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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Valerie O’Briens commentary child welfare and permanency in an Irish context?  What impact has the limited provision for adoption   without parental consent  had  on Irish child welfare practice?  What was happening in UK ?What effect has adoption studies and practice had on Irish child welfare practice? How have  findings  from studies in  long term foster care and adoption conducted in different jurisdictions with a different philosophy and legislative provision re permanency being influential on Irish child welfare practice?  Likewise, what has been happening here in  LTFC in Ireland arising from  this limited provision that may be interesting for international child welfare practice?   The differences in definition of types of care, contexts, and legislative frameworks make it difficult to compare specific practices within child welfare systems.  Therefore a broad conceptual framework which utilises different models is used to examine the phenomena.   Where was Ireland up to when the permanency debate was occurring in UK and USA and what was also happening in Europe where a different welfare regime was evolving?  Could it be argued that the theory of subsidiarity and the stagnant economic development of the Irish State and underdevelopment of child welfare services militated  against more robust involvement in the permanency debate. Task force Report 1980, Kennedy report 1970 and Tuarim Report 1966  no doubt provides important contextual information. Work of O’Suillivan, Rafftery and Ryan report may throw a more critical perspective on the questions raised? 
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 To gain understanding of permanency  concept and how it 
may fit with welfare regimes and legislative  provision.  
 

 To consider how Irish care population  profile  and adoption 
trends needs to be taken into account as driver for change. 
 

 To appraise what is known re outcomes of different 
permanency options. 
 

 To explore what permanency options are used in Ireland and 
if options utilised?  
 

 To assist in identifying and contributing to the debates that 
now need to happen in Irish child welfare.  

  



 Kelly remarks: 
  Everyone has an emotional investment in 

their experience of family life.  No-one can 
pretend to look at issues of child care with 
anything approaching a scientific objectivity 
(2000, p 14). 
◦  What is yours and how does this impact on what you 

think should happen children and families?  
 

◦ How do we move from the simple to the complex?  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Adoption is more than simply a legal transaction.  It is a complex social and emotional experience as well, with lifetime implications for all parties to it.  Those involved in adoption must acknowledge the very real genetic and psychological connections of the adopted child and birth family, which remain even after the legalization of the adoption.



 To gain understanding of permanency  concept and how 
it may fit with different welfare regimes and legislative  
provision. 
 

 Def of permanency : from psychological to legislative 
 Link with models of welfare : Fox Harding  & why this is 

important  
 How it differs : Boston / Berlin and where is Ireland?  

 
 If particular features of Irish socio political context are 

especially  influential?  
 



Birth Parents 
 

Children 
 

Foster Carers 
 

Role of state in mediating these rights and 
responsibilities………….not neutral 

 
 



 Welfare Models create structures and impact 
on interventions 
◦ Interventions : 
◦ Residual : Minimum state intervention 
◦ Institutional : State intervenes to protect common 

good 
◦ Developmental : State promotes & supports  
◦ Radical : Ideas of resistance  

 Based broadly on work of Esping Anderson 1990,  Hardiker 
1991 



LAISSEZ FAIRE STATE 
PATERNALISM 

BIRTH FAMILY 
DEFENDER 

CHILDREN’S 
RIGHTS 

Minimum state 
role & family are 
respected to take 
care of their own 

Major state role in 
policing families 

Family life has a 
major contributor 
to soc 

Children own 
voice & should be 
empowered to be 
active in decision 
making  

Sends out strong 
messages re child 
protection 

State strong right 
to intervene 

State intervenes 
but failure 
attributed to 
failure /resources 

Silenced to 
date….now more 
developed  

Adoption favoured 
as alternative  

Foster care form 
of child 
rescue..adoption 
in LT 

BP & child 
relationship values 
&supported  

Children agency in 
own right… 

Linked to residual Linked residual 
/institutional 

Linked 
developmental 

Radical? 

