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Executive Summary

In the summer of 2006, concerned professionals came &rdatim across the state to secure the
future of child safety in Minnesota. Task Force membgnesented counties, tribes,
Department of Human Services, judiciary, AMC, MACS$Ayate human services agencies. A
list of Task Force Members appears in Appendix C. Tdmal was to:

Recommend a foundation for financing that will at least sustairthe current

level of services that are available to support the safety, peanency, and

well-being of children in Minnesota.

It was clear to the Task Force that Minnesota should gtesahat all our children:
* Are safe from abuse and neglect (safety);
» Live in permanent and stable homes where they are nuipeedanency); and
* Have the opportunity to reach their potential (well-being).

In a three-way collaboration, federal, state, and goantribe share responsibility to ensure core
government services for our most vulnerable childreres&tbasic services include responding
to reports of abuse and neglect in a timely way andigirgy services to children and families to
support permanency and well-being. A diagram of the businessgses involved appears in
Appendix B. The Task Force found that Minnesota relieseroa local funding for child safety
than any other state supervised, county administerechsyddata regarding past investment and
performance across the state appear in Appendix 2006 services to support child safety in
Minnesota were funded by:

e County 47.7 % $214.9 million
e Federal 35.6% $175.0 million
e State 13.7% $80.7 million

Such a high dependence on county funding leads to a vafisigues:
* Qutcomes vary widely across the state
* Funding levels are not stable over time
* Financial pressures on counties affect resources awftabht-risk children
» State supervision is limited in its capacity to influenoenty outcomes and performance

Minnesota needs a stronger outcome-driven and perfornieasest system to continue to
improve performance and ensure child safety for the @snilf Minnesota. This Task Force
recommends an outcomes-driven and performance-dsi&tiSafety Act to include three
components.

Child Safety System. Based on federally defined outcomes and performanceatods; the

Child Safety System will provide the infrastructure to supoproved outcomes and measure
performance; and more effective incentives to encouwagenuous improvement by:
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* Providing resources to improve performance against goals.

* Measuring and reporting state-wide performance on a mguéareand frequent basis by
generating an annual Child Safety Scorecard.

* Improving outcomes for specific child populations thatcer represented in the system
currently and historically, including African American chddr American Indian
children, and other populations of children of color at ei&ntry into the system.

* Responding to discrepancies among counties’ needs andaesauporder to increase
consistency in outcomes and performance improvemerdssathe state.

+ Committing to family- and strength-based approaches & the needs and continuously
improve outcomes of safety, permanency, and well-b@ngHildren and families.

* Encouraging partnerships among counties, and with commundtpasiness partners to
improve outcomes, develop new services, and fill gapgiomeal service delivery.

» Controlling administrative costs by introducing new, mowasistent and efficient data
collection and reporting processes.

Child Safety Fund. The Child Safety Fund will be structured and allocatqut¢oide
incentives for the outcome-driven and performance-basédd Safety System. The Fund will:
» Fulfill the state’s financial responsibility by estabiing balanced funding with the
federal government and counties.
* Include committed funds to support core services, encow@geuous improvement
of client outcomes and process efficiency, and provide tivesnfor developing
new services.
* Include all portions of the CCSA that are currently ugefdind services related to the
welfare of children, in addition to funds to enhance thiéopmance-based system
of outcomes and services. The CCSA would be restructoraccommodate other
services that have traditionally been included in itgeaof support, including children’s
mental health.
* Adjust allocations over time to respond to change®ed, differences among counties’
historical resource levels, taxing capacities, and changimguae for and complexity
of services.
* Involve simple procedures and minimal administrativestisfocus investment on
outcomes for children and families.

Tribal Participation. Tribes will be offered the opportunity to opt into theil@ Safety
performance-based system. Tribal leadership will belwedoin conversations to define the
options and to arrange specific requirements and proceftungarticipation.

The Task Force members believe that such a Child Saé&twill improve outcomes of safety,
permanency, and well-being for Minnesota’s children; impmesistency and quality of
performance; and build a stable financing structure to resfmwthe unknown threats to our
children in the future.

