 32.3
Steele 3 19.6
Stevens 0 NA
Swift 1 9.9
Todd 13 20.3
Traverse 0 NA
Wabasha 0 NA
Wadena 5 19.4
Waseca 1 32.3
Washington 5 14.7
Watonwan 1 11.0
Wilkin 0 NA
Winona 3 27.1
Wright 11 30.4
Yellow Medicine 0 NA
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 6 17.1
Faribault-Martin 6 15.3
Leech Lake 0 NA
White Earth 6 3.0
Total 763 25.1
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Permanency Measure 2.3: Discharges to Adoption

Of all children in foster care on the first day of the 12-month target period who were in foster care for 17 continuous
months or longer, what percent were discharged from foster care to a finalized adoption by the last day of the 12
month target period? The national standard is 22.7 percent or higher.

County/Tribe

Children in care 17 months
or longer January 1, 2008

Adopted by
December 31, 2008

Percent adopted by
December 31, 2008

Aitkin 8 2 25.0
Anoka 108 26 24.1
Becker 27 0 0.0
Beltrami 22 4 18.2
Benton 14 6 42.9
Big Stone 4 2 50.0
Blue Earth 17 4 23.5
Brown 9 0 0.0
Carlton 26 3 115
Carver 14 3 21.4
Cass 18 0 0.0
Chippewa 2 0 0.0
Chisago 10 1 10.0
Clay 29 8 27.6
Clearwater 3 0 0.0
Cook 1 0 0.0
Cottonwood 6 2 33.3
Crow Wing 32 8 25.0
Dakota 68 11 16.2
Dodge 5 0 0.0
Douglas 9 3 33.3
Fillmore 7 3 42.9
Freeborn 19 3 15.8
Goodhue 24 10 41.7
Grant 1 0 0.0
Hennepin 529 122 23.1
Houston 8 3 37.5
Hubbard 13 6 46.2
Isanti 13 1 7.7
Itasca 20 5 25.0
Jackson 6 3 50.0
Kanabec 5 0 0.0
Kandiyohi 14 3 21.4
Kittson 1 1 100.0
Koochiching 12 1 8.3
Lac Qui Parle 1 0 0.0
Lake 12 3 25.0
Lake of the Woods 1 0 0.0
Le Sueur 11 2 18.2
McLeod 12 4 33.3
Mahnomen 6 0 0.0
Marshall 4 0 0.0
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Permanency Measure 2.3: Discharges to Adoption (continued)

County/Tribe

Children in care 17
months or longer
January 1, 2008

Adopted by
December 31, 2008

Percent adopted by
December 31, 2008

Meeker 7 0 0.0
Mille Lacs 13 0 0.0
Morrison 11 4 36.4
Mower 14 2 14.3
Nicollet 5 1 20.0
Nobles 1 0 0.0
Norman 2 2 100.0
Olmsted 30 12 40.0
Otter Tail 9 3 33.3
Pennington 10 3 30.0
Pine 21 6 28.6
Pipestone 2 0 0.0
Polk 11 2 18.2
Pope 3 0 0.0
Ramsey 299 48 16.1
Red Lake 0 0 NA
Redwood 5 0 0.0
Renville 5 0 0.0
Rice 17 0 0.0
Rock 4 1 25.0
Roseau 2 0 0.0
St. Louis 152 22 145
Scott 21 10 47.6
Sherburne 13 3 23.1
Sibley 2 1 50.0
Stearns 69 26 37.7
Steele 4 1 25.0
Stevens 2 0 0.0
Swift 4 0 0.0
Todd 16 5 31.3
Traverse 0 0 NA
Wabasha 2 0 0.0
Wadena 8 1 12.5
Waseca 8 1 12.5
Washington 32 1 3.1
Watonwan 1 0 0.0
Wilkin 5 0 0.0
Winona 6 2 33.3
Wright 34 11 32.4
Yellow Medicine 2 0 0.0
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 14 3 21.4
Faribault-Martin 11 1 9.1
Leech Lake 2 0 0.0
White Earth 3 2 66.7
Total 2,033 427 21.0
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Permanency Measure 2.4: Legally Free for Adoption

Of all children in foster care on the first day of the 12-month target period who were in foster care for 17 continuous
months or longer, and who were not legally free for adoption prior to that day, what percent became legally free for
adoption during the first 6-months of the 12-month target period? The national standard is 10.9 percent or higher.

