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Administrative Review Division Internal Survey Report 

2001 

The Administrative Review Division (ARD) conducted their annual client satisfaction survey 
to detennine if ARD is meeting Federal goals and if reviews continue to be worthwhile to the 
review participants. Each reviewer was given 40 surveys to distribute to attendees at 
Administrative Reviews during the months of December 2001 and January 2002. In addition, 
participants were asked what they liked about the review and what we could do to improve 
the reviews. The surveys were written in both English and Spanish. 

Survey respondents included Parents, Youth/Children, Foster Parents, Caseworkers/Client 
Managers, Supervisors, Guardians ad Litem, Kinship Providers, Other Providers, and Others. 
Respondents chose to either return the completed surveys to the reviewers or mail them in 
postage paid envelopes. Each county/region was identified on the survey so specific 
county/region information could be obtained. 

Of the 840 surveys distributed, 423 were returned, a 50.36% return rate. This report contains 
an executive summary of the data collected; aggregate data; a comparison of the 1998, 1999. 
2000 and 2001 survey results; and county/region and Department of Youth Corrections 
specific data and comments. 

Executive Summary 

A total of 840 surveys were distributed (see Appendix A for a copy of the Client Satisfaction 
Survey) and 423 were returned. \\r'hile the number of surveys distributed for 2001 increased 
trom the previous the return rate (50.36%) fell the previous years (56.36% for 
2000; for 1 tor 1998). One potential reason for the low return rate is that 

in December and January. Previous 
October. 
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• was 

• nUlce:mc~nt were 

they were to pvnr~'c of 

Question 5 
• of the respondents were worthwhile (66.3% '-""'ArlITIU 

23.2% Somewhat 

In addition, respondents were asked to describe, in text, what liked about the review, and 
what could be done to improve the review. A review of the comments revealed themes within 
each category. 

Positive Themes: 
1. Support/allowance for the child/youth to speak. 

Creation of a non-threatening atmosphere that facilitates open discussion. 
3. Professionalismlknowledge/experiencelhelpfulness of the reviewers. 
4. Thoroughness. 
5. Reviews conducted in respectful manner. 
6. Participation/open to everyone (e.g., kids, parents, workers, etc.). 
7. Reviews create method of accountability and a push for pennanency. 
8. Reviewer's concern. 

Improvement Themes: 
1. Too much oversight between the courts and supervisory reviews. 

Need to improve consistency between reviewers. 
3. Better management of time (demands for both more time, and less time). 
4. Request to create more meaningful reviews, rather then just oversight. 



Statewide Information 

Statewide Rate of Return by Participant 

Other Provider 
8.51% 

Kinship Provider 
0.95% 

Guardian ad Litem 
4.26% 

Supervisor ----ij 

3.07% 

Rate of Return by Participant Role 

Role 
No Response 

Parent 

Youth/Child 

Foster Parent 

Caseworker/Client 
Manager 

Supervisor 

Guardian ad Litem 

Kinship Provider 

Other Provider 

Other 

Total 

Other 
Response 

1.89% 

N % of Total N 
8 1.9% 

31 7.3% 

33 7.8% 

34 8.0% 

201 47.5% 

13 3.1% 

18 4.3% 

4 .9% 

36 8.5% 

45 10.6% 

423 100.0% 

7.33% 

"-iFo~:ter Parent 
8.04% 

Caseworker/Client Manager 

47.52% 
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Number of Responses by County/Region 

Number 

County 

Ten Large Adams 

Boulder 18 

Denver 

El Paso 41 

Jefferson 

Larimer 17 4.0% 

Mesa 24 

Pueblo 16 

Weld 

Total 314 

Mid-Size Counties Alamosa 7 17% 

Douglas 4 

Fremont 13 3.1% 

Logan 2 

Montrose 4 .9% 

Morgan 6 

Saguache 6 1.4% 

Teller ~ 
~ 

Total 44 10.4% 

DYCRegion DYc.Denver Region 9 2.1% 

Dye Central Region 6 

DYC Northern Region 29 

Total 44 104% 

Balance of State Washington 2 

Total " k 

Response No Response Indicated 

Total 19 

Total 423 100.0% 
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Responses for Individuallterns 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 419 99.0 99.0 
No 2 .5 99.5 
No Response 2 .5 100.0 
Total 423 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 406 95.9 95.9 
No 9 2.1 98.1 
No Response 8 1.9 100.0 
Total 423 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 413 97.6 97.6 
No 3 .7 98.3 
No Response 7 1.7 100.0 
Total 423 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 413 97.6 97.6 
No 5 1.2 98.8 
No RC::>J.JUII::>c 5 1.2 100.0 
Total 423 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 281 66.3 66.3 
Somewhat Agree 98 23.2 89.5 
Neutral 17 4.0 93.5 
Somewhat Disagree 10 2.4 95.9 
Strongly Disagree 3 .7 96.6 
No Response 14 3.4 100.0 
Total 424 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Question 6 Responses 
What did you like about today's review? What could we do to improve today's review? 
Participants provided a total of 342 responses. Of these, 296 were interpreted as positive 
comments while the remaining 50 were viewed as improvement based comments. The 
individual comments are included under the county/region specific information. 