The report provides additional information about the rfieeduch a change and the
recommendation for future.
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The Need for Change

This document outlines the recommendations of the Taslefem the Future of
Financing for Child Welfare in Minnesota. This sectionines the need for a change in
the current system to ensure the safety, permanencywelhbeing of the children of
Minnesota. It includes the following parts:

* The current situation

» Consequences of the current situation

The Current Situation

The current picture is mixed. In many ways, the curnématon shows great potential
for at-risk children and families in Minnesota. In otheys, the future is bleak for
improved system performance and improved outcomes in ahigdsafety, permanency,
and well-being.

Background

The 2005 — 2009 Child and Family Services Plan frames a vision:
Children in Minnesota will be safe from abuse and negleand
nurtured in healthy and stable families.

It was clear to the Task Force that Minnesota should gtesrahat all our children:
* Are safe from abuse and neglect (safety);
» Live in permanent and stable homes where they are nuipeedanency); and
* Have the opportunity to reach their potential (well-being).

In a three-way collaboration, federal, state, and goontribe share responsibility to
ensure core government services for our most vulnerabitrarini These basic services
include responding to reports of abuse and neglect in &/twag/, and providing child
protective services, foster care, adoption, and oth&t ahd family services to children
and families to support permanency and well-being.

This recommendation focuses on achieving outcomes and imgrpgirformance to
ensure the safety, permanency, and well-being of Minnaschédren. Federal
regulations define specific outcomes and indicators fdopeance related to child
welfare services, but Minnesota needs a stronger outcawexi@nd performance-based
system to continue to improve performance and ensuiatbty, permanency, and well-
being for children and their families.

In 2005, including state, county, and federal participatiomngl$ota spent $454.40 per
capita for services to support these outcomes compa®gD0.20 in Pennsylvania and
$131.3 in Nevada (both states with state supervised and amigistered systems like
Minnesota’s). Over the past decade, with the support dd @Velfare Targeted Case
Management (CWTCM), performance, as measured by thenpageesof counties that
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have met federal standards, has improved significanthsache state. See Appendix A
for details related to Minnesota’s historical performance

Minnesota relies more on local funding for child safégntany other state supervised,
county administered system. In 2005 services to support cfely sa Minnesota were
funded by:

e County 47.7 % $214.9 million
* Federal 35.6% $175.0 million
e State 13.7% $80.7 million

Such a high dependence on county funding leads to a vafisigues:
* QOutcomes vary widely across the state
* Funding levels are not stable over time
» Financial pressures on counties affect resources awftabht-risk children
» State supervision is limited in its capacity to influenoenty outcomes and
performance

The diagram in Appendix B describes the three major psesdbat support safety of
children in Minnesota: Investigation of Safety and Riskmily Assessment, and Other
Children’s Services. The process includes a variety asidecpoints at which the child
and family move forward in the process or the castosed. Currently, outcomes for
children and families and measures of system perfornarecat risk.

» Other Children’s Services, which provide prevention ang eéatervention for
children and families, depend on committed county propextgda#iars. Today
many counties provide no support unless there is a finding ldftautective
services needed. Research makes it clear, howeaegdty intervention and
prevention produce better outcomes over time.

* The Family Assessment Response is applied to childea#itent reports that do
not allege substantial child endangerment. The compseleassessment
identifies needs for individual children and families, seytban access the most
appropriate services to improve outcomes. This procesststgssfamily
involvement and asset-based approaches for the tradgidversarial
investigation. The approach has proven efficient andeftesttive in an external
evaluation completed in 2004. This process depends on darlyention and
flexible resources that are threatened by increasing deraaddsecreasing
resources available to countfe€ffective assessment,
planning, delivery, and evaluation require qualified and corathitaff and case
loads of reasonable size. Recent cuts in Federaltatedfisnding and increasing
demand on county property tax funds make it difficultustain sufficient
capacity to support this process.

! Loman, L & G. Siegel. (2004protecting Children. American Humane Association, Volume 20, Numbers 2 & 3,
2005.
2 bid.

Child Safety Act 6 September 25, 2006



* The Investigation of Safety and Risk process is the stasgent and most
costly. Here, too, outcomes for children are threateéméhe current
environment.

» A variety of services are needed to respond to the uniegsrof individual
children and their families in order to improve outcomas.staff and other
resources decrease, it becomes more difficult to aiaiat continuum of services
and commit sufficiently to each case to find and implerties most effective and
cost-efficient resolution to improve outcomes.