Children in care 17

Legally free for adoption by

Percent legally free for

County/Tribe months or longer adoption b
’ January 1, 20?)8 December 31, 2008 Decemti)er 31, )2/008
Aitkin 4 0 0.0
Anoka 64 1 1.6
Becker 26 0 0.0
Beltrami 25 0 0.0
Benton 8 0 0.0
Big Stone 2 0 0.0
Blue Earth 10 0 0.0
Brown 8 0 0.0
Carlton 20 0 0.0
Carver 11 0 0.0
Cass 15 0 0.0
Chippewa 3 0 0.0
Chisago 8 0 0.0
Clay 21 1 4.8
Clearwater 1 0 0.0
Cook 2 0 0.0
Cottonwood 4 0 0.0
Crow Wing 19 0 0.0
Dakota 48 1 2.1
Dodge 4 0 0.0
Douglas 7 0 0.0
Fillmore 5 0 0.0
Freeborn 16 0 0.0
Goodhue 7 0 0.0
Grant 1 0 0.0
Hennepin 322 2 0.6
Houston 5 0 0.0
Hubbard 8 0 0.0
Isanti 10 0 0.0
Itasca 16 0 0.0
Jackson 4 0 0.0
Kanabec 3 0 0.0
Kandiyohi 13 0 0.0
Kittson 0 0 NA
Koochiching 11 0 0.0
Lac Qui Parle 3 0 0.0
Lake 11 3 27.3
Lake of the Woods 0 0 NA
Le Sueur 10 0 0.0
McLeod 5 0 0.0
Mahnomen 6 0 0.0
Marshall 5 0 0.0
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Permanency Measure 2.4: Legally Free for Adoption (continued)

County/Tribe

Children in care 17
months or longer
January 1, 2008

Legally free for adoption by

December 31, 2008

Percent legally free for
adoption by
December 31, 2008

Meeker 4 0 0.0
Mille Lacs 13 0 0.0
Morrison 5 0 0.0
Mower 10 0 0.0
Nicollet 6 0 0.0
Nobles 1 0 0.0
Norman 0 0 NA
Olmsted 12 1 8.3
Otter Tail 5 0 0.0
Pennington 5 2 40.0
Pine 16 0 0.0
Pipestone 2 0 0.0
Polk 5 0 0.0
Pope 3 0 0.0
Ramsey 176 14 8.0
Red Lake 0 0 NA
Redwood 4 0 0.0
Renville 4 0 0.0
Rice 15 0 0.0
Rock 5 0 0.0
Roseau 1 0 0.0
St. Louis 131 1 0.8
Scott 6 0 0.0
Sherburne 10 0 0.0
Sibley 3 0 0.0
Stearns 21 0 0.0
Steele 4 0 0.0
Stevens 1 0 0.0
Swift 4 0 0.0
Todd 8 0 0.0
Traverse 0 0 NA
Wabasha 1 0 0.0
Wadena 7 0 0.0
Waseca 5 0 0.0
Washington 27 0 0.0
Watonwan 3 2 66.7
Wilkin 4 0 0.0
Winona 3 0 0.0
Wright 21 0 0.0
Yellow Medicine 0 0 NA
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 7 0 0.0
Faribault-Martin 13 0 0.0
Leech Lake 2 0 0.0
White Earth 3 0 0.0
Total 1,347 28 2.1
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Permanency Measure 2.5: Time to Adoption Once Legally Free

Of all children who became legally free for adoption during the 12 months prior to the target 12-month period, what
percent were discharged from foster care to a finalized adoption in less than 12 months from the date of becoming
legally free? The national standard is 53.7 percent or higher.