Gendered .. Outcomes not 
considered adeq 

Rights and 
responsibilities 



A continuum  
 

 
 
 USA………………….UK 

 Min State Role  /  more 
Selective & Individual 
Focus 
>  Privilege of Private 
domain   
Laissez – Faire / 
Bureaucratic? 

       Nordic Countries 
More Universal services 
Greater Focus on  
Common Good 
Public domain  

 
More Rights based ? 

Ireland  
 
Closer to 
Boston than 
Berlin? 
 
Paternalistic? 



 Saving children and supporting families 
 

 Children’s rights vs. parent rights 
 

 Individualized, pluralistic models interventions vs. 
standardized and uniform systems 
 

 Protective services vs. family building and support  
 

 Appropriate boundaries between different systems 
    Mallon & McCartt Hess 2005  
 
Where different countries are located within Fox 

Harding’s typology determines ACTIONS? 
  



 Emergence in USA : from  theoretical & value 
positions : attachment / psychological but 
linked with residual /laissez faire ideology. 

 Permanency movement advocated for ‘stable , 
secure family life for all children : hard to 
debate the downsides!  Simple /complex 

 Never took off but it led to advocacy 
campaign for adoption…secure legal ground 
(Thoburn 2000)  

 Led to permanence vs reunification polarity : 
how were the odds stacked?  
 



 Objective permanence : child placed in FC and 
stays there until they are 18 or longer. 

 Subjective permanence : child feels they belong. 
 Enacted permanence : child is made feel part of 

family and is treated as such. 
 Uncontested permanence : child does not feel or 

is made to feel that they have to plea allegiance 
to either FC or BP.  

(Sinclair  et al 2007) 
 Implications of this typology for negotiations surrounding 

relationships…and what does this convey?  



Permanency    Family Preservation   
Greater Termination   Reunification & LTFC 
of Birth Parents rights      

        
    

 
USA UK Ire Nordic 



 If return home is not feasible, what sort of long term 
care is preferable? 

 How are the long term alternative care options 
constructed?   

 What is the child’s interest and how is this 
constructed? What about the child’s indiv situation?  

 What is the ideology behind relationships in foster 
care : ownership and forever : shared and sustainable 
/changing ?  

 If foster care seen as a poor alternative, what is the 
evidence and what is assumption /myth?  

 Who are the key opinion formers : BAAF, CWLA, Assoc 
of SW and is their value position explicit? 
 



 LTFC (permanent): seen as an option but to 
what extent was it premised on the belief that 
contact could be excluded? 

 Conflict between 1989 Children Act that 
prioritised contact and Adoption and Children 
Act 2002 which saw permanency through 
adoption as preferred option. 

 Permanence not defined in law :  
 While Guardianship introduced, it creates 

greater vagueness re long term FC  



 Laissez Faire /Paternalistic 
 Child Protection / risk averse? 
 Huge levels of inequality 
 Foster Care term used for all out of home 

care 
 LTFC not a permanent option but Adoption is.  
 Financial support and post adoption services 

available.  
 Special needs : wide def 
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Presentation Notes
Def of Termination for Adoption  There is no Federal definition for children waiting to be adopted. For the purposes of this analysis, children waiting to be adopted  include children with a goal of adoption and/or whose parental rights have been terminated. The “waiting” population excludes children whose parents' rights have been terminated, who are 16 years old and older, and who have a goal of emancipation. An individual child is included in the count for each year that he or she has these characteristics on the last day of the year.  Def of Termination for Adoption  There is no Federal definition for children waiting to be adopted. For the purposes of this analysis, children waiting to be adopted  include children with a goal of adoption and/or whose parental rights have been terminated. The “waiting” population excludes children whose parents' rights have been terminated, who are 16 years old and older, and who have a goal of emancipation. An individual child is included in the count for each year that he or she has these characteristics on the last day of the year.  Def of Termination for Adoption  There is no Federal definition for children waiting to be adopted. For the purposes of this analysis, children waiting to be adopted  include children with a goal of adoption and/or whose parental rights have been terminated. The “waiting” population excludes children whose parents' rights have been terminated, who are 16 years old and older, and who have a goal of emancipation. An individual child is included in the count for each year that he or she has these characteristics on the last day of the year. 