* Monitoring, review, evaluation, and follow-up activitieg a@ritical to an effective
performance-based system. They also require comntitohe@sources to ensure
guality outcomes and continuous improvement.

* The Minnesota report from the Child and Family Servicesd®es expected
before the end of 2007. Performance on that reviewedi#ct on the outcomes
and resources available to support child safety, permanamtyyell-being in
Minnesota.

In spite of recent and current efforts, at every pofrthe process, children and families
are at risk of receiving inadequate or inappropriate sexrvaeneet their needs for safety,
permanency, and well-being.

Current Performance Framework

In recent years, DHS has worked with counties to establitcomes and monitor
performance. Two methods are available for monitoriqgravement in the current
system: quantitative and qualitative reviews.

Performance on federal outcome indicators can beumed through quantitative
methods. Data on various outcomes and performance measuwr®e retrieved from the
Social Service Information System (SSIS) provided by RH& used by all counties.
SSIS collects and stores data, and reports can be prodgdarly or on an ad hoc basis
by the state and by counties.

Percent of

counties meeting
national

National Standards standard in 2005
Recurrence of abuse/neglect 81%
Maltreatment in foster care 85%
Foster care re-entries 13%
Stability of foster care 95%
Achievement of reunification 93%
Achievement of adoption 71%

The Minnesota Child and Family Service Review (MNnCFSR)skaadardized qualitative
review process that is completed in counties once elryears. These reviews include
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a comprehensive analysis of a small number of casesatnine performance on the
safety, permanency, and well-being outcomes defined I@EER regulations. This
process is modeled after the federal Child and Familyi@Review (CFSR) that is
completed in states approximately every 5-6 years. Matagsarticipated in their first
CFSR in 2001 and is scheduled for a second review in 2007.

To date 58 counties or clusters of counties have condplleésr MNCFSRs and have
developed program improvement plans in order to improvepeaince and achieve
outcomes for their children and families.

Forces for Change

Since 2003 three significant changes have affected tbg/spérmanency, and well-
being of Minnesota’s most vulnerable children.

Changes in a variety of children’s programs have reducedsbe@rces available for
child safety state-wide by more than $100 million. Reeedtanticipated cuts in
CWTCM, LCTS, and Title IV-E have significantly reducee ttapacity for counties to
provide for the safety, permanency, and well-being otici. In addition, counties,
who have historically held greatest fiscal responsybidt at-risk children, have
experienced cuts in other human services programs thatiprewpport to children and
their families.

Demographic, social, and economic changes have increasddriand for services to
meet the needs of children who experience maltreatamehsubstantial endangerment.

In recent years, the Department of Human Servicesamadties across the state have
established partnerships and procedures to measure and imprfovmaece against
federal standards for the safety, permanency, and wiellrloé children. This
relationship of trust and shared accountability setsatiedation for a performance-
based system that is more rigorous and focused on improutagmes for children.

Since 2000, DHS and counties have worked together to maxeda family-centered,
performance-based approach to safety, permanency, akbewe] of children.
Outcomes have improved, but the next phase of perforrnaguées a more strategic,
targeted and reasonably-funded approach. Minnesota showddlavothe system to
backslide into adversarial practices that take decisiaking out of the hands of families
and place them in the purview of the courts.

These three factors—reduced resources, increasing demadrthieabeginnings of a

performance-based framework—shape an opportunity for anmaszdriven and
performance-based system to ensure the safety of Mim&sbildren.
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Consequences of not responding to the Current Situation

Families and children are at risk. Individual children and families are more
likely to “fall through the cracks” when resources ape gcommitted to identify
them and respond to their needs. Consequences for childeefalvthrough
these cracks are life changing and sometimes life ending.

Minnesota’s national standing is at risk. Many Minnesota counties are
implementing program improvement plans, and performancepioving.
However, improved performance is at risk and the statesfpotential federal
penalties for failure to develop and implement sufficemtective action.
Service provision is at risk. Counties are required to show reasonable efforts to
prevent placement and to achieve reunification regardfesgadable resources.
Increasingly, services to ensure safety for childrenrdiigenced by court
determinations.