County/Tribe

Became legally free for
adoption in 2007

Adopted less than 12
months after becoming

Percent adopted less than
12 months after becoming

legally free legally free
Aitkin 2 1 50.0
Anoka 42 16 38.1
Becker 3 1 33.3
Beltrami 3 3 100.0
Benton 4 3 75.0
Big Stone 0 0 NA
Blue Earth 9 5 55.6
Brown 2 1 50.0
Carlton 2 0 0.0
Carver 2 1 50.0
Cass 4 0 0.0
Chippewa 1 1 100.0
Chisago 0 0 NA
Clay 10 5 50.0
Clearwater 0 0 NA
Cook 0 0 NA
Cottonwood 0 0 NA
Crow Wing 15 2 13.3
Dakota 31 11 35.5
Dodge 3 0 0.0
Douglas 2 1 50.0
Fillmore 0 0 NA
Freeborn 5 0 0.0
Goodhue 16 7 43.8
Grant 0 0 NA
Hennepin 143 42 29.4
Houston 2 1 50.0
Hubbard 6 0 0.0
Isanti 2 1 50.0
Itasca 4 2 50.0
Jackson 1 0 0.0
Kanabec 0 0 NA
Kandiyohi 3 3 100.0
Kittson 1 1 100.0
Koochiching 2 2 100.0
Lac Qui Parle 3 3 100.0
Lake 3 0 0.0
Lake of the Woods 0 0 NA
Le Sueur 0 0 NA
McLeod 8 4 50.0
Mahnomen 0 0 NA
Marshall 2 0 0.0
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Permanency Measure 2.5: Time to Adoption Once Legally Free (continued)

County/Tribe

Became legally free
for adoption in 2007

Adopted less than 12
months after becoming

Percent adopted less than
12 months after becoming

legally free legally free
Meeker 1 0 0.0
Mille Lacs 1 1 100.0
Morrison 10 2 20.0
Mower 3 1 33.3
Nicollet 4 2 50.0
Nobles 1 1 100.0
Norman 0 0 NA
Olmsted 16 9 56.3
Otter Tail 6 3 50.0
Pennington 2 0 0.0
Pine 5 0 0.0
Pipestone 0 0 NA
Polk 4 0 0.0
Pope 3 0 0.0
Ramsey 52 6 11.5
Red Lake 1 0 0.0
Redwood 5 0 0.0
Renville 0 0 NA
Rice 8 5 62.5
Rock 0 0 NA
Roseau 6 5 83.3
St. Louis 26 14 53.8
Scott 9 6 66.7
Sherburne 9 3 33.3
Sibley 2 2 100.0
Stearns 12 0 0.0
Steele 2 2 100.0
Stevens 0 0 NA
Swift 1 1 100.0
Todd 6 3 50.0
Traverse 0 0 NA
Wabasha 0 0 NA
Wadena 5 2 40.0
Waseca 2 0 0.0
Washington 6 3 50.0
Watonwan 0 0 NA
Wilkin 0 0 NA
Winona 1 1 100.0
Wright 14 3 21.4
Yellow Medicine 3 0 0.0
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 3 2 66.7
Faribault-Martin 5 3 60.0
Leech Lake 0 0 NA
White Earth 2 1 50.0
Total 572 198 34.6
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Permanency Measure 3.1: Permanency for Children in Care 24 or More Months

Of all children who were in foster care for 24 months or longer on the first day of the 12-month target period, what
percent were discharged to a permanent home by the last day of the 12-month period and prior to their 18th birthday?
The national standard is 29.1 or higher.

