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Lasting reuni!cation with parents is the primary 
goal for most children placed in out-of-home 
care; in situations where reuni!cation is not 

possible stable alternatives such as entrustments with 
extended family, long-term foster care or adoption 
are pursued. Ensuring that children placed in out-
of-home care end up in stable long-term home 
environments promotes healthy development and 
encourages continuity in relationships and a sense 
of community and identity. Recent changes to the 
Youth Protection Act reinforce the importance of 
permanency planning and have set age-speci!c 
time limits for enacting these plans: 12 months for 
children under two, 18 months for two to !ve year 
olds, and 24 months for older children. Tracking 
placement outcomes and the time to achieving these 
outcomes is one of ten key indicators being tracked 
through the National Outcome Measures (NOM: see 
ITK volume 1, issue #2). 

MEASURING “TIME TO PERMANENCE” AT BYFC
"e primary challenge in measuring time to 
permanence lies in determining when a situation 
becomes truly permanent, given that any planned 
permanent placement or reuni!cation can always 
break down. In fact, the actual permanence of 
reuni!cation, adoption or long-term care can only 
be completely established once a youth has reached 
majority. "e NOM measure of permanency status 
counts cumulative days in out-of-home care until 
a child is reuni!ed, permanently placed with kin, 
adopted, emancipated, or placed in a foster home 
until age of majority. Permanency status is tracked 
forward from a child’s initial placement for up to  
36 months. Using data currently available in PIJ and 
SIRTF (the placement data base), we are only able 
to consistently measure three types of placement 
status: reuni!cation with parents, adoption and still 
in care. Cases coded as “other” involve situations 
where children were no longer in placement within 
the resources of BYFC; however, even though the 
discharge status for these cases were not clearly 
coded, we suspect that many involve children who 
had been placed with extended family.  

WHAT WE FOUND
We followed 1,909 children who spent at least 72  hours  
in out of home care between 2002 and 2007, an average 
of 318i new placements per year. All placement 
activities over a 36 month period were tracked 
for each child, allowing us to calculate cumulative 
days in care and placement status a$er 36 months. 
As shown in Figure 1, 61% of children were home 
within 36 months of placement, 22% were still in out-
of-home care (over two-thirds of whom are either in 
long-term foster care or placed with extended family) 
and 3% had been adopted. Because of limitations 
in the discharge coding system, we were unable to 
determine the placement status for 14% of children, 
although, many of these children were likely to be in 
some type of extended family care. "ere was little 
change in this distribution over the six !scal years 
analyzed for this article. 

Figure 1: Status 36 months a!er  
placement BYFC 02-07 (N=1,909)

Figure 2: Cumulative time in care for children 
who returned home BYFC 02-07

i “new placements” means that the child had not been in care within 
the previous 12 months.



Figure 2 describes the amount of time children spent in 
care before being returned home, showing that 59% of 
the children who were returned home spent less than 
6 months in out-of-home care. Trend analysis of the 
median days in care prior to return home (not shown here) 
indicates a possible increase over the six !scal years: 50% 
of children returned home in under 114 days in !scal year 
2002-03, whereas by 2007-08 50% of children returned 
home within 202 days. While year-over-year variations 
must be interpreted with caution because of the relatively 
small number of children involved in any one year, it 
will be important to monitor this trend for children who 
entered care in 2008-09 and 2009-10 to see whether the 
2007-08 rate was an anomaly or the beginning of a trend 
towards longer stays in care.

Figure 3 describes placement status a$er 36 months and the 
median cumulative days in care prior to return home by age 
group. As one would expect, adoptions were most common 
for infants, with 22% of children who came into care when 
they were under one being adopted. With the exception of 
older adolescents for whom 36 month placement outcomes 
are truncated because they age-out, Figure 3 shows that 
older children were somewhat more likely to still be in care, 
with 35% of 10-13 year olds still in care compared to 32% 
of 2 to 9 year olds. With the exception of older adolescents 
and infants under 1, the median days in care prior to return 
home increased with age: half of the 2 to 5 year olds spent 
59 days or less in care, while half of 10-13 year olds spent 
215 days or less in care. "e fact that infants under one 
spent more time in care prior to return may re%ect the 
complexity of the permanency planning decision process 
for younger children.

Figure 3: Permanency status 36 months a!er 
placement and median days to return home  

by age at placement, BYFC (02-07)

CONCLUSIONS

Tracking out-of-home placements over a three year 
timeframe brings an important perspective on the 
placement experiences of children at BYFC: most children 
who come into care return home, and most children who 
return home spend less than six months in care. On 
the other hand, the fact that over a !$h of all children 
were still in care three years a$er their initial placement, 
raises questions about our ability to provide permanent 
placements for some children in a timely fashion. Closer 
analysis of the pro!les of this sub-group should help us 
gain a better understanding of the context and stability 
of these long-term placements. With the implementation 
of new PIJ discharge codes it will also be important to 
track the status of placed children who currently fall in 
the “other” category.

INTRODUCTION
BYFC’s Permanency Planning (PP) program targets 
children aged 0 to 5 (and any of their older siblings 
receiving services from BYFC) who are placed or are 
at risk of being in placement. In addition to supporting 
the planning process, the program includes services to 
support the planning process, such as educators who 
provide in-home parent skills training or supervised visits 
for parents with restricted court ordered access. "is article 
summarizes PP service statistics that were collated by the 
PP program for children served between 2006 and 2008. 