Corrections investments are at risk. A high percentage of inmates in
Minnesota prisons spent some time in their lives irefosare or child protective
services. Evidence indicates that investment in thehe@lg of children
decreases long-term demand in the corrections system.

Public safety is at risk. As children experience lack of safety, permanency, and
well-being they increase the risk of delinquency and other pséléty threats.
Related costs and commitments are at riskinsufficient attention to the
outcomes and performance of at-risk children leads teases in cost of out-of-
home placement, criminal justice services, correctisystems, and potential
federal penalties.

Overall costs for investigation and services are at riskEvaluation data from
2001 to 2004 of a trial program for Minnesota’s Alternatiespbnse approach
(now made permanent and called the Family Assessnfiemty a significant
decrease in overall costs compared to the tradition@radrial investigative
proceduré.

The system is poised to make significant improvemenpsiicomes for children and
their families. The initial framework has been esghigld, the performance data is in,
and the risks for not acting are tremendous.

3Loman, L & G. Siegel. (2004protecting Children. American Humane Association, Volume 20, Numbers 2 & 3,

2005.
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Recommendation

This section outlines the proposal of the Task Fordéeverage the strengths of the
current situation to improve the efficiency of systemfgrenance and to improve safety,
permanency, and well-being outcomes for children and fdilies. It includes the
following parts:

* The charter and aim

* Child Safety System

e Child Safety Fund

» Tribal Participation

The Charter and Aim

The purpose of the Task Force on the Future of Financm@Hhid Welfare in
Minnesota was to:
Recommend a foundation for financing that will at leastasushe current
level of services that are available to support thiéanesof children in
Minnesota.

Members of the group included representatives from couwsmigsribes, social service
agencies, academe, judiciary, and the Department of H&ewamces. (Appendix C
includes the names and contact information for membdisgether, the Task Force
established the following requirements to shape its work:
* Meet county, state and federal regulations and mandates.
» Establish shared responsibility and balanced funding framtgpstate, and
federal levels to support child safety.
* Plan for sustainability over time.
» Ensure solution is politically viable with sound rationfalegovernment action.
* Maintain service level.
» Support state-wide consistency and stability, as welbastyg and tribal
specialization and flexibility to determine how servicesdelivered.
» Use data to drive decisions.
e Support trained and competent staff.

The Task Force based its work on a series of assuraptiaruding:

* The safety, permanency, and well-being of children shoultllingh priority for
federal, state, tribal, and county concern.

* Many improvements have been made in processes, gokaevices, and
outcomes for at-risk children in Minnesota in recentyed he intent is to
maintain those changes and continue the trend towand tmtimproved
outcomes for families.

* Improvements could be made in programs and approachesdi@ls services,
the Task Force is not currently engaged in making recomhatemns about those
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changes. The focus of this recommendation is onisasla financing
structures.

In accord with these requirements and assumptions,asle Horce on the Future of
Financing for Child Welfare proposes that Minnesota addjtibl Safety Act to
establish an outcomes-driven and performance-based sigstehild safety,
permanency, and well-being across the state. Theadtlywrovide for:

* TheChild Safety System to support outcomes-driven and performance-based
accountability for safety, permanency, and well-beingcloldren across
Minnesota.

* A Child Safety Fund to establish a balanced funding structure in which e st
shares more equally in financial participation with fedgoalernment and the
counties in ensuring the safety of children.

* Opportunities and a mechanism for tribes to participatiearChild Safety
System and the Child Safety Fund to ensure safety, permaraamd well-being
of American Indian children.

Child Safety System

An outcomes-driven and performance-base system depemrdganiety of factors,
including well-defined outcomes, reliable data collectiot @porting, and workable
plans for continuous improvement. This section of #@mmendation outlines the
proposal to establish a stronger framework in Minnesosaipport improved safety,
permanency, and well-being outcomes for children.

The proposed system will not depend on measures of penfiearon selected or pre-
specified activities. Rather, each county will be actable to define and continuously
improve their own processes and procedures toward achieviaefmed outcomes. The
Child Safety System will focus on outcomes for childaad their families. It will also
provide support to counties as they pursue improvements ia thubsomes for children
and families.