Children in care 24 . Percent permanency
. Permanency achieved .
County/Tribe months or longer on by December 31, 2008 achieved by
January 1, 2008 ' December 31, 2008
Aitkin 5 0 0.0
Anoka 97 21 21.6
Becker 23 1 4.3
Beltrami 25 3 12.0
Benton 8 3 37.5
Big Stone 2 2 100.0
Blue Earth 17 5 29.4
Brown 8 0 0.0
Carlton 23 3 13.0
Carver 13 2 15.4
Cass 11 0 0.0
Chippewa 3 1 33.3
Chisago 11 2 18.2
Clay 24 5 20.8
Clearwater 3 0 0.0
Cook 3 2 66.7
Cottonwood 5 1 20.0
Crow Wing 32 7 21.9
Dakota 55 4 7.3
Dodge 4 0 0.0
Douglas 8 1 125
Fillmore 7 3 42.9
Freeborn 15 2 13.3
Goodhue 14 3 21.4
Grant 3 2 66.7
Hennepin 467 95 20.3
Houston 8 3 37.5
Hubbard 1 1 100.0
Isanti 12 1 8.3
Itasca 16 2 12.5
Jackson 2 0 0.0
Kanabec 4 0 0.0
Kandiyohi 10 0 0.0
Kittson 0 0 NA
Koochiching 9 1 111
Lac Qui Parle 3 1 33.3
Lake 12 3 25.0
Lake of the Woods 0 0 NA
Le Sueur 13 2 15.4
McLeod 9 0 0.0
Mahnomen 6 0 0.0
Marshall 5 0 0.0
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Permanency Measure 3.1: Permanency for Children in Care 24 or More Months

(continued)

County/Tribe

Children in care 24
months or longer on
January 1, 2008

Permanency achieved by
December 31, 2008

Percent permanency
achieved by
December 31, 2008

Meeker 6 0 0.0
Mille Lacs 12 0 0.0
Morrison 11 4 36.4
Mower 16 2 12.5
Nicollet 3 0 0.0
Nobles 1 0 0.0
Norman 2 2 100.0
Olmsted 22 7 31.8
Otter Tail 4 0 0.0
Pennington 8 3 37.5
Pine 18 4 22.2
Pipestone 2 0 0.0
Polk 8 3 37.5
Pope 3 0 0.0
Ramsey 253 43 17.0
Red Lake 0 0 NA
Redwood 3 0 0.0
Renville 3 0 0.0
Rice 18 0 0.0
Rock 4 1 25.0
Roseau 1 0 0.0
St. Louis 132 21 15.9
Scott 22 11 50.0
Sherburne 10 2 20.0
Sibley 0 0 NA
Stearns 63 24 38.1
Steele 2 0 0.0
Stevens 2 0 0.0
Swift 3 0 0.0
Todd 13 1 7.7
Traverse 0 0 NA
Wabasha 2 0 0.0
Wadena 6 1 16.7
Waseca 8 2 25.0
Washington 28 2 7.1
Watonwan 5 0 0.0
Wilkin 4 0 0.0
Winona 8 4 50.0
Wright 23 6 26.1
Yellow Medicine 0 0 NA
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 14 3 21.4
Faribault-Martin 10 2 20.0
Leech Lake 2 0 0.0
White Earth 0 0 NA
Total 1,751 330 18.8
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Permanency Measure 3.2: Permanency for Children Legally Free for Adoption

Of all children who were discharged from foster care during the 12-month target period, and who were legally free for
adoption (i.e., there is a parental rights termination date for both parents) at the time of discharge, what percent were
discharged to a permanent home prior to their 18th birthday? The national standard is 98.0 percent or higher.

County/Tribe

Children legally free for
adoption and
discharged from care

Discharged to a
permanent home before
18" birthday

Percent discharged to a
permanent home before
18" birthday

in 2008
Aitkin 1 0 0.0
Anoka 47 45 95.7
Becker 4 4 100.0
Beltrami 5 5 100.0
Benton 8 8 100.0
Big Stone 2 2 100.0
Blue Earth 8 8 100.0
Brown 2 2 100.0
Carlton 5 5 100.0
Carver 4 4 100.0
Cass 0 0 NA
Chippewa 1 1 100.0
Chisago 1 1 100.0
Clay 21 21 100.0
Clearwater 0 0 NA
Cook 0 0 NA
Cottonwood 2 2 100.0
Crow Wing 10 10 100.0
Dakota 41 38 92.7
Dodge 2 2 100.0
Douglas 3 3 100.0
Fillmore 3 3 100.0
Freeborn 3 3 100.0
Goodhue 21 20 95.2
Grant 0 0 NA
Hennepin 196 176 89.8
Houston 4 4 100.0
Hubbard 5 5 100.0
Isanti 3 2 66.7
Itasca 9 9 100.0
Jackson 3 3 100.0
Kanabec 2 2 100.0
Kandiyohi 4 4 100.0
Kittson 0 0 NA
Koochiching 3 3 100.0
Lac Qui Parle 3 3 100.0
Lake 3 3 100.0
Lake of the Woods 0 0 NA
Le Sueur 4 4 100.0
McLeod 1 1 100.0
Mahnomen 1 0 0.0
Marshall 0 0 NA
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Permanency Measure 3.2: Permanency for Children Legally Free for Adoption

