
“U
niting fam

ilies, strengthening com
m

unities,
 and keeping children safe”

Expanding FGC W
ithin O

ur Com
m
unity

In H
ennepin County, M

innesota
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Fam
ily Group Conferencing

•
Fam

ily Centered
•

Strengths Based
•

Culturally R
elevant

•
Com

m
unity Based

•
H

ow
 does FCG

 W
ork?

–
Phase O

ne: Inform
ation Sharing

–
Phase Tw

o: Fam
ily Alone Tim

e
–

Phase Three: Presentation of the Plan



H
ennepin County Com

m
unity

Population: Just over 1 m
illion

•Large central city—
M

inneapolis

•Surrounding suburbs

•County-operated, state-
adm

inistered child protection
organization

Population: Just over 1 m
illion

•Large central city—
M

inneapolis

•Surrounding suburbs

•County-operated, state-
adm

inistered child protection
organization

#
M

inneapolis



A
m

erican Indian
1.4%

T
w

o or 
M

ore R
aces

5.5%
O

ther
2.8%

A
sian or Pacific 

Islander
6.9%

B
lack/A

frican 
A

m
erican

14.0%

W
hite

69.3%
H

ispanic or 
L

atino ethnicity 
(any race) = 5.7%

T
otal county 

children = 267,502

W
hite

39.6%

B
lack/A

frican 
A

m
erican

31.0%

A
sian or Pacific 

Islander
10.8%

O
ther

5.8%

T
w

o or M
ore R

aces
9.3%

A
m

erican 
Indian
3.5%

H
ispanic or L

atino 
ethnicity (any race) = 11.0%

T
otal M

inneapolis 
children = 84,169

Racial Com
position of Children A

ge 0 to 17;
Racial Com

position of Children A
ge 0 to 17;

H
ennepin County and the City of M

inneapolis, 2000
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D
esigning a FGC

Program
•V

isio
n

ary 
•S

takeh
o

ld
ers

•S
teerin

g
 C

o
m

m
ittees

•A
g

en
cy-w

id
e T

rain
in

g
•Im

p
lem

en
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n
 o

f th
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Recom
m
endations

 for the Pilot Project:
•

Extend the use of FG
C beyond Child Protection

•
Extend FG

C to include fam
ilies that are not yet in the court or

petition stage
•

Inform
 fam

ilies of the FG
C option during the referral process

•
H

ire a supervisor to assist the FG
C coordinators

•
Encourage participation by com

m
unity m

em
bers and agencies

•
Conduct an outcom

e evaluation to see the effects of FG
C

com
pared to the typical CP process

•
Establish a steering com

m
ittee that w

ill draft plans, policies and
procedures for FG

C project operation
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Evaluation D
esign

Process Indicators
•

N
um

ber of fam
ilies referred for a FG

C
•

N
um

ber of fam
ilies com

pleting a FG
C

•
N

um
ber of fam

ilies com
pleting a follow

 up FG
C

•
N

um
ber and average num

ber of children participating in each FG
C

•
N

um
ber and average num

ber of fam
ily m

em
bers and service providers

invited to each FG
C

•
N

um
ber and type of fam

ily m
em

bers, and num
ber and type of service

providers (CP w
orker, guardianship w

orker, etc.) participating in each FG
C

•
Age range of children that are the subject of a FG

C
•

R
ace, ethnicity, and age of parent(s) participating in FG

C com
pared to all

CFASD
 CP cases and also to the parent(s) w

ho w
ere invited to participate in

FG
C

•
Severity level of m

ost current substantiated m
altreatm

ent--using Structured
D

ecision M
aking (SD

M
) categories
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Evaluation D
esign Continued

•
Presiding issues of parent(s) (dom

estic abuse, child abuse, chem
ical

abuse, etc.)
•

N
um

ber of cases closed and closing reason/disposition:
–

N
um

ber of cases that have im
plem

ented their fam
ily plan at case

closing
–

N
um

ber and percentage of children reunified with their fam
ilies

–
N

um
ber and percentage of children who experience a Transfer of

Legal Custody
–

N
um

ber and percentage of children who experience a term
ination of

their parent’s “parental rights”
•

N
um

ber of cases at each stage:
–

Stage O
ne: Conference scheduled

–
Stage Two: Conference com

pleted
–

Stage Three: Plan presented
–

Stage Four: Plan Im
plem

ented
–

Stage Five: Plan com
pleted
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Evaluation D
esign Continued