Outcomes-Driven

An outcomes-driven system in Minnesota will continuousipriove the capacity of
counties to achieve three major goals: safety, pernsgnand well-being of children.
Outcomes for the system will be determined by the féddrdd and Family Service
Review (CFSR), which defines outcomes and indicatoredch of the three major goals
of the system. County performance will be measuredhsaptiese outcomes, while
individual counties will have the flexibility to define paés, procedures, and processes
that fit their own local constraints and opportunities.

Performance-Based

An effective performance-based system will tie resesito outcome performance. An
initial framework for a performance-based system taenshild safety already exists in
Minnesota, but the current proposal will improve accoutitgbinnovation, and state-
wide consistency.
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The proposed outcomes-driven and performance-based sysdtatnemgthen counties’
efforts and ensure improved performance because iimyilove accountability :

Providing resources to improve performance against goals.

Measuring and reporting state-wide performance on a mguéareand frequent
basis by generating an annual Child Safety Scorecard.

Improving outcomes for specific child populations thatcver represented in the
system currently and historically, including African Anoam children, American
Indian children, and other populations of children of calorisk of entry into the
system.

Responding to discrepancies among counties’ needs andaesduorder to
increase consistency in outcomes and outcome improvsaemss the state.
Committing to family and strength-based approaches t¢ theaeeds and
continuously improve outcomes of safety, permanencywaaticbeing for
children and families.

Encouraging partnerships among counties, and with communmdtpuasiness
partners to improve outcomes, develop new services, lhgdgds in regional
service delivery.

Controlling administrative costs by introducing new, mooasistent and efficient
data collection and reporting processes.

The current version of SSIS collects and reports thatiag relevant to the performance-
based system. Additional functionality will be addeth® system in early 2007. The
performance-based system for children’s safety may ea@uiditional functionality.
Business requirements will depend on the details of theepses to be determined later.

The Task Force believes that such an outcomes-driveloypance-based system will
improve the safety of Minnesota’s children and familiéslevit reduces future
economic, social, and political risks for the state tre counties.

Child Safety Fund

The Child Safety Fund will be structured and allocated teigeoincentives for the
outcome-driven and performance-based Child Safety Sysiée.Fund will:

Fulfill the state’s financial responsibility by estabiing balanced funding with
the federal government and counties.

Include committed funds to support core services, enco@@UYAUOUS
improvement

of client outcomes and process efficiency, and provide tivesnfor developing
new services.

Include all portions of the CCSA that are currently ugefdind services related to
the welfare of children, in addition to funds to enhatieeperformance-based
system

of outcomes and services. The CCSA would be restructor@ccommodate
other services that have traditionally been included iratge of support,
including children’s mental health.
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Adjust allocations over time to respond to changeseed, differences among

counties’ historical resource levels, taxing capacitied,canging demand for
and complexity

of services.

Involve simple procedures and minimal administrativesctisfocus investment
on outcomes for children and families.

The suggested allocation formula has been defined tothee&llowing rules:

1.
2.

3.
4,
5.
6. Adjust funding over time to respond to changing needs.

Provide incentives for improvements in outcomes foldohin and their families.
Provide continuity during transition from historical tarfoemance-based funding
for counties and tribes.

Respond to different levels of need for children in caséind for counties’
capacity.

Promote state-wide consistency, continuous improveraedtservice
development across counties.

Minimize administrative expenses.

The allocation formula will be designed to provide a sia@tnsition from current
funding structures into the need- and performance-basezhsiisat aligns with each
county’s changing situation over time and with the Chééeg/ System.
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Child Safety Fund Allocation Formula

Factor Indicator Years
1 2 3 4 )
CCSA 50% of total CCSA allocation for each county cattad to Child Safety Fund
Historical continuity | Lost revenues from CWTCM 90| 70| 50 25
(Average of previous three years)
Need-based 50% Children in poverty 10 | 25| 35| 55 7d
95% 50% Children in county
(Average of previous three years)
Performance-based| Change in performance 0 5| 15| 20| 30
(SSIS data for CFSR and CCSA)
5% Innovation Project and grant-based to meet specific needs

Tribal participation and transition to be determined lwyoaking group including Tribal,

county, and DHS representatives.