(continued)

County/Tribe

Children legally free for
adoption and discharged
from care in 2008

Discharged to a permanent
home before 18" birthday

Percent discharged

to a

permanent home before

18" birthday

Meeker 1 1 100.0
Mille Lacs 1 1 100.0
Morrison 12 11 91.7
Mower 4 4 100.0
Nicollet 5 5 100.0
Nobles 1 1 100.0
Norman 2 100.0
Olmsted 25 24 96.0
Otter Tail 6 6 100.0
Pennington 5 3 60.0
Pine 7 6 85.7
Pipestone 0 0 NA
Polk 2 2 100.0
Pope 0 0 NA
Ramsey 48 42 87.5
Red Lake 1 1 100.0
Redwood 0 0 NA
Renville 2 0 0.0
Rice 8 7 87.5
Rock 1 1 100.0
Roseau 5 5 100.0
St. Louis 12 11 91.7
Scott 13 12 92.3
Sherburne 8 8 100.0
Sibley 1 1 100.0
Stearns 28 28 100.0
Steele 3 3 100.0
Stevens 0 0 NA
Swift 2 2 100.0
Todd 13 13 100.0
Traverse 0 0 NA
Wabasha 0 0 NA
Wadena 5 5 100.0
Waseca 1 1 100.0
Washington 5 5 100.0
Watonwan 0 0 NA
Wilkin 0 0 NA
Winona 4 4 100.0
Wright 9 9 100.0
Yellow Medicine 0 0 NA
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 6 6 100.0
Faribault-Martin 5 5 100.0
Leech Lake 0 0 NA
White Earth 0 0 NA
Total 686 641 93.4
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Permanency Measure 3.3: Aging Out of Long Term Care

Of all children who either (1) were, prior to age 18, discharged from foster care during the 12-month target period with
a discharge reason of emancipation, or (2) reached their 18" birthday while in foster care but had not yet been
discharged from foster care, what percent were in foster care for three years or longer? The national standard is 37.5

percent or lower.

County/Tribe

Children emancipated

In care for three years or

Percent in care for three

or turned 18 longer years or longer
Aitkin 8 4 50.0
Anoka 39 13 33.3
Becker 18 7 38.9
Beltrami 16 9 56.3
Benton 3 2 66.7
Big Stone 1 0 0.0
Blue Earth 13 7 53.8
Brown 5 1 20.0
Carlton 17 4 23.5
Carver 14 3 21.4
Cass 11 5 45.5
Chippewa 0 0 NA
Chisago 6 3 50.0
Clay 14 6 42.9
Clearwater 2 1 50.0
Cook 1 1 100.0
Cottonwood 1 1 100.0
Crow Wing 18 6 33.3
Dakota 37 23 62.2
Dodge 4 1 25.0
Douglas 10 2 20.0
Fillmore 3 1 33.3
Freeborn 4 2 50.0
Goodhue 8 3 37.5
Grant 0 0 NA
Hennepin 251 123 49.0
Houston 4 2 50.0
Hubbard 5 0 0.0
Isanti 5 2 40.0
Itasca 18 6 33.3
Jackson 4 1 25.0
Kanabec 6 2 33.3
Kandiyohi 9 5 55.6
Kittson 1 1 100.0
Koochiching 8 3 37.5
Lac Qui Parle 1 0 0.0
Lake 4 2 50.0
Lake of the Woods 0 0 NA
Le Sueur 10 9 90.0
McLeod 3 2 66.7
Mahnomen 2 0 0.0
Marshall 2 1 50.0
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Permanency Measure 3.3: Aging Out of Long Term Care (continued)