] I 



Comparison of 1998-1999-2000-2001 ARC State Wide Client 
Satisfaction Responses 

Question 1 
Was 

Question 2 

1998 ",nr'VP'V 

Was or lack of11rO'fJ1"?SS. towards 

Yes 
No 

se 

Question 3 
Was 

Yes 
No 
No Res ons.e 

Question 4 

N % 

N 
2 

1999 

N 

N 

able to express your viewslconcerns 
N 

Yes 
No 
No Res onse 6 

Question 5 
the revietr worthwhile? 

N 

chat discussed at the 
% 

280 99. 425 
1 O. 2 
0 

discussed at the review? 
% 

279 99. 
O. 

the review? 
% 

98.58% 
0.36% 
0.36% 

172 61 
76 
14 
6 
6 
7 

12 

N 
424 

3 

N 
274 
110 

19 
6 
8 

11 

2001 

0 

% N 
99.07% 

0.70% 
0.23% 

N 

41 

413 
5 
5 

% 
95.98% 

2.13% 
1.89% 

% 
97.64% 

Ll8% 
1.18% 



County/Region Specific Information 



Adams County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youthJchiid 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 39 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
Total 39 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 39 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 39 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/chlld's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 38 97.4 97.4 
No 0 .0 97.4 
No Response 1 2.6 100.0 
Total 39 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 39 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 39 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 24 61.5 61.5 
Somewhat Agree 8 20.5 82.0 
Neutral 4 10.3 92 .3 
Somewhat Disagree 1 2.6 94.9 
Strongly Disagree 0 .0 94.9 
No Response 2 5.1 100.0 
Total 39 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

30 

25 

0 
20 

't 
C/) 
Q) 15 
C/) 

c , 
0 

I' a. 
C/) 

10 Q) 

0:: ..... 
l!J 0 .... 5 Q) 

.0 

I W I E 
::l 

0 z 
'-% 15'0 ~ /'0,,-

'?(9 v~ 
~j.. ~" <>'/ 

--Y. <»1' 
:9 .... ~ --Y. 

(9 ~ .... ~ 
(9 

Adams County Comments 

Positive Comments 

Made good suggestions 

The reviewer is great. Seems to really show an interest in the kids and notices the work 
we are doing. 

Focused on child; hi s needs - good review. 
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and assessments -

nl"~'''Pt~1' what we as CASA see versus 

process. 

empathetic. Good job. 

The environment was ve arent that had attended. 
Very Covered every aspect of placement needs, concerns. goals. etc. 

"A"""""" feedback to mvself re case. 

The reviewer was very nice and professional. 

I enjoy working with Angie. She is pleasant and helps by 
allowino ade uate discussion of the 
It was nice to go through and review the things that have been on with the CWSA 
because it hel s to refresh what's goin on. 
I thoroughly enjoyed all the reviews that I have with Maureen. She is professional, 
always very pleasant, and has a good sense of humor as welL 

Even though I was substituting for another case manager, my presence was valued, and 
the little bit I knew of the case was appreciated. 

It is better that driving to court though. 

Get 

I'm not sure what the purpose our 
·obs. 

I seems as though it's someone else telling us what to do. We try to all the 
documents, but not eve 'one coo erates there isn't much we can do about that. 
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Alamosa County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 7 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 7 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 7 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 7 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 7 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 7 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 7 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No "'''<:; 0 .0 100.0 
Total 7 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 7 100.0 100.0 
Somewhat Agree 0 .0 100.0 
Neutral 0 .0 100.0 
Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
Strongly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 7 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Alamosa County Comments 

Positive Comments 

The checks and balances between dept. is very helpful. 

Ability to have input on case progress. 

Helpful feedback from Don - it's great to hear. 

