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Administrative Review Division Internal Survey Report 

2003 

The Administrative Review Division (ARD) conducted their annual client satisfaction survey 
(see Appendix A for a copy of the Client Satisfaction Survey) to determine 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 participants at Administrative Reviews during the months 
of October, November, and December 2003. The participants were asked what they liked about 
the review and what ARD could do to improve the reviews. The surveys were written in both 
English and Spanish. 

Survey respondents included Parents, Y outb/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. 

This report contains an executive summary of the data collected; aggregate data; a comparison of 
the 2003 findings with results from previous surveys (1998 through 2002); and county and 
Department of Youth Corrections-region specific data and comments. 

Executive Summary 

Of the 560 surveys distributed, 326 were returned. There were significantly fewer surveys 
distributed in 2003 than in prior years. While the number of surveys given to each reviewer for 
distribution was the same as in previous years (40), this past year's staff reduction resulted in 
fewer reviewers to distribute surveys. The 2003 return rate (58%) was comparable to that of the 
2002 survey (59%) and higher than rates in other previous years (52% for 1998; 58% for 1999; 
56% for 2000; 50% for 2001). 

Over half of the surveys returned (52%) were completed by Caseworkers/Client Managers 
(N= 170). As such, this group had the largest influence on the results presented in this report. The 
remainder of the participant roles accounted for a high of 11 % (Foster Parents, N=36) to a low of 
1.2% (CASAs, N=4). Another 1% of respondents did not specify their role. In addition, the Ten 
Large counties accounted for the vast majority of the surveys (N=232, 71 %). 
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Overall, responses to the questions were positive and indicated that the Administrative Reviews 
achieved the specified goals. This is especially heartening in light of the 2003 staff reduction. In 
addition, when respondents were asked for suggestions to make reviews more valuable, a 
common remark addressed improving the involvement/participation of all relevant parties (e.g., 
kids, parents, workers, etc.). As a result, one of ARD's goals for 2004 is to increase the number 
of participants who attend reviews. The following bullets present an overview for each question: 

Question 1 
• The permanency goal was discussed in 99% (N=324) of the reviews. 

Question 2 
• Progress, or lack of progress, towards the permanency goal was discussed in 99% 

(N=324) of the reviews. 
Question 3 

• The needs of youth/children in placement were discussed at 99% (N=323) of the reviews. 
Question 4 

• The safety of youth/children in placement was discussed at 97% (N=315) of the reviews. 
Question 5 

• Participants feIt they were able to express their views/concerns in 99% (N=324) of the 
reVIeWs. 

Question 6 
• 81 % (N= 170) of the respondents indicated that the reviews were worthwhile (52% 

Strongly Agreed; 29% Somewhat Agreed). 

In addition, respondents were asked to describe the most valuable part of the review and what 
could be done to improve the review. An examination of these comments revealed the following 
themes. 

Most Valuable Part of Review: 
1. The involvement/participation of all relevant parties (e.g., kids, parents, workers, 

etc.). 
2. Getting input from and hearing the perspectives of all parties, including the 

encouragement of the child's input. 
3. Reviewer's concern for and focus on the child's needs and well-being. 
4. Professionalismlknowledge/experiencelhelpfulness/thoroughness of the reviewers. 
5. Reviews conducted in respectful manner. 
6. Creation of a non-threatening atmosphere that facilitates open discussion. 
7. Reviews create method of accountability and a push for permanency. 

Suggestions for Improvement: 
1. Need for all relevant parties (i.e., parents, child, GAL) to attend. 
2. Need to ask more questions, especially open-ended questions, of child and parents. 
3. Need to improve consistency between reviewers. 
4. Time-management issues (demands for more time, less time, and starting on time). 
5. Request to create more meaningful reviews, rather then just oversight and focus on 

paperwork completion. 
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Statewide Information 
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Statewide Rate of Return by Participant 

Rate of Return by Participant Role 

N % of Total N 
Caseworker/Client 

170 52.1 
Manager 

Foster Parent 36 11.0 
Parent 27 8.3 
GAL 21 6.4 
Youth/Child 17 5.2 
Other 16 4.9 
Other Provider 12 3.7 
Supervisor 11 3.4 