 
Return to the Parent 
Adoption 
Legal Guardianship 
Permanent Placement with a Fit and Willing 

Relative 
 
Another Planned Permanent Living Arrangement 
    (must document compelling reason) 

Source Renne & Rideout 2005.  
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Presentation Notes
“AN EFFORT TO….”:Policy – Foster positive relations among professionals, parents and court Practice – Read court’s file, be aware of history and pending issues   Example – Examples:  1.  Mediating disputes between family members regarding termination (high conflict therapeutic mediation)  2.  Allowing mental health/medical professionals to explain child’s needs in order to get buy in from parents as to treatment issues.  3.  Setting up visitation plans between parents, grandparents, aunts, uncles, etc.  Newton CMC example – set up visits between 3 sets of grandparents and extended family membersJudicial Perspective – “BARRIERS IN CASES…”:“Push people to get as concrete as possible, the treatment plan, for example, amy call for an alcohol assessment.  Ct. Facil. Will push parties to say what program will be used, and how the parent will know where to go and when to go.  Phone numbers are exchanged often.”“NEUTRAL FACILITATION…”:  “Conferences allow parents to ask a lot of questions regarding the pending issues at the time.  Not a time to rehash entire history of case, but to make sure parents and professionals know what is expected of them – So many treatment plans have language that the parent may not understand.  The plan might make reference to ‘fostering a positive parental relationship’ – does the parent know what that means?  The CMC is a time to make that very clear.”“NOTES…”:  Next slide



Petition must be filed when: 
 Child in foster care 15 of the most recent 22 

months 
 Child is adjudicated as “abandoned” 
 Court has waived duty to provide reasonable 

efforts to reunify (PH within 30 days)  
 
Exceptions 
 Child living with a relative 
 Agency has failed to provide services 
 Compelling Reasons 

 
                                                                                                                 Source Renne & Rideout 2005 
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Presentation Notes
Pre Termination of Parental Rights PracticesPre- TPR:Has the agency prepared the TPR petition?Who must be served? Has a date for the TPR trial been set? How will the case proceed if parent is missing?Is mediation appropriate?Has the agency explored open adoption?Can pretrial issues be resolved?What records or testimony will be necessary?Plans to secure an Adoption HomeDid adoptive resource recruitment as soon as TPR is filed or earlier?Are current caretakers or relatives an adoptive resource?Have current caretakers been provide information and support regarding this decision?What’s the child’s position, and how old is the child? Do the current or prospective caretakers have reservations?Would services allow an adoption to occur?Is counseling necessary?Have any preadoptive parents been counseled on adoption assistance and subsidy issues? regular monthly paymentsmedical coveragerespite carespecial costs, such as ramps or wheelchairsspecial services: speech and language instruction, physical therapyfamily or individual counselingone time legal costsIs a homestudy necessary?ATTEMPTS TO FIND A HOMEHas the agency listed the child locally, nationally, regionally?Has the agency utilized matching programs, or community outreach programs?Could a private agency be used?Is there anyone in the child’s life who might wish to adopt?WHEN A RELATIVE IS TO BE CONSIDERED AS A PROSPECTIVE ADOPTER.Have adoption or other permanency options been explored?What is the quality and nature of relationship to the child—is this the best placement? Are the relatives committed to the child long term? Are the relatives able to meet child’s needs?Are any services necessary?Does the relative acknowledge the abuse/neglect?Does the relative hold the parent accountable?How will contact with the parent be managed? Is a subsidy available? Does the family need to apply for TANF or other benefits? If so, has the agency helped the family apply?Will this preserve the child’s cultural identity? Has a homestudy been initiated?Are there others in the household who need to be checked out?