We appreciated the openness of information and also the accountability for all of us. 
Today's review went very well . I believe that all things were covered in today's review. 
The way the reviews are conducted are excellent - thank you for hearingllistening. 
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Arapahoe County 

Question 1; Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 56 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 56 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 53 94.6 94.6 
No 2 3.6 98.2 
No Response 1 1.8 100.0 
Total 56 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 56 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 56 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 55 98.2 98.2 
No 0 .0 98.2 
No . "" .... "nse 1 1.8 100.0 
Total 56 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 38 67.9 67.9 
Somewhat Agree 12 21.4 89.3 
Neutral 2 3.6 92.9 
Somewhat Disagree 1 1.8 94.6 
Strongly Disagree 0 ,0 94.6 
No Response 3 5.4 100.0 
Total 56 100,0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Arapahoe County Comments 

Positive Comments 

Reviewer had good ideas for caseworker. 

Youth present - talked a lot about strengths and positives, 

I liked the review and could not at this time see any need for changes. 

The reviewer is very knowledgeable and child focused. He is also a good educator 
regarding state requirements , 

20 



Was very good. Concerned about the children's needs. Did not speak over him but 
directly to him and allowed him to speak as welL Saw a real concern for the child. 
Presenter has a great knowledge of the process. 

I liked the amount of concern for the minor. 

Presenter was very professionaL He was considerate of e',eryone's comments - all parties 
were given the opportunity to participate. 

Everyone involved together and talk about certain issues. good or bad are talked 
about. 

I believe the review was very beneficial. 

EVclyuHc was allowed to share openly. 

You seem to have covered everything, thank you. 

Just to talk and get ideas to help me where I'm failing and I saw my mom, brother, and 
sister. 

Effective use oftime. Discussing goals for entire family. Dave is a good reviewer who 
understands the therapeutic issues working at sex abuse issues. 

Short and sweet. 

I feel I was brought up to date on matters I was not aware of. 

The interviewer was very kind and seemed genuinely concerned about the children's well 
being! 
The reviewer seemed genuinely interested in the case and the progress being made - she 
asked appropriate questions and let the F.P. speak freely. 

Short and straight to the point. 

We talked - as a team! 

Everything. 

It was productive/this reviewer has a good handle on things - very helpful suggestions. 

She allowed time for feedback. 

Very prompt. 

Easily understood and quite effective. 

As a new worker. it was a learning experience. It made me more aware of what 
kind of detail needs to be documented and what to look for when I a new case 
assigned to me. 
The facilitator. Dave Tyner. ICOlclllcd a very relaxed environment where I felt we could 
all express our concerns. 

IAndy is very thorough and SUP~'Vlll re. 

I liked the reviewers clearness on what needs to be in the file and why 

Reviewer is always great 

Sarah helped with ideas for after care. 
!V, : . .c. f ery I UI lIldU , 

It was professionally conducted. Reviewer put all parties at easeand invited their input. 
Very pleasant work with. 
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excellent 

Andrea is very nice. 

of month. 

want! 

and biased on others. 
No changes. 



Boulder County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 17 94.4 94.4 

No 0 .0 94.4 

No Response 1 5.6 100.0 
Total 18 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 18 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 18 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 18 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 18 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 18 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No ,.::><::: 0 .0 100.0 
Total 18 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

83.3 83.3 
Somewhat 2 11.1 94.4 
Neutral 1 5.6 100.0 
Somewhat 0 .0 100.0 

0 .0 100.0 
0 .0 100.0 

18 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Boulder County Comments 

Positive Comments 

Efficient - addressed most important in a clear and respectful manner 

Direct about need for compliance and time frames for permanency 

Felt we all were in agreement about the case. 

She was helpful in explaining to the worker how to docnment good practice in ways that 
satisfy federal and state requirements. 
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Reviewer was very sensitive in her approach with the young mother 

Nice. helpful reviewer knew her job. 

Very detailed and positive for this new worker. It was her first review. 

I thought the review was a good chance to discuss the case and look at current and future 
progress. A very good and thorough check. 

Excellent Review. 

It went well. Reviewer kept us on target. 

Reviewer was very respectful of Ct (client?) and very kind in how she addressed child's 
mother. 

Today's review was thorough as always 

I liked the fact that Lloyd and myself were available to participate in helping to identify 
the needs of our children. 

This reviewer is always helpful with ideas for situations and explanations of standards 
and expectations. 

Gave all parties the opportunity to discuss how case has progressed, goals for child, 
child's developmental progress. services and their effectiveness. 

Reviewer was very clear about purpose of meeting 

Improvnnent Comments 

No suggestions at this time. 

To me FCRs are like show and tell. 

More time. 

Have not seen anything meaningful result either for the client or myself as caseworker. I 
think ultimately a system where the case is reviewed by the worker and supervisor, with 
client as appropriate, makes most sense. Could review accuracy of paperwork and case 
discussion would be more relevant and accountable. 
It would have been helpful for the social worker to be there too. 