Tribal Participation

Tribes will be offered the opportunity to opt into the Gllafety performance-based
system. Inrecent years, the Tribes have alsdddstal funds and begun to establish
outcomes-driven and performance-based systems. A worlong.gncluding Tribal
leadership, will be structured to investigate options arahge specific requirements and

procedures for Tribal participation in the Child Safetgt®yn and the Child Safety Fund.
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Conclusion

The safety, permanency, and well-being of Minnesota’s childra high priority for
elected and appointed officials and service providers déetlegal, state, and county
levels. The state as a whole has a vested intierds safety of our most vulnerable
children.

Over the past decade, the Department of Human Servidesoanties have established
an initial framework for outcomes-driven and performabased improvements to
support the safety, permanency, and well-being of childrenthemndfamilies. It is time,
now, to make increase the rigor and accountability dffthenework with the Child
Safety Act.

The Task Force proposes implementation of a Child B &fgstem for outcomes-driven
decision making and the Child Safety Fund to allocate reesuo support outcomes and
performance improvement to ensure the security of Mirta&sohildren. Together,
representatives of counties and tribes, DHS, soamicgeagencies, judiciary, and
academe endorse this proposal and commit to supportatsnmantation.

Respectfully submitted,

Task Force on the Future of Financing for Child Welfariglinnesota
September 15, 2006
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Appendix A: Historical Funding and Performance Data

In 2005, counties paid for 47.7 percent of all child welfare ediperes spending a total
of $214.9 million in county resources for child welfare ssasi Federal funds
contributed about $175 million to Minnesota’s child welfaystem during 2005,
amounting to 35.6 percent of all child welfare expenditurés. state contributed $80.7
million to child welfare services, paying for 16.4 percefrdlbchild welfare
expenditures.

The following chart shows the trends between 1998 and 20@4lefdl, state and county
contributions to financing Minnesota’s child welfare systeotal (county) and federal
funding has increased over time with a recent levelthdstate funding has decreased
significantly since 2002, which includes a decrease of $50miili CCSA funding since
2002.

Sources of Funding for Minnesota Child Welfare Expaditures, 1998-2004

300,000,000

250,000,000 [ =

200,000,0001 —

O Federd
150,000,000 I | State

O Local

100,000,000 I

50,000,000+ —

0 | |
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What this chart does not depict is the expected losdefr&l Medicaid funding for
Child-Welfare Targeted Case Management services. Thetexpless to Minnesota
counties, based on historical funding, is close to $3@mi
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The following charts outline Minnesota’s overall perfamoe on National Standards over the
past six years as well as the percentage of countiesét national standards in each of those
years. These charts demonstrate the level of impravetinat has been achieved in meeting the
national standards and are evidence of the successfttbetsmployed by counties and the state.

The chart below includes overall state performancéemational Standards. Shaded cells

indicate performance that meets or exceeds the nastamalards. Arrows indicate if the
performance measure should be higher or lower to achiev&ahdard.
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Appendix B: Child Safety Business Process

The diagram on the following page presents the procesddiochildren in need of services to
support their safety, permanency, and well-being.
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Appendix C: Task Force Members

Facilitator:

Glenda H. Eoyang, Ph.D.

Human Systems Dynamics Institute
50 East Golden Lake Road

Circle Pines, MN 55014

Members:

Riaz Aziz, County Coordinator
Pope County Family Services
211 Minnesota Avenue #200
Glenwood, MN 56334

David Benson

Nobles County Commissioner
26461 328 Street

Bigelow, MN 56117

Judith Brumfield, Asst. Director
Scott County Human Services
Government Center

200 4" Avenue West
Shakopee, MN 55379

Patricia Coldwell
AMC

125 Charles Ave

St. Paul, MN 55103

Robert DeBoer
Citizen’s League

555 North Wabasha Street, Ste. 240

St. Paul, MN 55102

Patti Hague

(763) 783-7206
geoyang@hsinstitute.org

(320) 634-5750
riaz.aziz@co.pope.mn.us

(507) 683-2853
dbenson@co.nobles.mn.us
meadow@frontiernet.net

(952) 445-7751
jbrumfield @co.scott.mn.us

(651) 224-3344
pcoldwell@mncounties.org

(651) 293-0575 Ext. 13
bdeboer@citizensleague.net

(651) 789-2495

Big Brothers Big Sisters of the Greater Twin Citielsague @bigstwincities.org

2550 University Avenue #410N
St. Paul, MN 55114
(Support Contact: Sallie Sabathier)
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Justice Sam Hanson