 Legislative drivers central in the system. 
◦ Eg permanency hearings triggered in the system 

 Performance measures 
◦ Explicit criteria against which agencies are 

measured re throughput of children in care and 
prospective adopters 

 Concurrent planning : developed to impede 
drift but it has led to increased polarisations 
including processes 

 Outcomes for children : more adoption where 
legislatively it has been possible / outcomes?  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Goals of Concurrent Planning Promote early permanency decisions for children and engage families and relatives earlyReduce unnecessary delays and number of temporary placements Shorten time children stay in foster care Increase consents as parents are informed up front about permanency options and can make responsible decisions. Develop case plans with measurable goals and shorter time frames Develop network of foster parents willing to work with biological families and serve as permanency resource for children	Concurrent Planning: Critical Elements Full disclosure: Parents are informed of the importance of their involvement and actions in planning for the return of the child and the legal consequences of failure to do Locate supportive caregivers who are actively involved in supporting reunification and can provide a permanent home if necessaryProvide intensive up-front reunification services, including frequent visitation & other focused services to meet child’s need for stability and continuityEngage families in early decision-making, should reunification seem unlikely, parents are respectfully counseled about options: relinquishment, open or cooperative adoptionEnhance child’s connections to community, siblings, family. Encourages adults to be partners instead of adversaries	Reunification decision making ASFA: Reunification is appropriate when:Parent is working diligently on the planSpecific time frameConsistent with child’s developmental needsPreliminary Questions:Have all services to enable the parent to safely care for the child been offered?Nexus between services and underlying problems?Parents- participation AND benefit? Change in behavior?Assess the risk. Have we “raised the bar?”Has all relevant information been presented to the court: treatment plans, evaluations, provider recommendationsASFA: Reunification is appropriate when:Parent is working diligently on the planSpecific time frameConsistent with child’s developmental needsPreliminary Questions:Have all services to enable the parent to safely care for the child been offered?Nexus between services and underlying problems?Parents- participation AND benefit? Change in behavior?Assess the risk. Have we “raised the bar?”Has all relevant information been presented to the court: treatment plans, evaluations, provider recommendations



 
Reasonable Efforts to finalize 

an alternate permanency 
plan may be made 
concurrently with 
reasonable efforts to 
reunify the family : 
Impact? 

 
                     Source Renne & Rideout 2005 
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Presentation Notes
“AN EFFORT TO….”:Policy – Foster positive relations among professionals, parents and court Practice – Read court’s file, be aware of history and pending issues   Example – Examples:  1.  Mediating disputes between family members regarding termination (high conflict therapeutic mediation)  2.  Allowing mental health/medical professionals to explain child’s needs in order to get buy in from parents as to treatment issues.  3.  Setting up visitation plans between parents, grandparents, aunts, uncles, etc.  Newton CMC example – set up visits between 3 sets of grandparents and extended family membersJudicial Perspective – “BARRIERS IN CASES…”:“Push people to get as concrete as possible, the treatment plan, for example, amy call for an alcohol assessment.  Ct. Facil. Will push parties to say what program will be used, and how the parent will know where to go and when to go.  Phone numbers are exchanged often.”“NEUTRAL FACILITATION…”:  “Conferences allow parents to ask a lot of questions regarding the pending issues at the time.  Not a time to rehash entire history of case, but to make sure parents and professionals know what is expected of them – So many treatment plans have language that the parent may not understand.  The plan might make reference to ‘fostering a positive parental relationship’ – does the parent know what that means?  The CMC is a time to make that very clear.”“NOTES…”:  Next slide



 How to have ‘ permanence ‘ ‘safety’ & ‘connection’? 
 How to create permanence for children : Widen legal lens? 
◦ Would guardianship provide safeguards? 
 