Kinship Provider 9 2.8 
CASA 4 1.2 
None Specified 3 .9 
Total 326 100.0 

Role 

C/lSA 

1.2% None Specified 

Other 
0.9% 

4.9% Parent 

Other Provider 8.3% 

3.7% Youth/Child 

Kinship Provider 
5.2% 

2.8% Foster Parent 

GAl 11.0% 

6.4% 

SUpervisor 

3.4% 

Caseworker/CbentMgr 

52.1% 
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Number of Responses by County/Region 

Category County/Region N % of Total N 

Ten Large Counties Adams 17 5.2% 
Arapahoe 37 11.3% 
Boulder 15 4.6% 
Denver 57 17.5% 
EI Paso 24 7.4% 
Jefferson 22 6.7% 
Larimer 18 5.5% 
Mesa 10 3.1% 
Pueblo 13 4.0% 
Weld 19 5.8% 
Category Total 232 71.2% 

Mid-Size Counties Alamosa 7 2.1% 
Broomfield 6 1.8% 
Fremont 10 3.1% 
Garfield 3 0.9% 
Huerfano I 0.3% 
La..'l Animas 2 0.6% 
Logan 3 0.9% 
Moffat 3 0.9% 
Montrose 3 0.9% 
Morgan 8 2.5% 
Prowers 2 0.6% 
Rio Grande 2 0.6% 
Teller I 0.3% 
Category Total 51 15.6% 

Balance of State Baca 3 0.9% 
Clear Creek 3 0.9% 
Crowley 3 0.9% 
Elbert I 0.3% 
Grand 6 1.8% 
Sedgwick I 0.3% 
Washington 2 0.6% 
Yuma 5 1.5% 
Category Total 24 7.4% 

DYC Regions DYC Central I 0.3% 
DYC Northern 0 0% 
DYC Southern 0 0% 
DYC Western 0 0°' /0 

Category Total I 0.3% 

Not Specified Not Specified 18 5.5% 

Overall Total 326 100% 

7 



Responses to Survey Items 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 324 99.4 99.4 
No 2 .6 100.0 
Total 326 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 324 99.4 99.4 
No 1 .3 99.7 
No Response 1 .3 100.0 
Total 326 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 323 99.1 99.1 
No 2 .6 99.7 
No Response 1 .3 100.0 
Total 326 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 315 96.6 96.6 
No 8 2.5 99.1 
No Response 3 .9 100.0 
Total 326 100.0 
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Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns during the 
review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 324 99.4 99.4 
No 1 .3 99.7 
No Response 1 .3 100.0 
Total 326 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 170 52.1 52.1 
Somewhat Agree 94 28.8 81.0 
Neutral 37 11.3 92.3 
Somewhat Disagree 5 1.5 93.9 
Strongly Disagree 4 1.2 95.1 
No Response 16 4.9 100.0 
Total 326 100.0 

Questions 7 and 8 

Questions 7 and 8 were opened-ended questions in which respondents were asked, "What was 
the most valuable part oftoday's review'?" and "What could we do to improve today's review'?" 
There were 267 responses to the former item, one of which was "NA" (not applicable). 

There were 117 responses regarding how the review could be improved. Of these, 59 were 
"NA," "none," "nothing," "no suggestions," or "no improvements." An additional 29 gave only 
positive comments about the reviewer or how the review was conducted, and two respondents 
provided neutral, general statements. The remaining 29 respondents gave suggestions for 
improvement. 

Comments to both items are included under the county/region specific information. Note that all 
"none" or "NA" responses were removed, unless additional comment was provided. 
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Comparison: 1998-2003 ARD Client Satisfaction Surveys 

State-Wide Responses 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Surveys Distributed 493 486 760 840 800 560 

Surveys Returned 257 281 428 423 471 326 

Return Rate 52% 58% 56% 50% 59% 58% 

Question 1 
Was the permanency goal for the youthlchild discussed in the review? 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Yes 255 99.2 276 98.2 425 99.3 419 99.0 467 99.2 324 99.4 