METHODS
Data were collated on every PP case on the basis of verbal 
or written reports provided by PP or Orientation Table 
(OT) managers, typically a$er the !rst OT or Personalized 
Review (PR) (for non-placed children). Data included 
the child’s name, date of birth, ethnicity, date of the OT 
or PR, and date of the PP conference. Information was 
also collected on in-care status, whether the case was 
voluntary or court ordered and where the child was placed. 
“Completion” of the plan was determined once the plan 
was implemented, i.e. the child returned to or remained 
with parents or with extended family, or was placed for 
adoption or in long term care. "e data were veri!ed 
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for completion and consistency by the PP Managers 
and summary tables for this report were compiled by a 
designated clerical sta& for this purpose.

FINDINGS
A total of 454 PP cases were completed from 2006 to 
2008; most of these cases (95%) involved court ordered 
measures. As shown in Chart #1, a little over half (54%) 
of all PP cases involved children under 5 when PP was 
completed, with slightly more boys than girls in most 
age groups. "e relatively large number of children over 
5 is accounted for by the fact that age is measured at the 
time of completion of the PP and that older siblings are 
included as soon as a child is identi!ed for PP. 

Chart 1: PP Completed by age at plan completion  
and by sex, BYFC 06-08

A shown in Chart 2, in most cases (56%) the plan was to 
either keep the child in the home or return to the child 
to the care of his or her parents: either to both (19%), to 
the mother (28%) or to the father (9%). In another 12% 
of cases, the child was placed with extended family or a 

family friend, either under a custody order, entrustment, 
tutorship or through an adoption order. In 9% of cases the 
child was adopted either through a mixed bank placement 
(8%) or by their foster parent (1%). In 23% of cases the 
plan was to maintain the child in a placement through 
a long term care agreement, either with extended family 
(5%), in a foster home (16%) or in a group home (2%).

Chart 2: PP Orientation, BYFC 06-08

Chart 3 provides a breakdown of the type of PP orientation 
by ethnicity. "e largest group of PP cases were classi!ed 
as Caucasian (176/454 = 38%), followed by cases classi!ed 
as Black, including mixed ethnicity1 (116/454 = 25%), 
other (109/454 = 24%) and Aboriginal (53/454 = 12%).  
While for all groups, remaining with or return to parents 
was the most common plan, there were signi!cantly more 
long-term care plans for the three non-Caucasian groups 
compared to Caucasians, and Aboriginal children were 
also more likely to be adopted. It should be noted that 13 
out of the 16 of the Aboriginal children who were adopted 
were either Inuit or mixed Caucasian and Inuit.
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1 For the purposes of this analysis, cases involving mixed heritage where one parent was Black were classi!ed as Black and where one parent was Aboriginal were 
classi!ed as Aboriginal. If a child had a Black and an Aboriginal parent, the child was classi!ed as Aboriginal.

Chart 3: PP Orientation by Ethnicity BYFC 06-08
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¾� All material featured in In the Know is available in the library. Please contact Janet Sand at: 
janet_sand@ssss.gouv.qc.ca. 

¾� If you have any comments or questions related to the contents of this issue, you may direct 
them to Claude_laurendeau@ssss.gouv.qc.ca. We welcome your feedback!

Our preoccupation with Permanency Planning 
is a longstanding one. "e clinical literature as 
well as research in the !eld of child development 
have underlined how necessary it is for a child to 
bene!t from stable relationships with signi!cant 
adults who can meet his or her needs. "e 
impact of this on a&ective, cognitive and social 
development is well demonstrated.

"e articles contained in this issue of In the Know 
indicate that many of the children who receive 
BYFC services under the Youth Protection Act 
are either successfully maintained within or, if 
placed, return to their family of origin. "ese 
two objectives are both clinically and legally 
endorsed … but not at all cost. We are compelled 
to seek appropriate alternative environments 
when it becomes evident that it is in the child’s 
best interest to do so.

Permanency Planning is one of, if not the most 
challenging of the processes we undertake in 
child protection. While the clinical literature and 
research help us acquire growing knowledge, 
they also raise expectations about our clinical 
practice. One example is the developmentally-
driven time-frames within which a permanent 
plan must be implemented as per the Youth 
Protection Act. However, we also know that 
once that plan is in e&ect, our assessment and 
intervention strategies, remedial or preventive, 
must continue to promote healthy development 
in children.

"ere are many factors that contribute to our 
ability to do this: activities, programs and partners 
that help us assess and intervene and that support 
our decision-making. Equally important is the 
pursuit of knowledge about the needs of children 
and families and promising practices. "us the 
need to always be “In the Know…”

Claude Laurendeau

Completed PP Cases were followed for a period 
ranging between one and four years by monitoring 
any new PP requests involving previously completed 
PPs. In 17 out of 454 cases (4%) the PP could not be 
sustained. "ere was no clear pattern with respect to 
timing of breakdown or with respect to the age of the 
children. All 17 instances involved children who had 
remained with or had been returned to their parents, 
10 were Black, 5 Caucasian and 2 Aboriginal.

CONCLUSIONS
"is analysis of PP service statistics provides 
encouraging results relative to the outcomes of PP 
at BYFC. Over a three year period, 454 PP were 

completed, with strong indication that 96% of plans 
remaining intact at follow-up. Most children remained 
at home, were returned home or were permanently 
placed with extended family, in keeping with BYFC’s 
clinical orientation and the PP requirements of the 
Youth Protection Act. Our analysis has identi!ed 
questions that should be explored further, such as: 
How stable are long-term-care placements? Why 
are non-Caucasian children more likely to end up 
in long-term care? In what circumstances does 
placement prevention or family reuni!cation break 
down? Analysis of services statistics using the new PP 
module in PIJ will provide further understanding of 
the outcomes of PP.
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