Denver County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Fr Percent Percent 

Yes 50 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No RC';)fJV11;)C' 0 .0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequencv Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 47 94.0 94.0 
No 2 4.0 98.0 
No Response 1 2.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequencv Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 50 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequencv Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 48 96.0 96.0 
No 1 2.0 98.0 
No Response 1 2.0 100.0 
Total 50 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 27 54.0 54 .0 

Somewhat Agree 19 38.0 92 .0 

Neutral 2 4.0 96.0 

Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 96.0 

Strongly Disagree 0 .0 96 .0 

No Response 2 4.0 100.0 

Total 50 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Denver County Comments 

Positive Comments 

I like the way she asks me questions and I was able to give my opinions. 

The friendliness of the reviewer was an asset. 

Everything was fine. 

I felt my reviewer was patient, polite, friendly, and seemed to care about everyone's 
response. 
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The reviewer was very pH.' .... ,.,,",, 

questions. 

instiHed a sense of 

caseworker 

The r"","""V<3r and helpful in pomtlm~ to areas ne~:aUl~ improvement 
worker. 

That they listened to me and not the adults and what they 

I appreciate the concern for the child and his best interests 

Reviewer had obviously spent a lot of time reviewing file. 

Validates work being done child. 

I liked how they asked me about my concerns and about how they could 
and what I needed to do to make it better. 

to~;etJler everyone, plan initiated. 

thorough. 

Jan is very professional and courteous in 

Provider made herself available. 

Having the caseworker there. 

It was very infonuative. 

HelpfuL 

Reviewer was very thorough. 

It was in order and you were a pn .. · .. " ... , 

on this. 

all interested parties a chance to come to~;etJler and Ul~"'U:)~ the children and 
"'-'V'>".U infonuation. 

I liked being asked for feedback and being able to 
the foster parent. 

28 

to all the infomlation. 
my observations, as well as 



I thought the rep. from the CPA was remarkably willing to discuss problems with the 
foster home. 

The fact that the parent was there and able to voice an opinion. 

Improvement Comments 

Give people a chance to voice concerns or complaints about how the county caseworker 
is doing. 

I believe that the Reviewers need to be consistent with one another. Today's review was 
fine. however. the foster parent had to take off work and drive a long way to our office in 
order to answer 4 questions. Our review of 3 children was done in 15 minutes. Other 
reviews have taken several hours with the reviewer telling me how to manage my case. 
There needs to be more consistencv. 
Nothing at this time. 



Douglas County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes .. 100,0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No r;~_I"~II;"t: 0 .0 100.0 
Total .. 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes .. 100.0 100.0 
No 0 ,0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total .. 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 4 100,0 100,0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total .. 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes .. 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total .. 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Valid Strongly Agree 3 74.9 74.9 
Somewhat Agree 1 25.0 99.9 
Neutral 0 .0 99.9 
Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 99.9 

Strongly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 

No Response 0 .0 100.0 

Total 4 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Douglas County Comments 

Positive Comments 

This particular client/chi ld has made good progress - gave parents an opportW1ity to 
review progress services with positive outlook - made caseworker feel good too! 

It was helpful to discuss my chi ld's progress in placement to know that all parties 
concerned are in agreement and have the same goals in mind. 

3] 
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EI Paso County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 40 97.6 97.6 
No 0 .0 97.6 
No Response 1 2.4 100.0 
Total 41 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 37 90.2 90.2 
No 1 2.4 92.7 
No Response 3 7.3 100.0 
Total 41 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 37 90.2 90.2 
No 2 4.9 95.1 
No Response 2 4.9 100.0 
Total 41 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 38 92.7 92.7 
No 2 4.9 97.6 

No 1 2.4 100.0 
Total 41 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 29 70.7 70.7 
Somewhat Agree 8 19.5 90.2 
Neutral 2 4.9 95.1 
Somewhat Disagree 2 4.9 100.0 
Strongly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 41 100.0 

Question 5: Did you f ind the review worthwhile? 
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EI Paso County Comments 

Positive Comments 

Reviewer recognized and identified who was responsible for missing paperwork. 
Reviewer professional, fair and positive. 

Needed concerns regarding permanency were discussed and issues regarding service 
were resolved. 

It was proactive. 
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Everything went well. very informative. The questions were really good. Very 
concerned about children, which was very good. 

Our facilitator, Jennifer, did a wonderful job. I have no suggestions towards 
improvement. 

Moved fast. 

Nothing. 

The team was able to discuss concurrent planning to preempt or ease transition for the 
children. 

Jennifer in El Paso County was very helpful. 

Helps in the family planning process. 

Very child focused. Much appreciated. 

Shirley did a great job with efficiency. 

It brought up several questions that weren't looked at. 