•
N

um
ber of service plans approved by the Court at initial presentation

•
Sum

m
ary of the m

ost frequent reasons for service plan rejection and in
w

hat w
ay service plans w

ere m
odified

•
Allocation of tim

e spent by com
m

unity facilitators on coordination/facilitation
and on w

riting case plans
•

N
um

ber and costs of the days in out-of-hom
e placem

ent (both the initial
and any subsequent out-of-hom

e placem
ents)

•
N

um
ber of continuous placem

ents after the initial placem
ent that led to the

FG
C or inclusion in com

parison group
•

N
um

ber of days betw
een the m

ost recent CP Case opening and the date of
the Perm

anency Court O
rder

•
N

um
ber of substantiated m

altreatm
ent reports follow

ing the initial
substantiated abuse/neglect up to 18 m

onths after the case is closed
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Evaluation D
esign Continued

•
Severity level--as m

easured by SD
M

 (above) as com
pared to the

initial substantiated abuse/neglect
•

Content com
parison of fam

ily/perm
anency plans

•
Extent of com

pletion of fam
ily/perm

anency plans at case closing



Engaging the
Com

m
unity

•Pilot to Program
 plus TLR

S G
rant

•H
ennepin County M

odel
•Fam

ily driven, voluntary, culturally sensitive
•Custom

ized to the fam
ily’s culture

•R
ecruiting diverse facilitators am

ong com
m

unity agencies
•Expanding definition of com

m
unity
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H
ennepin County’s

Co-facilitation M
odel

•
7 county social w

orkers
•

1 case m
anagem

ent assistant
•

1 county supervisor
•

14 com
m

unity agencies under contract
to co-facilitate conferences
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Criteria for Participation in H
C’s

Fam
ily Group Conferencing (FGC)

h
Parent is w

illing to participate and sign consent

•  Parent has a support netw
ork

•  R
eferral is m

ade by conferring parties w
hich

could include a social w
orker, judge or a tribal

representative or others
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P
arent N

ot
A

vailable

C
oordination: review

 process
•identify kin and support netw

ork
•determ

ine arrangem
ents

•consider cultural and special needs

A
rrange m

eeting logistics:
site, food selection, lodging,
transportation, paym

ents

C
ontact fam

ily m
em

ber and
service providers:

via phone or letter, invitations
sent

F
am

ily G
roup

C
onference Screen for F

G
C

 based on content
of referral

R
eferrals to F

G
C

C
ourt, C

F
S Staff, T

ribal R
epresentative, or other

via com
puter, w

ritten, verbal,

•A
ssign prim

ary coordinator
•D

esignate co-coordinator/facilitator

C
om

pletion and distribution of
Service P

lan to C
F

S case m
anager

and others

P
re-conference

consultation w
ith

service providers

P
re-conference

consultation w
ith

parents

N
otify C

P
S w

orker and other identified participants
of conference date

F
G

C
 coordinator sends

report to C
F

S case m
anager

if unable to proceed w
ith

F
G

C

O
btain court order

F
ollow

-up F
G

C

Intake com
pleted w

ith prim
ary agency staff

involved w
ith case

•P
otential dates for F

G
C

 identified

D
evelop coordination plan w

ith co-facilitator



Identifying Com
ponents

That W
ork

•M
aintaining a voluntary,fam

ily driven m
odel

•Flexible, adaptive, spontaneous coordination
•Cooperative co-facilitation w

ith com
m

unity
•R

especting fam
ily culture

•O
ngoing outreach to com

m
unity

•O
ngoing training of staff

•Active recruitm
ent of agency staff and com

m
unity 

providers to m
aintain diversity of facilitators

•O
ngoing support from

 adm
inistration

•Allocation of funds and resources
•Expanding definition of com

m
unity

•O
btaining and utilizing evaluation results

•Acknow
ledging the pow

er of the fam
ily
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FGC A
dvisory Com