 Implications of removing parental rights and having legal 
orphans? 
◦ Moral implications where known resource shortfalls? 
◦ Implication for children’s Identity  

 
 What are implications for permanence re kinship placements?  
 Minimizing state involvement and protection of family 

privacy.  
◦ Who benefits from  these dominant ideas? Whose rights 

are prioritised? 
 



 Irish care population  profile  and adoption 
trends 

 What is the rate of care per  10,000 
comparison? 

 What is the length of time children spend in 
care (linked to different legislative) 

 What is admission /discharge like? 
 Movement in care : stability 
 Adoption trends in Ireland 
◦ Domestic and ICA  
◦ Comparison across decade re domestic adoption 
◦ Out of care system 
◦ What  do trends tell us? 



Country  
*Date collected 

Rate per 
Thousand  

No in care 
2010 

No in care  
2011 

% change 

Ireland *(12 
/2010) 

53.6 5965 6160 3.3 

England 
*(3/2011) 

59 64400 65,520 1.7 

N. Ireland 
*(3/2011) 

58.3 2606 2511 -3.6 

Australia 
*(6/2011) 

73.4 34069 37,648 
 

10.35 

Wales 
*(3/2011) 

82 5162 5419 
 

5.0 

Scotland 
*(7/2011) 

155.8 15,892 16,171 1.7 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Some Facts There has been a 10.5% increase in the 0-17 population in Ireland between 2006 and 2011 (table 49), Page | 103 with an increase in births of 14.1%. This has led to an increased demand for HSE Children and Family Services. For example, there has been a 50.3% increase in referrals to HSE Social Work Departments and a 17.4% increase in children in care over the same time period (2006-2011) HSE, Review of Adequacy Report 2011. Page | 66 9.4.16Discharges from Care In 2011 HSE Children and Family Services was not collecting data on the profile of children when they were discharged from care (eg age, length of time in care) although the introduction of Standardised Business Processes and the NCCIS will address this in the future. It is possible to calculate basic numbers of children discharged from care, as shown in table 33. Table 33: Changes in the number of children in carein 2011 Items No. Children in care December 2010 (A) 5,965 New admissions (B) 2,248 Children in care December 2011 (C) 6,160 Discharges from care (A+B-C) 2,053 



 Australia 45 
◦  Indig 237 
 

 Canada 109 
 
 Denmark 102 

 
 France 90 

 
 Ireland 54 

 
 Italy 38 

 New Zealand 40 
 
 Norway 70 

 
 ***Sweden 63? ( 

 
 UK 55 
◦ NI 56, Wales 66, Scot 58 
 

 USA 70 
◦ N Carolina 47 
◦ Illinois 65 
◦ Washington 58 

 
 
 

 **** VOB found 84 in 2009 
Implications for data? )  

  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Since, I am concentrating on the ‘out of home’ or alternative care aspect of the child welfare system, I thought it would be useful to quickly consider the variations in the rates of care in a number of countries. We see that USA shares a high rate alongside Norway,  France  & Denmark.Ireland is mid place along side UK. I think this is interesting in that Ireland has followed UK practices albeit always with a time lag. This represents the close ties and up until 20 years ago, many professionals were trained in UK. I myself did my professional training at the London School of Economics. Lowest countries are Australia, Italy.Bald figures alone can’t tell us much of the differences in legislative, procedural or practices in each of these countries, but it can prompt us to ask questions as to what may account of the high variations? Is it better services and therefore children are screened more? Is it that care has less stigma in some countries and therefore people ask for it more as a type of family support, perhaps this is something that occurs in the Nordic countries? Is it  a sign of a very low birth rate and children have circles of protection around them by way of extended family networks and therefore state care is not needed? Might this be why the Italian rate is so low?   



 There were 2,248 children admitted to care in 
2011. This represented a fall of 5.2% (n=124) 
since the high point in 2009. 
 