No 1 0.4 3 1.1 2 0.5 2 0.5 3 0.6 2 0.6 

No Response 1 0.4 2 0.7 1 0.2 2 0.5 1 0.2 0 0.0 

Question 2 
Was progress, or lack of progress, toward., reaching that goal discussed in the review? 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
N % N % N % N % N % N 

Yes 252 98.0 280 99.6 425 99.3 406 96.0 467 99.2 324 

No 4 1.6 I 0.4 2 0.5 9 2.1 3 0.6 1 

No Response 1 0.4 0 0.0 1 0.2 8 1.9 1 0.2 1 

Question 3 
Were the youth 'slchild's needs, while in placement, discussed in the review? 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Yes 256 99.6 279 99.3 424 99.1 413 97.6 468 99.4 323 99.1 

No 0 0.0 1 0.4 3 0.7 3 0.7 2 0.4 2 0.6 

No Response 1 0.4 1 0.4 1 0.2 7 1.6 1 0.2 1 0.3 
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Question 4 
Was the youth 'slehi/d's salety, 'while in placement, disclissed in the review? 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Yes * * * * * * * * 461 97.9 315 96.6 

No * * * * * * * * 8 1.7 8 2.5 

No Response * * * * * * * * 2 0.4 3 0.9 

* mdlcates that questIOn 4 was not asked In those surveys 

Question 5 
Were you able to express your viewsleoncerns during the revieH'? 

1998 1999 2000 200 I 2002 2003 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Yes 249 96.9 277 98.6 423 98.8 413 97.6 464 n.5 324 99.4 

No 2 0.8 I 0.4 3 0.7 5 1.2 4 0.8 I 0.3 

No Response 6 2.3 I 0.4 2 0.5 5 1.2 3 0.6 I 0.3 

Question 6 
Did VOll jjnd the review worthwhile? 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Strongly 
Agree 145 56.4 172 61.2 274 64.0 281 66.4 259 55.0 170 52.1 

Somewhat 
Agree 60 23.3 76 27.0 110 25.7 98 23.2 131 27.8 94 28.8 

Neutral 27 10.5 14 5.0 19 4.4 17 4.0 54 11.5 37 11.3 

Somewhat 
Disagree 6 2.3 6 2.1 6 1.4 10 2.4 5 1.1 5 1.5 

Strongly 
Disagree 9 3.5 6 2.1 8 1.9 3 0.7 6 1.3 4 1.2 

No Response 
10 3.9 7 2.5 11 2.6 14 3.3 16 3.4 16 4.9 
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CountylRegion Specific Information 
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Adams 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 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 17 100.0 100.0 

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 1 5.9 100.0 
Total 17 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 17 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 17 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 8 47.1 47.1 
Somewhat Agree 6 35.3 82.4 

Neutral 3 17.6 100.0 
Total 17 100.0 
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Adams County Comments 
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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 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 7 100.0 100.0 

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 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 7 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 7 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 4 57.1 57.1 
Somewhat Agree 2 28.6 85.7 
Strongly Disagree 1 14.3 100.0 
Total 7 100.0 
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Alamosa County Comments 

were able to brainstorm other altemative resources and services that could possibfy be of benefit for 
chi/d. 

well. The mother expressed wishes for relinquishment and the evaluator's 
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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 37 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 37 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 37 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 36 97.3 97.3 
No 1 2.7 100.0 
Total 37 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 37 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 18 48.6 48.6 
Somewhat Agree 11 29.7 78.4 
Neutral 4 10.8 89.2 
Somewhat Disagree 2 5.4 94.6 
Strongly Disagree 1 2.7 97.3 
No Response 1 2.7 100.0 
Total 37 100.0 
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Arapahoe County Comments 

review, professional reviewer, focused on issues in the case. Very helpful in terms of child 
reviewer what the are. 
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Suggestions (or Improvement 

!Because the caseworker, probation officer and I have worked closely and communicated directly about 
ithis case, I did not find much value. This was all review for the caseworker and myself. 

iThe reviewer consistently does an excellent job wi Admin. Reviews. He is always courteous & 
!professional to everyone involved. He has great insight & skill. 

iGreat reviewer. 

llf provider or CPA rep would have been present. 

ilt was a good review. 