Many questions answered. The openness and helpfulness of the facilitator in explaining 
many of the aspects of the case. 

Brought all workers together. 

It makes me file my file. The reviewer makes it as painless as possible. 

Discussed and reviewed the status of each of the children. 

Steve Turner is an outstanding reviewer. 

Oldest children were invited and present. Good leadership and organization by Steve. 
Steve Turner was great. He was warm and kind and seemed genuinely concerned. I was 
appreciative of the feeling of being heard. 

Many providers were present and parent. 

Reviewers always prepared and pleasant; they stay on task and keep review within 
appropriate time frame; ask questions or bring up points that may have not been brought 
up previously. 

Review was helpful. Jennifer asked all the right questions and challenged us to think 
outside the box. 

These reviews are NOT 
It's all about the PAPER. 

to what caseworkers DO or DO 

This 
about the review in a manner. The notice came in the mail 
to be a way that these issues can be documented at the 
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Fremont County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 13 100.0 100.0 

No 0 .0 100.0 

No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 13 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 13 100.0 100.0 

No 0 .0 100.0 

No Response 0 .0 100.0 

Total 13 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 13 100.0 100.0 

No 0 .0 100.0 

No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 13 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 13 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 

No 0 .0 100.0 
Total 13 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Fremont County Comments 

Positive Comments 

Jane's ability to put parents, youth and GALs at ease is a wonderful benefit. She is 
competent and verY thorough. These FCRs are very well done. 
It's always good to communicate, express ideas, concerns, etc. about a child's care from 
various perspectives. Good to work toward being on the same page. 
Questions to be asked, finding out everybody's views. And this questionnaire. 
Able to discuss the child's needs and progress as a group. 
The open discussion of all matters that concerns me about the child in our foster home. 
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Jefferson County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
FreQuencv Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 33 100.0 100.0 

No 0 .0 100.0 

No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 32 97.0 97.0 

No 1 3.0 100.0 

No Response 0 .0 100.0 

Total 33 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 32 97.0 97.0 

No 1 3.0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 

Total 33 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 30 90.9 90.9 
No 2 6.1 97.0 

No ',"spon"e 1 3.0 100.0 

Total 33 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

48.5 48.5 
Somewhat 13 39.4 87.9 

3.0 90.9 
1 3.0 93.9 
1 3.0 97.0 

No RI'><:;n("I""'''' 1 3.0 100.0 
Total 33 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Jefferson County Comments 

Positive Comments 

Thorough, professional, done with compassion. 

Timely, thorough. 

Able to gather info from all available sources and confirm information. 

Roy, the reviewer, was terrific. 

40 



It was good to know more about bio-mother's treatment where she's at with it. There's 
just not much to discuss when it comes to babies. 

F oster parents and one child appeared. 

Well organized, clear goat friendly. 

1 enjoyed the personable manner that all professionals involved employed in order to 
relate well to both the client and each other. 

Quick and to the point 

I was glad to see the youth's P. O. present and was also pleased to see that the State 
Reviewer was persistent in trying to connect with the kid's therapist within his RTC. 

Lots of information. 

Roy is the best reviewer we have. He treats us with respect and is fair and understands 
the job of a caseworker. 

Very complete. 

Excellent: All questions were asked and answered completely. 

Mr. Reed did a great job supporting a fragile child. 

The reviewer was easy to talk to and answered all questions. 

Group forum - got all participants to contribute 

Improvement Comments 

Didn't mind. I don't think anything needs to improve. 

It seems as if a bit more structure or specificity would alleviate client from taking the 
opportunity to glorify at bx's. 
Too long. 

Nothing really. 

Talk to me alone first. 

No suggl ll. for improvement. 
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Larimer County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 17 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No ,t;:Z>tJVlIZ>'C 0 .0 100.0 
Total 17 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequencv Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 16 94.1 94.1 
No 0 .0 94.1 
No Response 1 5.9 100.0 
Total 17 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 16 94.1 94.1 
No 0 .0 94.1 
No Response 1 5.9 100.0 
Total 17 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 17 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 17 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 15 88.2 88.2 

Somewhat Agree 2 11.8 100.0 

Neutral 0 .0 100.0 

Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 100.0 

Strongly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 

No Response 0 .0 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Larimer County Comments 

Pos;t;ve Comments 

Pam was extremely thorough and took needed extra time to provide me with instructions 
as to necessary docwnentation for the case fil e. 

Reviewer was very good. Very interested in the case. 

Everyone is on the same page about the child and is informed with the current situation 
of the child. 

It was nice that with our complicated schedule. that we were able to do it by phone. 
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w2Lmtth and towards my ">H,vHH 

The It was easy to Uli3"<.<,,O 

l~tressmLll importance with DHS for mrorrnallOn etc. to 
make sure all necessary documents, reports, etc. are provided to DHS. 