 Need to do detailed analysis between 
admission and discharge and especially 
profiles to ascertain trends.  
 

 Care Variation across the 4 areas in Ireland 
from 64.1 per 10,000 in South to 46.6 in 
West, to 57.4 in D. NE and 47.1 in D. ML.  
 



0.00%

10.00%

20.00%

30.00%

40.00%

50.00%

60.00%

70.00%

Foster Care Relative Care Residential
Care

Other



Under one year
23.1%

1 to less than five
43.3%

five years plus
33.5%

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Children in care five years plus has remained pretty constant from 2006 – and 2011 with a range of 36.3 in 2006 , to 39.5 % in 2009, to 36.3 in 2011. The differences would need much more analysis re what is going on…..



 Adolescents in Care as % of Population 
 
 

% in Long Term 
Care 

% Adolescents in 
Care 

Country  

40% 45% Ireland  

11% 40% USA 

12% 68% Sweden 



Country  No per total care 
population  

% of children with 3 
plus placements 
compared to full pop 

Ireland  172 /5965 2.9 
England  7000/65,520 10.7 
Wales  530 /5161 10.3 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
However, there is no indication from this data who the children are, how it compares to care plan etc 
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Discussion of "Trends" Chart SEE USA Data New legislation 1997 Adoption and Safe Families Act which heralded in major new changes. While many of these changes were enacted by 1980S legislation progress re permanency was slow and  the 1997 Act  was an attempt to put safety and permanence  to the forefront  while also tackling drift the care system. Overall numbers dropping No of exits are lower that the entries by similar rate over the past five years. Numbers of Adoptions have remain static but caution is needed when viewing adoption figures as there is difference in when information is submitted re what stage of the adoption process. Numbers of children waiting to be adopted very significant. Served reflects the number of children served and the graph reflects the  combination  of children who were in care and who are currently in care when data was collected.:The foster care and adoption estimates in the graph above are current as of January 2007. The estimates for FY 2000 through FY 2002 are final. As states submit revised data and the Children's Bureau continues to refine its estimation strategy, estimates for FY 2003 through FY 2005 will be revised. Historically, revised estimates have resulted in an increase in the number of exits, particularly exits to adoption.Reading from left to right, the data contained in the graph include the estimated number of children:In foster care on the last day of the federal fiscal year (September 30): This is an estimated count of all the children in foster care on the last day of the year. An individual child is included in the count for each year for which he or she is in foster care on the last day.��Entering care during the federal fiscal year: This is an estimated count of all children who enter foster care during the year. An individual child is counted only once for each year, even if the child entered, exited and re-entered care during the year. If an individual child entered in one year and then exits and re-enters in a subsequent year, he or she is included in the count of entries for both years.��Exiting care during the federal fiscal year: This is an estimated count of all children who exited foster care during the year. An individual child is counted only once for each year, even if the child exited, re-entered and exited again during the year. If an individual child exits care in one year and then re-enters and exits again in a subsequent year, he or she is included in the count of exits for both years.��Waiting to be adopted: This is an estimated count of all children who are waiting to be adopted on the last day of the year. An individual child is included in the count for each year in which he or she is waiting to be adopted on the last day. There is no federal definition for children waiting to be adopted. For the purposes of this analysis, children waiting to be adopted include children with a goal of adoption and/or whose parental rights have been terminated. Children whose parental rights have been terminated, who are 16 years old and older, and who have a goal of emancipation are excluded from the "waiting" population. An individual child is included in the count for each year that he or she has these characteristics on the last day of the year.��Whose parental rights have been terminated: This is an estimated count of the children in care on the last day of the year who are both waiting for adoption and whose parental rights have been terminated. An individual child is counted only once for each year. An individual child is included in the count for each year that he or she has these characteristics on the last day of the year.��Adopted: This is an estimated count of all children adopted during the year with public child welfare agency involvement. An individual child is counted only once for each year. In rare cases when a child is adopted multiple times, the child will be counted in each year he or she is adopted.��Served: This is an estimated count of all children who were in the public foster care system during the year. This number is the sum of two mutually exclusive groups of children: the children who are already in care on the first day of the fiscal year (as of October 1) and the children who enter foster care during the year. An individual child is counted only once for each year. Ideally, the count in #1 (in foster care on the last day of the year) plus the count in #3 (exiting foster care during the fiscal year) should equal the count in #7 (served). They are not equal in any year. However, since FY 2001, the difference has been between 1,000 and 2,000, or less than one tenth of one percent. Some of the difference can be attributed to estimation procedures and rounding. The remainder is generally the result of the under-reporting of foster care exits by some states.The data show that the estimated number of children in foster care on the last day (September 30) of each federal fiscal year has decreased steadily from 552,000 in FY 2000 to 514,000 in FY 2005. After remaining relatively stable from FY 2000 through FY 2003, the number of children entering care increased in both FY 2004 and FY 2005. The estimated number of children exiting foster care increased between FY 2000 and FY 2005 from 272,000 to 287,000.Each year, the number of children entering care has exceeded the number of children exiting care. Concurrently, the number of children in care on the last day of each fiscal year has been declining. Based on extensive review of the data, the Children's Bureau is confident that the data depicted in the chart for entries into foster care and for children in care on the last day of the fiscal year accurately reflect national trends. However, the Children's Bureau continues to examine the data and explore programmatic issues to resolve the apparently conflicting trends.The estimated number of children waiting to be adopted declined between FY 2000 and FY 2005 from 131,000 to 115,000. The estimated number of children whose parents have had their rights terminated shows no distinct pattern. Between FY 2000 and FY 2005 the number of children whose parental rights had been terminated ranged from 73,000 to 65,000. The estimated number of children adopted annually from FY 2000 through FY 2005 remained relatively constant in the low 50,000's. After having remained relatively stable from FY 2000 through FY 2002 at between 811,000 and 813,000, the number of children served declined in FY 2003 through FY 2005 to approximately 800,000.�  Download FREE Adobe Acrobat® Reader™ to view PDF files located on this site.�Children's Bureau Home | About the Children's Bureau | Programs & Funding | Child Welfare Monitoring | Training & Technical Assistance | Frequently Requested Information | Laws & Policies | Statistics & Research | Federal & State Reporting Systems | Upcoming Events | Current Initiatives & Issues | New on Site | Children's Bureau Express Online Digest | Sitemap 