Assoc. Justice of the Supreme Court of MN

Minnesota Judicial Center

25 Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 55155

Tom Henderson, Director
Brown County Family Services
1117 Center Street

P.O. Box 788

New Ulm, MN 56073

Ann Hill

Ombudsperson for African American Families

1450 Energy Park Drive #106
St. Paul, MN 55108

Suzanne Koepplinger, Exec. Director
Minnesota Indian Women'’s Resource Center

2300 14' Avenue South
Minneapolis, MN 55404

Ed Larsen

Crow Wing County Commissioner
3961 W Lake St

Pequot Lakes, MN 56472

Kate Lerner
MACSSA

125 Charles Ave

St. Paul, MN 55103

Harvey Linder
Hennepin County Social Services

Children, Family and Adult Services

525 Portland Avenue, (Floor
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Edward McBrayer, Director

St. Joseph’s Home for Children
1121 East 48 Street
Minneapolis, MN 55407
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(651) 297-7676
sam.hanson@courts.state.mn.us

(507) 359-6500
tom.henderson@co.brown.mn.us

(651) 642-0897
Ann.Hill@mnfamiliesomuds.org

(612) 728-2006
skoepplinger@miwrc.org

(218) 568-4933
edlarsen@uslink.net

(651) 224-3344 X240
lerner@mncounties.org

(612) 348-7706
harvey.linder@co.hennepin.mn.us

(612) 827-9384
emcbrayer@ccspm.org
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Bob Meyer, Director (507) 389-8319

Blue Earth County Human Services bob.meyer@co.blue-earth.mn.us
Government Center

410 South B Street

P.O. Box 3526

Mankato, MN 56002

Judge Susan Miles (651) 430-6359
P.O. Box 3802 susan.miles@courts.mn.us
Stillwater, MN 55082

Rhonda Porter, Director (218) 299-5200

Clay County Social Services Rhonda.porter@co.clay.mn.us
715 North 11 Street #502

Moorhead, MN 56560

Rose Robinson (218) 335-8270

Leech Lake Family Services rose.robinson@llojibwe.com
Route 3, Box 100

6530 US Highway 2 NW

Cass Lake, MN 56633

Glenda Rooney, Ph.D. (612) 330-1338
Augsburg College dewroon@augsburg.edu
3244 Emerson Avenue So.

Minneapolis, MN 55408

Rob Sawyer, Assoc. Director (507) 285-8405

Olmsted County Community Services sawyer.rob@co.olmsted.mn’us
151 4" Street Southeast

Rochester, MN 55904

Jerry Soma, Manager (763) 422-7008

Anoka County Human Services jerry.soma@co.anoka.mn.us
Anoka County Government Center

2100 Third Avenue

Anoka, MN 55303

Stella Whitney-West, Chief Operations Officer (612) 348-4763
Human Services stella@northpointinc.org
NorthPoint Health and Wellness Center, Inc.

1315 Penn Avenue North

Minneapolis, MN 55411
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Department of Human Services:

Name

Email

Phone

Michelle Basham

Michelle.Basham@state.mn.us

(651) 431-3604

Chuck Johnson

Chuck.Johnson@state.mn.us

(651) 431-3835

Lynne Singelmann

Lynne.Singelmann@state.mn.us

(651) 431-2918

Katie Burns

Katie.Burns@state.mn.us

(651) 431-3432

Lori Munsterman

Lori.Munsterman@state.mn.us

(320) 255-2452

Erin Sullivan Sutton

Erin.Sullivan-Sutton@state.mn.us

(651) 296-2487

Jenny Ehrnst

Jenny.Ehrnst@state.mn.us

(651) 431-3831

Bette O’'Donnell

Bette.Odonnell@state.mn.us

(651) 431-3735

Dave Thompson

Dave.Thompson@state.mn.us

(651) 296-2612

Jim Huber James.R.Huber@state.mn.us (651) 431-3854
Vernon LaPlante Vernon.Laplante@state.mn.us (651) 431-2910
Bill Wyss Bil. Wyss@state.mn.us (651) 431-2329
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