Liked being the opportunity to discuss the youth., her plan, etc. 

As a GAL I have come to see/use Admin. 
pennanency goals are being worked on/achieved. 

more often to make sure amJronfl 

Always appreciate reviews - well organized - truly considers the child's needs 
and ensuring appropriate pennanency plan is being carried out. 

No improvement needed with this reviewer. 
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Logan County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 2 100.0 100.0 
Somewhat Agree 0 .0 100.0 
Neutral 0 .0 100.0 
Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
Strongly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Logan County Comments 

Positive Comments 

Kept focused, clatity, efficient. 

1 enjoyed getting advice on the case and talking about different options. 
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Mesa County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

umulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 23 95.8 95.8 

No 1 4.2 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 24 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 23 95.8 95.8 

No 1 4.2 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 24 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 23 95.8 95.8 
No 0 .0 95.8 
No Response 1 4.2 100.0 
Total 24 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 24 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 24 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Somewhat 

Neutral 

Somewhat Dis;aaree 

Total 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Mesa County Comments 

Positive Comments 

It was OK 

The reviewer kept getting the parents to answer the questions when they were trying to 
sidestep them. 

Everyone was and has been very attentive. 

It was very thorough - covered everything. 
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Everyone was very helpful. We Thank You!! 

This is my first time and I like what the meeting was like. 

I was able to speak a lot. 

Everyone asked questions that needed to be asked. 

Start and end on time. 

It went well. 

We all seem to have the same goals and were all in support of permanent placement. 

Everybody got to express how they feel things are going. 

That the team attended and everyone was able to express needs and concerns. 

1 feel that all the issues concerning [Name Deleted) were addressed. 

All parties were encouraged to speak by the reviewer. 

I liked the way it went. 



Montrose County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 4 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 4 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequencv Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 4 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 4 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 4 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 4 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 4 100.0 100.0 
No a .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 4 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 3 74.9 74.9 

Somewhat Agree 0 .0 74.9 

Neutral 1 25.0 99.9 

Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 99 .9 

Strongly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 

Total 4 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Montrose County Comments 

Positil'e Comments 

The reviewer was pleasant. to the point. 

The amount of time spent speaking and listening to the child. 

The way my sister is doing. 

He was wi lling to listen and not only give me his opinion. 

As always, Russ has continued to be verY thorough and professional during the review. 
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Morgan County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No ~",;:,tJVll;:'''' 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 6 100. 0 100 .0 
Somewhat Agree 0 .0 100.0 
Neutral 0 .0 100.0 
Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
Strong ly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Morgan County Comments 

Positive Cornmenls 

I share case with another worker and stayed in the review wh ile the talked about the 
child on her caseload. It was interesting to hear about the other sibling. 
I liked that the parent( s) are asked questions by an objective person about their progress 
and their children's progress whil e within the depmiment. It keeps everyone on task and 
focused toward achi eving goals or making necessary changes/corrections. 
Gets everyone on the same page. I believe the reviews are very informat ive and 
necessary. 
Thank you for your ass istance and answering my questions regarding my first solo foster 
care review! 

53 



Pueblo County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 16 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No RC:>fJVll:>c 0 .0 100.0 
Total 16 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 16 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 16 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 16 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 16 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 15 93.7 93.7 
No 0 .0 93.7 
No Response 1 6.3 100.0 
Total 16 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 10 62.5 62.5 
Somewhat Agree 4 25.0 87.5 
Neutral 0 .0 87.5 
Somewhat Disagree 2 12.5 100.0 
Strongly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 16 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Pueblo County Comments 

Positive Comments 

Steve was professionaL open to ideas, case suggestions to caseworker about funding, SS} 
and placement. He is a very good reviewer. 

The chi ld really wants to go home, now we have some idea when that wi ll be, as long as 
mom does what she need to do. 

Just make sure all paperwork is correct. I'm happy the people were friendly. I do believe 
that the review was very informative and important. 



wlc~dj.2:eaibJe and open to to 

Write down previous information, as to not relating the same questions, each mp,p,tine 

Somewhat disorganized. 

No improvement necessary for this review. 
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Saguache County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 2 33.3 33.3 
Somewhat Agree 4 66.6 99.9 
Neutral 0 .0 99.9 
Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
Strongly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Saguache County Comments 

Positive Comments 

First time able to get a hold ofROP Silver State for a phone conference! 

It was done in a timely manner. 

The review is able to create a comfortable environment in which to exchange 
information. 