CHILDREN IN CARE IN  USA CHILD WELFARE 
SYSTEM 

 
Children where adoption 
is care plan and awaiting 
legal finalisation 
 

26% 

Children whose parental 
rights terminated and NO 
ADOPTIVE HOME 
IDENTIFIED (longer than 
3 yrs) 
 

13 % 

Children exiting care 
Either going home or 
aging out of care  
 

62% 



Placement 
Analysis based 
on  USA  Central 
stats in 2011 

Goal  
2009 

Outcome  
2010 

 
Reunification  

49% 51% 

Adoption  0% 20% 
LTFC   8% 8% 
Guardianship    4%   7% 
Living with 
relatives  

  4%   8% 

Age out of care   6% 11% 



Year Total No of 
Domestic 
Adoptions 

Number of Family 
Adoptions 

Number of Non-
Family Adoptions 

1999 317 197 120 

2000 303 207 96 

2001 293 196 97 

2002 266 167 99 

2003 263 171 92 

2004 273 185 88 

2005 253 191 62 

2006 222 153 69 

2007 187 144 43 

2008 200 133 67 

2009 190 148 42 

2010 189 154 35 

2011 39 16 23 

Source Adoption Board and AAI reports 1999 - 2011 
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N.o of children adopted from HSE foster
placements
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 To explore what permanency options are 
available and used in Ireland  

 How does this compare internationally? 
 What accounts for differences?  
 If options are not utilised, if so, why?  