:Include the therapist in the review when possible. 

dt's always easier face-to-face and not by phone. 

INo suggestions. The reviewer was professional & appropriate as always. 
I 
iNone needed-Thank you. 

iNone, it was fine. 

'The reviewer did an excellent job making the team feel comfortable while his behavior/goals were under 
!the spotlight. 
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Saca County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
FrequeflCY Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/chtld's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequen<:y Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 1 33.3 33.3 
Neutral 1 33.3 66.7 
No Response 1 33.3 100.0 
Total 3 100.0 
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Baca County Comments 

Most Valuable Part olRevieH' 

,Assurance that file was current & correct. 

At review, all was covered in a timely organized manner. 

'This is a good format to ensure goal directed focus for all; program, youth, family & Dye.! 

Suggestions lor Improvement 

I I 
lit went well! 

iNone needed.: 
~ ___ ._~l 
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Boulder County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 15 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 15 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 15 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 15 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 15 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 11 73.3 73.3 
Somewhat Agree 4 26.7 100.0 
Total 15 100.0 

22 



Boulder County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

'Allowing everyone to have an input. 

iBeing able to sit down with everyone who's taking care of my child and hear about what they have done 
,and do for him. 

jOiscussion of youth's needs while in placement and how to transition her to independence. 

lEveryone's genuine concern about her well being and her specific needs. 

II always learn something from the reviews and the reviewer's have been very helpful. This has been a 
Ivery involved case and there were some loose ends that I needed to be made aware of. 

iThe reviewer is an excellent listener. She is able to summarize what went on in the review in a correct 
,and comprehensive manner. She is friendly and makes the reviews very relevant. 

iT he reviewer is great-she reinforces what caseworkers are doing well, and is clear and uncompromising 
labout what can be done better. As I'm a new caseworker I've learned a lot from her. Thank you! 

IListening to all parties discuss the future plans all at the same time. , 
iMainly discussing how the case came to the current place. I'm a new GAL to this case and extra time was , 
lallowed to address my concerns. It provided me with a valuable update. 

!Maintain consistency in paperwork client perspectives and to give a forum for clarifications of case 
[process. Good source of resources. 

iOpportunity for mother to provide information supporVinput from CASA. 

1Providing clarity of goals & progress to parents & kin. 

!Seeing the complete picture of the child. 

IThe reviewer looked at the children's needs, he actually asked them questions face to face. This is the 
imost important part of our job. Also, the reviewer worked very nicely with extended family members in my 
lother review when conflicts came up. He has a gentle approach. 
~. _.~~_~~~+_+~, __ ~ ___ ~~.-..... *u .... -'¥_~~_ ~~~~~~~~""' __ ~'~~"~~ __ ~_~ __ +_+<_A+_>A'+~ 

Suggestions [or Improvement 

IFood and water. 

:Have a written copy of the review for the foster parent. Follow up plan to be certain suggested actions do 
Itake place. 

iNone, except my lawyer should have been there. 

\Nothing. I have been with this reviewer before and I always feel that all bases are covered. The reviewer 
!allows all parties to speak 

IOnly thing, keep focused to take less time. 
-~-.----.--.-~---->~.-~,-~~~--~----~.-.-~ 
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Broomfield 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 

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

Cumulative 
Frequeng Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequen<;y Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
FrequencJ' Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Frequency 
Strongly Agree 

Somewhat Agree 

Total 

Broomfield County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 
No comments provided. 

Suggestions {or Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 

4 

2 

6 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

66.7 66.7 
33.3 100.0 

100.0 
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Clear Creek County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Fr~uenc:i Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 2 66.7 66.7 
Somewhat Agree 1 33.3 100.0 
Total 3 100.0 
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Clear Creek County Comments 

I have no suggestions. The reviewer is thorough and is very personable wI foster parents, kids, GAL's & 

reviewer does not have access to pertinent screens in TRAILS or typed into info in TRAILS. Program 
allow him access if he is this area. 
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Crowley County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 66.7 66.7 
No 1 33.3 100.0 
Total 3 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 66.7 66.7 
No 1 33.3 100.0 
Total 3 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Fre~uenc;i Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 2 66.7 66.7 
Neutral 1 33.3 100.0 
Total 3 100.0 
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Crowley County Comments 

j
A little more discussion concerning the child on a parents point of view. Also to be treated correctly by the 
interviewer. As far as them being inopinionate (sic) about circumstances as to why a child is in foster 

I 

lcare. 