County/Tribe

Children emancipated or

In care for three years or

Percent in care for three

turned 18 longer years or longer
Meeker 2 0 0.0
Mille Lacs 6 4 66.7
Morrison 7 0 0.0
Mower 3 2 66.7
Nicollet 2 1 50.0
Nobles 3 0 0.0
Norman 0 0 NA
Olmsted 6 1 16.7
Otter Tail 9 1 11.1
Pennington 5 2 40.0
Pine 7 5 71.4
Pipestone 1 1 100.0
Polk 11 4 36.4
Pope 4 1 25.0
Ramsey 132 66 50.0
Red Lake 0 0 NA
Redwood 9 2 22.2
Renville 4 2 50.0
Rice 10 7 70.0
Rock 4 2 50.0
Roseau 3 1 33.3
St. Louis 35 21 60.0
Scott 4 4 100.0
Sherburne 14 4 28.6
Sibley 2 0 0.0
Stearns 25 9 36.0
Steele 4 1 25.0
Stevens 0 0 NA
Swift 2 1 50.0
Todd 7 3 42.9
Traverse 1 0 0.0
Wabasha 4 1 25.0
Wadena 7 3 42.9
Waseca 2 1 50.0
Washington 20 8 40.0
Watonwan 4 1 25.0
Wilkin 2 0 0.0
Winona 7 1 14.3
Wright 17 5 29.4
Yellow Medicine 2 0 0.0
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 7 1 14.3
Faribault-Martin 10 1 10.0
Leech Lake 0 0 NA
White Earth 1 0 0.0
Total 991 431 43.5
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Permanency Measure 4.1: Placement Stability for Children in Care Less than

12 Months

Of all children who were served in foster care during the 12-month target period, and who were in foster care for at
least 8 days but less than 12 months, what percent had two or fewer placement settings? The national standard is

86.0 percent or higher.

County/Tribe

Children in care less
than 12 months

Children with two or fewer
placement settings

Percent with two or fewer
placement settings

Aitkin 36 32 88.9
Anoka 353 300 85.0
Becker 121 97 80.2
Beltrami 133 108 81.2
Benton 40 33 82.5
Big Stone 6 6 100.0
Blue Earth 112 98 87.5
Brown 48 36 75.0
Carlton 80 69 86.3
Carver 88 78 88.6
Cass 70 62 88.6
Chippewa 7 7 100.0
Chisago 37 32 86.5
Clay 92 79 85.9
Clearwater 12 10 83.3
Cook 10 10 100.0
Cottonwood 28 25 89.3
Crow Wing 127 109 85.8
Dakota 235 212 90.2
Dodge 20 17 85.0
Douglas 38 33 86.8
Fillmore 15 15 100.0
Freeborn 67 60 89.6
Goodhue 48 41 85.4
Grant 4 4 100.0
Hennepin 1,430 1,161 81.2
Houston 21 20 95.2
Hubbard 49 48 98.0
Isanti 38 33 86.8
Itasca 112 101 90.2
Jackson 18 14 77.8
Kanabec 18 16 88.9
Kandiyohi 63 62 98.4
Kittson 2 1 50.0
Koochiching 42 38 90.5
Lac Qui Parle 5 5 100.0
Lake 13 12 92.3
Lake of the Woods 7 7 100.0
Le Sueur 22 20 90.9
McLeod 49 45 91.8
Mahnomen 33 22 66.7
Marshall 3 2 66.7
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Permanency Measure 4.1: Placement Stability for Children in Care Less than
12 Months (continued)