 
 



 If you were to draw a picture, what type 
would emerge?  

 What questions do you have at this stage? 

Ire USA UK Europe 
LTFC 
Guardianship 

Adoption  



 Recognition that children need stability 
 Ireland : Special Guardianship introduced in 2007 

Amendment Act.  
◦ Avail when child is in care for 5 yrs or more.  
 

 Legal Guardianship in USA as part of ASFA 1997 Act : 
transfer parental rights to carer. (After 12 mths in care.  
◦ BP can apply to transfer Legal G and is less cut off than adoption. 
◦ It ends child welfare involvement generally.   

 
 Sweden : First Introduced in 1983 and strengthened in 

Children and Parent Code 1990 : available after 3 yrs care  
◦ Refers to transfer of custody 
◦ BP can apply for transfer back with level of ease 
◦ ‘Swedish model of permanency in foster care’ 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
LEGAL GUARDIANSHIP UNDER ASFA IN USA2 key features:1) Permanent2) Self sustainingTransfer to the caretaker the following parental rights:Care and ControlProtectionEducationCustodyDecision making



 
 

Ireland 
2008 data  

USA 2010 
data 

Sweden 
2009 data  

Special 
Guardianship  

Not 
recorded 

29. 664 or 
4 % of pop.  

188 or 1.6% 
of care pop.  

No adopted from 
care  

(0.3%)  20%  (0.2%) 

No in care and rate 
per 10000 

6175 
 
48 

423,773 
 
54 

16,000 
 
84 

% under 3 11 26 6 
% 4-11 44 34 26 (4-12) 
% 12 plus 45 40 68 
Less 1 yr in care 
 

19 45 63 

1-5 yrs 41 45 25 
More than 5 yrs  40 11 12 



 What are the outcomes for children that we 
are striving for?  

 What place does the political /ideological  
have within this construction? 

 Methodological challenges :comparing like 
with like 

 Within research data available:  
◦ What is known re outcomes for LTFC 
◦ What is known re outcomes for Adoption 
 Correlation with what ?  
 What are the questions that we are left with 



 Children living where they don’t belong to 
either family (Shannon 2000, 2010). 

 Is this a paternalistic view? (Horgan 2002) 
 

 If Special Guardianship, why is there so little 
information available on it and yet based on 
limited information, it has had very limited 
take up. 

 Why?  



 Would a shorter time period than five yrs within which 
Foster  carers can apply increase its use? 
◦ To what extend does  small country and importance  of clan ties 

militate against permanency options?  
 Would more use of Guardianship help to stabilise more 

placements  
 Claiming entitlement at a relationship level?  
◦ How does it need to be constructed?  

 Is guardianship  more in line with Article 8 of European 
Court for the Protection of Human Rights? Re family of 
origin than adoption? 

 SW knowledge, values and skill levels in enacting work? 
What part does this play in the use of it? 

It should be considered on the 
continuum of permanent options .  



 To assist in identifying and contributing to the 
debates that now need to happen in Irish child 
welfare.  

 What have the debates been during the referendum 
and what do they now need to be about?  

 How does the adoption option fit with historical 
legacy of ‘forced adoption’? 

 Where is Ireland ideologically and how is this 
informing the issues? 

 What does the Adoption Bill contain and what are 
implications for children, their families, carers 
now? 

 What can we learn from other jurisdictions?  
 What is the implications for future generations?  
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Ireland  
Adoption Act  2010 
Child Care Amendment Act 2007 
Child Care Act 1991 
 
Sweden 
Children and Parent Colde 1990 
Social Services Act 1980 (SoL) 
The Care of the Young Person Act 1990 (LVU)  
 
USA 
The Child Abuse and Prevention & Treatment Act 1978 
The Adoption and Safe Families Act 1997 (ASFA) 
Social Security Act 1980 

 