!Reviewer does an outstanding job as reviewer. 
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Denver County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 57 100.0 100.0 

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

Frequency Valid Percent 
Yes 56 98.2 
No Response 1 1.8 
Total 57 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Percent 

98.2 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 57 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, discussed at the 
review? 

Freguency Percent Valid Percent 
Valid Yes 56 98.2 98.2 

No Response 1 1.8 1.8 
Total 57 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 57 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 25 43.9 43.9 
Somewhat Agree 21 36.8 80.7 
Neutral 6 10.5 91.2 
No Response 5 8.8 100.0 
Total 57 100.0 
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Denver County Comments 

IAI\AI::l\(~ valuable to get additional info and parental point of view on progress etc. particularly as all the 
In<:>rii,..in,,,ntc: were available. 

opportunity to bring the parties together to communicate about expectations and progress in the case 

able to clarify the permanency plan for the kids with our client. Getting the social worker to agree to 
progress towards our clients son to her 
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!Permanency planning for the child. 

:Speediness. 

Talking about meds & treatment. 
c----~----------------------------------~--------------------------------------~ :The participation of all the involved parties. 

iThe reviewer asked for this caseworkers assessment and the on going challenges with the case. The 
Ireviewer helped the caseworker explore other avenues to help the family wI their treatment plan. 

IThe service team of this particular case. 

[There is no most valuable; all of the meeting is a valuable help. 

'!This review was relatively brief; permanency issues were clear and there were no concerns about the 
itimeline or other compliance issues that could be addressed at the meeting. 

:This was my 1st experience and found it to be a valuable one. 
! 

IT 0 determine time goals for each step of the process. 

ITo know the future plan. 

[Where we are in the court process. 

Suggestions fOr Improvement 

iHaving all parties there at the time and not over the phone. 

II think this review was a very good session. 

ilf people involved could attend in person. 

iThe reviewer did a great job. 

iMeet wI all involved @ same time. 

!More info. On the mother. 

iNo suggestions. 
! 
INone-went very well. r------..........;'--------------------------.. ---... -.-------
iNone, as always the reviewer is always thorough and professional. 

INone. It would be great for GALs to be present. However court schedules do nota·,I;;;this. I think the 
iGALs would have a better picture of who their clients are if they partiCipated. 

iNone. Our situation is fairly simple and the review went very smoothly. Thank you 
I ----------~ 
;There is no need forimprovement unless all parties could be available. 
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Elbert County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Frequency 
Strongly Agree 

Elbert County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 
No comments provided. 

1 

Suggestions (or Improvement 
No comments provided. 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

100.0 100.0 
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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 24 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 24 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 24 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 24 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 24 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 18 75.0 75.0 
Somewhat Agree 5 20.8 95.8 
No Response 1 4.2 100.0 
Total 24 100.0 
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EI Paso County Comments 

entire FeR was helpful. We got an update on the child and discussed future plans/options for him. 
is a 

fact that the older children do have the right to testify and give reasons they do not want to visit their 

34 



Fremont County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 10 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 10 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 9 90.0 
No Response 1 10.0 
Total 10 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 10 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 10 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Freguen9' Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 5 50.0 50.0 
Somewhat Agree 3 30.0 80.0 
Neutral 2 20.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 
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Fremont County Comments 
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Garfield County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 1 33.3 33.3 
Neutral 2 66.7 100.0 
Total 3 100.0 
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Garfield County Comments 

sure everyone understands the direction of the case & that the grandparents know that they are 
am)fe~:;lat:ea··re,"e\lVer did a wonderful job of this. 

Suggestions for Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 
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Grand 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 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 

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 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 6 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 4 66.7 66.7 

Somewhat Agree 2 33.3 100.0 
Total 6 100.0 
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Grand County Comments 

I think everything went well and we were able to get things accompfished that might otherwise take some 
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Huerfano County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Frequency 
Strongly Agree 1 

Huerfano County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 
No comments provided. 