County/Tribe

Children in care less than

Children with two or fewer

Percent with two or fewer

12 months placement settings placement settings
Meeker 21 18 85.7
Mille Lacs 51 50 98.0
Morrison 52 47 90.4
Mower 54 50 92.6
Nicollet 35 29 82.9
Nobles 48 46 95.8
Norman 11 9 81.8
Olmsted 85 77 90.6
Otter Tail 69 64 92.8
Pennington 32 31 96.9
Pine 50 46 92.0
Pipestone 11 9 81.8
Polk 88 75 85.2
Pope 16 16 100.0
Ramsey 685 603 88.0
Red Lake 10 10 100.0
Redwood 52 48 92.3
Renville 23 23 100.0
Rice 48 38 79.2
Rock 7 7 100.0
Roseau 17 16 94.1
St. Louis 404 335 82.9
Scott 77 74 96.1
Sherburne 85 81 95.3
Sibley 22 16 72.7
Stearns 159 143 89.9
Steele 37 34 91.9
Stevens 6 6 100.0
Swift 19 13 68.4
Todd 22 19 86.4
Traverse 2 2 100.0
Wabasha 23 18 78.3
Wadena 17 14 82.4
Waseca 18 18 100.0
Washington 129 117 90.7
Watonwan 23 19 82.6
Wilkin 15 15 100.0
Winona 69 60 87.0
Wright 155 118 76.1
Yellow Medicine 22 18 81.8
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 63 48 76.2
Faribault-Martin 65 59 90.8
Leech Lake 97 87 89.7
White Earth 82 74 90.2
Total 6,828 5,880 86.1
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Permanency Measure 4.2: Placement Stability for Children in Care More than 12
and Less than 24 Months

Of all children who were served in foster care during the 12-month target period, and who were in foster care for at
least 12 months but less than 24 months, what percent had two or fewer placement settings? The national standard is

65.4 percent or higher.

County/Tribe

Children in care
between 12 and

Children with two or fewer
placement settings

Percent with two or fewer
placement settings

24 months
Aitkin 13 9 69.2
Anoka 133 67 50.4
Becker 47 24 51.1
Beltrami 45 24 53.3
Benton 23 11 47.8
Big Stone 4 4 100.0
Blue Earth 32 24 75.0
Brown 8 4 50.0
Carlton 27 13 48.1
Carver 17 13 76.5
Cass 40 18 45.0
Chippewa 2 2 100.0
Chisago 4 2 50.0
Clay 34 15 44.1
Clearwater 3 0 0.0
Cook 1 0 0.0
Cottonwood 4 2 50.0
Crow Wing 56 36 64.3
Dakota 84 61 72.6
Dodge 3 2 66.7
Douglas 24 11 45.8
Fillmore 3 2 66.7
Freeborn 15 4 26.7
Goodhue 24 19 79.2
Grant 4 4 100.0
Hennepin 565 242 42.8
Houston 19 7 36.8
Hubbard 4 2 50.0
Isanti 12 6 50.0
Itasca 26 13 50.0
Jackson 9 4 44.4
Kanabec 8 5 62.5
Kandiyohi 19 9 47.4
Kittson 1 0 0.0
Koochiching 11 7 63.6
Lac Qui Parle 5 5 100.0
Lake 6 3 50.0
Lake of the Woods 0 0 NA
Le Sueur 7 3 42.9
McLeod 18 14 77.8
Mahnomen 12 7 58.3
Marshall 5 1 20.0
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Permanency Measure 4.2: Placement Stability for Children in Care More than 12

and Less than 24 Months (continued)

Children in care between

Children with two or fewer

Percent with two or fewer

County/Tribe 12 and . .
24 months placement settings placement settings
Meeker 6 5 83.3
Mille Lacs 12 12 100.0
Morrison 16 9 56.3
Mower 14 7 50.0
Nicollet 11 9 81.8
Nobles 8 3 37.5
Norman 6 5 83.3
Olmsted 48 39 81.3
Otter Tail 25 18 72.0
Pennington 12 8 66.7
Pine 17 13 76.5
Pipestone 4 3 75.0
Polk 19 7 36.8
Pope 3 3 100.0
Ramsey 255 142 55.7
Red Lake 6 6 100.0
Redwood 6 3 50.0
Renville 5 4 80.0
Rice 26 15 57.7
Rock 4 2 50.0
Roseau 9 8 88.9
St. Louis 114 59 51.8
Scott 23 17 73.9
Sherburne 25 20 80.0
Sibley 5 4 80.0
Stearns 46 22 47.8
Steele 8 6 75.0
Stevens 1 0 0.0
Swift 3 1 33.3
Todd 25 19 76.0
Traverse 1 0 0.0
Wabasha 2 2 100.0
Wadena 17 12 70.6
Waseca 2 1 50.0
Washington 38 23 60.5
Watonwan 4 1 25.0
Wilkin 9 7 77.8
Winona 14 9 64.3
Wright 53 35 66.0
Yellow Medicine 0 0 NA
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 12 4 33.3
Faribault-Martin 22 16 72.7
Leech Lake 3 3 100.0
White Earth 9 8 88.9
Total 2,325 1,289 55.4
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Permanency Measure 4.3: Placement Stability for Children in Care 24 Months