The casual non-threatening approach of the foster care review staff, which afforded a 
comfort zone for the youth. 
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Teller County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 1 50.0 50.0 
Somewhat Agree 0 .0 50.0 
Neutral 0 .0 50.0 
Somewhat Disagree 1 50.0 100.0 
Strongly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

4.-----------------------------------------------~ 

3 
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Teller County Comments 

Positive Comments 

The reviewer is knowledgeable, reasonable and displays understanding of the difficulties 
ofeW. 

improvement Comments 

To increase time between reviews (more than 6 months) on active cases would reduce 
stress and improve the process. 
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Washington County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No qesponse 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 2 100.0 100.0 
Somewhat Agree 0 .0 100.0 
Neutral 0 .0 100.0 
Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
Strongly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

4~----------------------------------------------, 
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Washington County Comments 

Positive Comments 

Review went well, foster/adoptive parents had opportunity to express their opinions 
openly and were given good advice. 
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Weld County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Frequency 
I C~~ulative 

Valid Percent ercent 
Yes 20 100.0 100.0 

No 0 .0 100.0 

No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 20 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 19 95.0 95.0 
No 0 .0 95.0 

No Response 1 5.0 100.0 

Total 20 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 20 100.0 100.0 

No 0 .0 100.0 

No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 20 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 20 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 

No 0 .0 100.0 
Total 20 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 14 70.0 70.0 
Somewhat Agree 4 20.0 90.0 
Neutral 0 .0 90.0 
Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 90.0 
Strongly Disagree 1 5.0 95.0 
No Response 1 5.0 100.0 
Total 20 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Weld County Comments 

Positive Comments 

Discussed the child's health and overall care with foster parent. 

I enjoyed talking about the progress and the problems that my client has been faced with. 

The reviewer was interested. 

I was able to hear about my kids and how they were doing in school and in their foster 
home. I just want the best for them. Thank you. 
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We use the review as supervisory oversight of the case (internally) so I appreciate the 
focus and fonnat. 
The review went well and fairly to the point. 

Earleen is wonderful. 

Youth were able to participate. 

The laid back atmosphere is nice. yet evervthingneeded to be discussed occurs. 
I liked the opportunity to get together with the caseworker and talk about the case. 

I was impressed with the question and the way the review was done. 

It was all about the welfare of the children - what we could do to further help them in 
their lives. 

improvement Comments 

Seems more emphasis is placed on what paperwork is in the file than the quality of 
casework - but r understand this is a reflection of the state, not the interviewer. 

I would have like to know ahead of time that the review would cover the entire sibling 
group. not just the child placed in my home. 

We could have used more time. since 4 children were discussed in an hour. 



No Specified County 

Question 1; Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 19 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100,0 
No Respuf,;:;e 0 .0 100.0 
Total 19 100,0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 19 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 19 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 19 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 19 100,0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 19 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 ,0 100,0 
Total 19 100,0 
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Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 10 52.6 52.6 
Somewhat Agree 6 31.6 84.2 
Neutral 1 5.3 89.5 
Somewhat Disagree 1 5.3 94 .7 
Strongly Disagree 0 .0 94.7 
No Response 1 5.3 100.0 
Total 19 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Dye Specific Information 
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Denver Region 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 9 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 9 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 8 88.9 88.9 

No 0 .0 88.9 

No Response 1 11.1 100.0 
Total 9 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 9 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 9 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulatlve 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 9 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Rt::::>/JUII:>t::: 0 .0 100.0 
Total 9 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 6 66.6 66.6 
Somewhat Agree 3 33.3 99.9 
Neutral 0 .0 100.0 
Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
Strongly Disagree 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 9 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worth wile? 
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Denver Region Comments 

Positive Comments 

I liked how the reviewer asked the youth to answer the majority of the questions rather 
than having the client manager and provider answer. 

Everyone gets a chance to speak freely about the youth's progress and problem. 

Everything. 

Improvement Comments 

Nothing needs to be improved. 

Let everyone talk and share infonnation. 
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Central Region 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 5 83.3 83.3 
No 1 16.7 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 
No 0 0 100.0 

No Re::ijJu! !::it:: 0 .0 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 5 83.3 83.3 
Somewhat Agree 0 .0 83 .3 
Neutral 0 .0 83.3 
Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 83.3 
Strongly Disagree 0 .0 83.3 
No Response 1 16.7 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Central Region Comments 

Positive Comments 

Talking about permanency plan. Liked the review of services provided and groups 
attended. 

I liked the part were they wanted me to get my education. 