Suggestions for Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 

Cumulative 
Valid Percent Percent 

100.0 100.0 
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Jefferson County 

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

Cumulative 
F~uen9' Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 22 100.0 100.0 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, toward 
reaching that goa. discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 22 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 22 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
F,"-equeng Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 22 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 22 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 9 40.9 40.9 
Somewhat Agree 8 36.4 77.3 
Neutral 2 9.1 86.4 
Somewhat Disagree 1 4.5 90.9 
Strongly Disagree 1 4.5 95.5 
No Response 1 4.5 100.0 
Total 22 100.0 
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Jefferson County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

,Allows for freedom of the group to openly speak about the case-makes it more informal and comfortable 
Ifor everyone. 

iAppropriateness of goal, long term planning, involvement of bio family. 

!Child able to be accountable for his offenses for reviewer. 

:Oialogue, direction, clarity. 

jOiscussing recommendations for consistency for boys. Reviewing options. 

Discussion about school issues. 

;Discussion of permanency goal. 

lHaving foster parents & mother's input & updates. 

'Having the child present to discuss plan. 

IHaving the mom present via phone. 

;How the reviewer kept all parties focused on the purpose of the review despite tension between some of 
'Ithe care providers that were present. 

lit is difficult for a reviewer to have a clinical sense of what has occurred from reading a file and then make \ 
[suggestions. The reviewer did a fine job. ! 

ilt is important for everyone involved to know what is the goal but everything that was discussed has 
ialready been discussed. So for me it was not worth missing work or taking my grandson out of school for 
,the meeting. 

:The reviewer is very thorough, includes everyone and asks for their input. 

!Lots of information can be gathered from these reviews. 

jMom was on phone was able to hear from her. 

iReviewer was attentive and direct-focused on his duties. 

!Reviewer's suggestion towards moving case forward. 

iTo ensure that everyone was on the same page. 

Suggestions for Improvement 

Ipon't invite the children if they aren't going to be included and if they are invited invite the whole family 
,and other kin foster parents, children. 

II think that once a reviewer reviews a case the case needs to be re-reviewed by the same person so that 
I 

ithe parties have some "history" of the case. 

ilt is very valuable when the reviewer takes the time to discuss the findings. 

!It would have been helpful to have more people involved attend. 

iNo improvement needed. Great review! , 
iTo empower or ensure immediate changes in the main area of concern which was no counseling in 7 
:months yet improvement is expected of child (sic). 

43 



Larimer County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequencj' Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 18 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 18 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 17 94.4 94.4 
No 1 5.6 100.0 
Total 18 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 17 94.4 94.4 
No 1 5.6 100.0 
Total 18 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 18 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 8 44.4 44.4 
Somewhat Agree 5 27.8 72.2 
Neutral 4 22.2 94.4 
No Response 1 5.6 100.0 
Total 18 100.0 

44 



Larimer County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

:Able to express my concerns. , 
IBrainstorming, sharing, listening, exchange of ideas. Looking out for these kids. 

!Oiscussing future court date. 

iGetting everybody together to discuss youth. 

ilnformation. 

iThe reviewer always looks for the very best possible solutions for repairing relationships within a family 
rand weighs out all options for the best long term plan, even if it may be nontraditional. 

liReviewer's input on the case. 

!The best part of the review process is our reviewer. She is compassionate, empathetic and 
Iknowledgeable about the special needs of our foster children. She is truly outstanding. 

!Touching base with everyone; Hearing areas of concern and making sure I am in compliance wI the 
:treatment plan. 

i,Went over my daughter's medical needs. 

Suggestions for Improvement 

\Meet with youth alone, spend more time in understanding what youth is doing~~pl~cem~nt Talk to 
Iprofessionals about how they see each other perform. 

INo suggestions for improvements since our reviewer does such an excellent job We are all grateful to 
ihave her as our Reviewer!! l---_~~ __________ ~_~ _________ .~ ___ .. _____ -. 