or Longer

Of all children who were served in foster care during the 12-month target period, and who were in foster care for at
least 24 months, what percent had two or fewer placement settings? The national standard is 41.8 percent or higher.

County/Tribe

Children in care
24 months or longer

Children with two or fewer
placement settings

Percent with two or fewer
placement settings

Aitkin 6 1 16.7
Anoka 128 49 38.3
Becker 33 10 30.3
Beltrami 49 20 40.8
Benton 13 2 15.4
Big Stone 4 2 50.0
Blue Earth 24 15 62.5
Brown 9 3 33.3
Carlton 32 12 37.5
Carver 16 7 43.8
Cass 17 5 29.4
Chippewa 4 2 50.0
Chisago 14 3 21.4
Clay 39 15 38.5
Clearwater 3 1 33.3
Cook 4 0 0.0
Cottonwood 7 1 14.3
Crow Wing 43 9 20.9
Dakota 77 34 44.2
Dodge 5 3 60.0
Douglas 14 9 64.3
Fillmore 10 8 80.0
Freeborn 25 10 40.0
Goodhue 23 8 34.8
Grant 1 1 100.0
Hennepin 690 103 14.9
Houston 9 2 22.2
Hubbard 15 6 40.0
Isanti 14 6 42.9
Itasca 25 6 24.0
Jackson 8 1 12.5
Kanabec 6 0 0.0
Kandiyohi 16 5 31.3
Kittson 0 0 NA
Koochiching 17 7 41.2
Lac Qui Parle 4 2 50.0
Lake 17 6 35.3
Lake of the Woods 1 0 0.0
Le Sueur 14 6 42.9
McLeod 17 3 17.6
Mahnomen 9 6 66.7
Marshall 6 1 16.7
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Permanency Measure 4.3: Placement Stability for Children in Care 24
Months or Longer (continued)

County/Tribe

Children in care
24 months or longer

Children with two or fewer
placement settings

Percent with two or fewer
placement settings

Meeker 7 3 42.9
Mille Lacs 14 4 28.6
Morrison 22 6 27.3
Mower 19 10 52.6
Nicollet 6 0 0.0
Nobles 2 0 0.0
Norman 3 0 0.0
Olmsted 38 18 47.4
Otter Tail 11 8 72.7
Pennington 11 6 54.5
Pine 32 10 31.3
Pipestone 2 1 50.0
Polk 16 3 18.8
Pope 6 3 50.0
Ramsey 376 106 28.2
Red Lake 1 1 100.0
Redwood 10 2 20.0
Renville 5 4 80.0
Rice 23 9 39.1
Rock 7 1 14.3
Roseau 2 0 0.0
St. Louis 192 67 34.9
Scott 26 15 57.7
Sherburne 19 10 52.6
Sibley 3 2 66.7
Stearns 79 28 354
Steele 5 4 80.0
Stevens 2 2 100.0
Swift 4 0 0.0
Todd 18 7 38.9
Traverse 0 0 NA
Wabasha 2 0 0.0
Wadena 10 4 40.0
Waseca 10 4 40.0
Washington 38 18 47.4
Watonwan 12 7 58.3
Wilkin 5 2 40.0
Winona 8 4 50.0
Wright 44 18 40.9
Yellow Medicine 3 0 0.0
Lincoln-Lyon-Murray 18 4 22.2
Faribault-Martin 14 4 28.6
Leech Lake 3 3 100.0
White Earth 2 2 100.0
Total 2,598 790 30.4
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