m
ittee

M
em

b
ersh

ip
R

ep
resen

tation

•

 Judges

•

 County Attorneys

•

 Public D
efenders

•

 ICW
A Law

 Center

•

 H
ennepin CountyAdm

inistrators

•

 H
ennepin County SocialW

orkers                  D
evelopm

ental D
isabilities                 Child Protection                 Long Term

 Foster CareC
om

m
u

n
ity P

artn
ers

•

 African Am
ericanFam

ily Services

•

 BIH
A

•

 Confederation ofSom
ali Com

m
unity

•

 M
innesota IndianW

om
en’s R

esourceCenter

•

 R
euben Lindh

•

 M
inneapolis Am

ericanIndian Center

•

 St. D
avid’s

•

 G
enesis II for W

om
en

•

 Centro Cultural Chicano

•

 CLU
ES

•

 Legal R
ights Center

•

 Tubm
an Fam

ily Alliance

•

 Prevention Alliance
Th

reeS
u

b
com

m
ittees

•

 O
perations

•

 Service Effectiveness

•

 R
esourceD

evelopm
ent/FutureD

irections



Client D
escriptors

2001

FG
C Fam

ilies vs. Traditional Child
Protection Fam

ilies
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A
frican- A

m
erican:  47.1%

39%
A

sian/P
acific Islander:   2.7%

 1%
C

aucasian:                        23.4%
22%

N
ative A

m
erican:12.7%

25%
U

nknow
n:                           14.1%

13%

R
ace o

f ch
ild

ren
 in

 o
u

t o
f h

o
m

e p
lacem

en
t 

R
ace o

f ch
ild

ren
 served

 in
 FG

C

Race
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Fam
ilies Referred to FGC by H

C Program
 A

rea
Approxim

ately 17%
 of ICW

A cases opened w
ere referred to FG

C,
5%

 of U
pFront cases, and 18%

 of CP Perm
anency cases

4
0
%

(
4
6
)

2
7
%

(
3
1
)

1
6
%

(
1
9
)

1
7
%

(
2
0
)1

0
%

(
7
)

3
6
%

(
2
5
)

3
3
%

(
2
3
)

2
1
%

(
1
5
)

0
%

1
0
%

2
0
%

3
0
%

4
0
%

5
0
%

6
0
%

I
C
W

A
U

p
fr

o
n
t

P
e
r
m

a
n
e
n
c
y

O
th

e
r

R
e
fe

r
r
a
ls

C
o
n
fe

r
e
n
c
e
s
 C

o
m

p
le

te
d



9/12/02

SD
M

 Risk Levels
Cases using FG

C vs. all CP cases opened in the D
epartm

ent
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Fam
ily Child Protection Issues Identified

2
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O
ther Fam

ily Issues Identified
As determ

ined by the Child Protection case m
anager

3
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O
utcom

e D
ata

Fam
ilies using FG

C versus
fam

ilies not using FG
C
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Program
 D

etails
•

2
1

5
 co

n
feren

ces h
eld

 sin
ce th

e in
cep

tio
n

 o
f th

e p
ro

g
ram

(2
/0

5
/0

0
 - 6

/3
0

/0
2

)---ap
p

ro
x

. 8
 co

n
feren

ces p
er m

o
n

th

•
 1

1
 fam

ilies h
ave h

ad
 1

 o
r m

o
re fo

llo
w

 u
p

 co
n

feren
ces

•
A

verag
e n

u
m

b
er o

f ch
ild

ren
 p

er fam
ily is 2

 (ran
g

e fro
m

 1
-7

)

•
A

verag
e tim

e sp
en

t b
y ag

en
cy facilitato

rs in
 2

0
0

2
:

Coordination
 15.50 H

ours
Facilitation

   6.08 H
ours

W
riting case plans

   6.66 H
ours
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Closing O
utcom

e of Cases
2001 cases

24%

71%

24%

71%
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A
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TPR D
eterm

ination
2001 cases
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Feedback from
 Fam

ilies
Results of 40 Post-Conference Satisfaction Surveys

Fam
ilies

q
48%

 said, overall, the Fam
ily G

roup Conference w
as a positive, productive experience for

their fam
ily

q
82%

 said they had a good idea w
hat the conference w

ould be like beforehand and felt
prepared for it

q
92%

 said they w
ere satisfied w

ith the service plan that w
as developed

q
98%

 said they w
ere treated w

ith respect during the conference

S
ervice P

ro
vid

ers
q

93%
 said the conference helped them

 better understand the fam
ily’s situation and

dynam
ics

q
96%

 said they w
ould recom

m
end Fam

ily G
roup Conferencing to their colleagues

q
97%

 said they w
ere given adequate inform

ation beforehand about the purpose of the
conference and their role
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Feedback from
 Fam

ilies
R

esu
lts of 7

3
 Follow

-u
p

 S
atisfaction

 p
h

on
e su

rveys
 (4

-1
6

 m
o

n
th

s after co
n

feren
ce)

i  Seventy-three percent of participants said the conference w
as som

ew
hat to very helpful.

•
W

h
en

 ask
ed

, “In
 w

h
at w

ays w
as th

e co
n

feren
ce h

elp
fu

l?”  They responded,
J

 It brought the fam
ily physically together and em

otionally closer.
     J

  U
nexpected support w

as received.
J

 It w
as a com

fortable environm
ent w

here participants w
ere treated respectfully and listened

to.
J

 Fam
ilies felt they had input in the plan for the children.  M

uch valuable inform
ation w

as
shared.  There w

as a feeling of cooperation and agreem
ent to the plan.  Expectations w

ere
clear.

 
J

  Better com
m

unication betw
een fam

ily m
em

bers.

•
N

in
ety p

ercen
t of fam

ily plans w
ere totally or partially im

plem
ented.  Fam

ily plans m
ade for

the children during the FG
Cs w

ere follow
ed through in m

ore cases than not; how
ever, very

frequently the plan changed or a back up plan w
as im

plem
ented.
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Feedback from
 Com

m
unity Facilitators

W
h

at h
as w

o
rk

ed
 w

ell in
 th

e facilitatio
n

 p
ro

cess?
•

Shadow
ing

•
Team

ing w
ith County staff

•
G

iving the “pow
er” of decision m

aking to fam
ilies

•
Coordination of m

eetings by com
m

unity facilitators

W
h

at h
as n

o
t w

o
rk

ed
 w

ell?
•

Tim
e com

m
itm

ent of facilitating is an “add-on”
•

W
e’re not alw

ays “in the loop” on all of the fam
ily’s issues

W
h

at d
o

 co
m

m
u

n
ity facilitato

rs ad
d

 to
 th

e ex
p

erien
ce fo

r fam
ilies?

•
Em

pow
er fam

ilies
•

Increase fam
ily com

fort level

H
o

w
 can

 w
e en

su
re th

at a fam
ily’s cu

ltu
re is b

ein
g

 rep
resen

ted
  d

u
rin

g
 a co

n
feren

ce?
•

By continuing to have  com
m

unity facilitators at the conferences
•

If w
e’re unsure if som

ething is ok, w
e need to ask

•
Ensure w

e’re not including com
m

unity facilitators solely based on race for a “visual m
atch” of

culture.
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Feedback from
 Social W

orkers

B
en

efits o
f Fam

ily G
ro

u
p

 C
o

n
feren

cin
g

:
q

Allow
s us to involve relatives w

ho are interested in the children
q

H
elps the fam

ily m
ake alternative plans if reunification isn’t

possible
q

Em
pow

ers fam
ilies in placem

ent of the children
q

O
ffers a fam

ily the opportunity to self-assess
q

H
elps a fam

ily understand w
hat is going on, and, if reunification

is not possible, to understand w
hy

q
M

ore relatives are contacted through the FG
C process than w

e
knew

 about from
 the departm

ent’s kinship search
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Feedback from
 Social W

orkers Cont.
B

arriers in
 Fam

ily G
ro

u
p

 C
o

n
feren

cin
g

:
q

Cases aren’t being referred to FG
C early enough

q
Som

e parents are hesitant to participate because they don’t
w

ant to signal to Court that they aren’t interested in
reunification

q
Judges are ordering FG

C unilaterally.  FG
C doesn’t w

ork for
everybody.