Everything went well , I just thought the Holidays may of meant something special being 
a single parent. I miss my son at home. Why spend money when he is good at home 
safe. Just my thought I'm depressed without him. 
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Northern Region 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child 
discussed in the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 28 96.5 96.5 
No 1 3.5 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 29 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, towards 
reaching that goal discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 28 96.5 96.5 
No 1 3.5 100.0 
No Response 0 .0 100.0 
Total 29 100.0 

Question 3: Were the youth's/child's needs, while in 
placement, discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 27 93.1 93.1 
No 0 .0 93.1 
No Response 2 6.9 100.0 
Total 29 100.0 

Question 4: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 29 100.0 100.0 
No 0 .0 100.0 

No ';"'.;:)!-'V! ,,;>to 0 .0 100.0 
Total 29 100.0 



Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 23 79.3 79.3 
Somewhat Agree 4 13.8 93.1 
Neutral 0 .0 93.1 
Somewhat Disagree 0 .0 93.1 
Strongly Disagree 1 3.5 96.5 
No Response 1 3.5 100.0 
Total 29 100.0 

Question 5: Did you find the review worthwhile? 
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Northern Region Comments 

Positive Comments 

Able to express honest opinions. 

Refocusing the youth's goals. 

Nice people, easy meetings. 

I think everything went very well. 
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I liked that it was a good meeting and the person doing it. 
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I liked the fact that I could express my concerns and what I thought needed to happen. 
Corey is being removed from Midway. 

Kathy listens very attentively to youth and family. She always provides very positive 
feedback. 

I was very impressed with this review. Questions were answered and I felt very 
comfortable. 

That my client was praised for his work and accomplishments throughout his placement. 
Thought review went well and seemed to cover everything that needed to be. 

Over all very good meeting. 

She is always interested in my clients and how they are doing. 

Everything was perfect. thank you for carrying for our children. 

I really liked how Kathy handled the reviev,. 

Kathy runs these meetings in a supportive and concise vvay. 

She is respectful and professional Wi family, client. programs. and DYe. 

Kathy makes everyone feel at ease and treats all well. 

It showed me that thev're there for my son and still want to help him get through this. 
We discussed what little options are left for [Name Deleted]. 

Good communication. 

Seeing where I'm at and how close I am to completing parole. 

I think Kathy is great; she does an excellent job talking to the kids. 

Short and to the point. Kathy had knowledge of the file and the youth to speed up 
process. 

We were able to be open and honest - I felt that all of us were truly listened to. 
Leamed new intemalized self is being shown. 

improremenl Comments 

I wasn't paying too much attention. I was angry. 

Nothing 
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ROLE/PAPEL: 
A Parent/ 

Padre/ Madre 

L Other/ 
Otro 

Appendix A 

Please assist us in 
!I..ILILlCIUfI en 10 revista de de foster core. 

one onswer/cene uno res 
B. Youth/Child/ 

F. GAll 
Guardian ad litem 

preguntas. 

C. Foster Parent/ 
Padre de Crlanza 

G, Kinship Provider/ 
Pariente 
Proveedor 

Otro Proveedor 

The purpose of today's meeting was to review the permanency goal, if progress was being mode to attain the goal and 
ensure that the yauth'slchild's needs are being met. 

12/01 

La razon del mitin de hoy era para repasar el objeto de conduir el coso, Sl hay progreso para aicanzar el abjeto y para 
asegurar que las necesidades del(a) joven/chico(a) son entregadas, 

Was the permanency goal for the Youth/Child discussed in the review? 
iFue discutido durante la revista, el abjecto de conduir el caso del(a) JoveniChico(a)? 

Was progress, or lack of progress, towards reaching that goal discussed at the review? 
iFue discutido durante la revista, el progreso 0 la falta de alcanzar el objeto? 

Were the Youth's/Child's needs, while in placement, discussed at the review? 
iHubo discusion durante la revista, sobre los necesidades del(a)joven/chico(a) mientras 
viviendo en residencia ajena? 

Were you able to express your viewsl concerns during the review? 
iPudo Ud. indicar su perspectiva 0 hacer sus preguntas durante la revista? 

Did you find the review worthwhile? (Cirde one response) 
iValio la pena at tender la revista? (Cei1e una respuesta) 

YES 
sf 

YES 

sf 

YES 

sf 

YES 
sf 

Strongly agree/Claro de acuerdo 2 Somewhat agree/Un poco de acuerdo 3 Neutral/Sin Opinion 

4 Somewhat disagree/Un poco sin acuerdo 5 Strongly disagree/Claro sin acuerdo 

What did you like about today's review? What could we do to improve it? 
iQue Ie gusto de la revista de hoy? iQue podiamos hacer diferente para mejorarla? 

NO 
NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 
NO 

Your name (optional)/Su nombre(discrecionol) _________________________ _ 

Thank you for your time and commentsllGracias pOI' su tiempo y comentos. 
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