q
Inform

ation presented at FG
C can be overw

helm
ing and

confusing to children that are present.
q

W
riting service plans can be intim

idating for som
e fam

ilies
q

Social w
orkers som

etim
es feel under-prepared for the

conference and need m
ore coaching on their presentation and

role



9/12/02

Feedback from
 County A

ttorneys
(n

 =
 1

3
; resu

lts are from
 a stu

d
y p

erform
ed

 on
 1

2
/0

3
/2

0
0

1
)

•
Forty-six percent stated that they have w

orked w
ith fam

ilies w
ho have participated

in a FG
C

•
Eight-five percent stated that w

hen w
orking w

ith fam
ilies involved w

ith the
Children, Fam

ily, and Adult Services D
epartm

ent, they do consider referring them
for a FG

C
•

W
hen asked w

hat differences they had seen in fam
ilies w

ho have participated in a
FG

C,  their responses w
ere:

–
Thirty-one percent feel that FG

C case plans are w
ritten in a m

ore com
plete m

anner as
com

pared to traditional cases
–

Tw
enty-three percent feel that there is less court-tim

e involved w
ith the case

–
Tw

enty-three percent feel that there is m
ore follow

 through on case plans
–

Fifty-four percent feel that the fam
ily is easier to w

ork w
ith

•
Additional Concerns
–

U
nrealistic plans m

ay be developed and concerns about fam
ily m

aking appropriate
recom

m
endations; need to create plans that are com

plete and realistic
–

A need to help fam
ilies understand case planning verses court processes

–
A concern that the third phase of a conference is hurried w

hich could result in incom
plete

plans, plans that are unrealistic, or plans that do not address problem
s

–
Concern about referrals being m

ade for FG
Cs w

ith fam
ilies w

ho do not have the
resources-- “recycling”
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Feedback from
 Public

D
efenders/D

ispo A
dvisors

(n
 =

 1
1

; resu
lts are from

 a stu
d

y p
erform

ed
 on

 1
/1

4
/2

0
0

2
)

•
Eighty-tw

o percent stated that they have w
orked w

ith fam
ilies w

ho have participated
in a FG

C
•

Seventy-three percent stated that w
hen w

orking w
ith fam

ilies involved w
ith the

Children, Fam
ily, and Adult Services D

epartm
ent, they do consider referring them

 for
a FG

C
•

W
hen asked w

hat differences they had seen in fam
ilies w

ho have participated in a
FG

C,  their responses w
ere:

–
Eighty-tw

o percent feel that FG
C case plans are w

ritten in a m
ore com

plete m
anner as

com
pared to traditional cases

–
Forty-five percent feel that there is less court-tim

e involved w
ith the case

–
Sixty-four percent feel that there is m

ore follow
 through on case plans

–
Eighty-tw

o percent feel that the fam
ily is easier to w

ork w
ith

•
Additional Concerns
–

Social W
orkers need to initiate the FG

C process m
ore often; it’s a really good program

–
M

ore training is needed about the perm
anency options at the conference

–
Social W

orkers tend to act like they are tolerating the FG
C process and not interacting w

ith
it
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Expanding FGC in the
Future Through….

Fam
ily self referrals

Addressing school
 attendance issues

Future use of FG
C in 

children w
ho are em

ancipating

Trained com
m

unity agencies using 
FG

C w
ith client pre and post 

involvem
ent w

ith H
ennepin County

R
eferrals to children returning to 

com
m

unity from
 residential or correctional care

Applying use of FG
C to 

Adult Protection situations



Thank You!
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frican A
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erican Fam

ily Services
(612) 813-0782 E-m
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ela@

aafs.net

Kathleen H
olland, H

ennepin County
(612)348-6479   E-m

ail: kathleen.holland@
co.hennepin.m
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