INone-our reviewer is fantastic and always covers all areas of progress and concern 
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Las Animas 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 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

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 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Neutral 1 50.0 50.0 
Somewhat Disagree 1 50.0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 
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Las Animas County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

I I 
[Review case for compliance.! 
~~ __________ ~_~<~~~ __ A< ____ ~_~_'; 

Suggestions (or Improvement 
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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 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Valid Cumulative 
Frequency Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 3 100.0 100.0 
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Logan County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

[The reviewer's ability to focus on the point (issue) and not be pulled away by unrelated issues. She was 
Ivery helpful. 

IReceived helpful info re OPPLA goal. 
I 

!Talking about ideas on future planning for the children. 

Suggestions for Improvement 

I I 
lean't think of any.! 
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Mesa County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 10 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 9 90.0 90.0 
No 1 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequenc~ Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 10 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 9 90.0 90.0 
No 1 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns during the 
review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 9 90.0 90.0 
No Response 1 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 
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Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 4 40.0 40.0 
Somewhat Agree 3 30.0 70.0 
Neutral 1 10.0 80.0 
Strongly Disagree 1 10.0 90.0 
No Response 1 10.0 100.0 
Total 10 100.0 

Mesa County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

!Brainstorming about how to handle behaviors. 

lOiscussing permanence and future plans. , 
[Everyone came together for the first time ever & was honest for the first time. 

!Hearing views of reviewer and involved parties. 

ilssues of permanency and current status of parents. 

IOffering clarification. 

'!Openly sharing info-school (sic). Therapist also present-very helpful. 

iTalking about permanency, concerns about placement. 
~--~. ~------~--~ 

Suggestions (or Improvement 

lit would have been helpful if the family could attend but due to them being out of the area they could not. 

iNothing comes to mind at this time. 

:The "state's" view of the problem & solution needs to grow & change along with the kid's families' issues. 
'What changes have there been in this case? 

IWent well. Stayed on task-focused on child's needs. 
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Moffat County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequencv Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
F~uency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 33.3 
No 1 33.3 
No Response 1 33.3 
Total 3 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Somewhat Agree 2 66.7 66.7 
Neutral 1 33.3 100.0 
Total 3 100.0 
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Moffat County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review ! .... ..... ...•. ... ... .. . . .... .... ... .... ..... .. . .. .. ·1 
[Discussion about polygraph stuff. Reviewing permanency goal and time frames. I 
'[How failure of polygraph could affect target dates. 

Suggestions (or Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 
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Montrose County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth'sJchild's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 66.7 
No Response 1 33.3 
Total 3 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 3 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 1 33.3 33.3 
Somewhat Agree 1 33.3 66.7 
Neutral 1 33.3 100.0 
Total 3 100.0 
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Montrose County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

iComplete review of the case events the needs of the child and confirmation that case plan is moving 
Iforward. 

iStaffing case with all parties present. 

IWhat I need to do to go home. 

Suggestions fOr Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 
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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 8 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 8 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 8 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 8 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 8 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 7 87.5 87.5 
No Response 1 12.5 100.0 
Total 8 100.0 

56 



Morgan County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

IAII of the above topics as they are pertinent to placement success for both children & foster care 
iproviders & safety. 

'!Checking that everything is current in file and feedback. 

!Communication between all parties involved. It's great to be all on the same page. 

ilt gave the child a chance to be involved in her care. , 
IMy safety & my goal of not returning home. 

lThat I could ask questions and tell how I fell. 

Suggestions [or Improvement 

We appreciate the reviewer.! 
I 
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Prowers County 

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

Cumulative 
Freguency_ Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

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 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
F@guency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 1 50.0 50.0 
Somewhat Agree 1 50.0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 
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Prowers County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

ilt's a good way to keep everything on track. , 
'Reviewer cares about the children-makes sure to ask questions that elicit whether they are receiving 
ineeds per their own unique situation. 

Suggestions (or Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 

~~--~~~~~---
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Pueblo County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 13 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 13 100.0 100.0 

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 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 12 92.3 92.3 
No 1 7.7 100.0 
Tota! 13 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 13 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 3 23.1 23.1 
Somewhat Agree 5 38.5 61.5 
Neutral 2 15.4 76.9 
Somewhat Disagree 1 7.7 84.6 
No Response 2 15.4 100.0 
Total 13 100.0 
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Rio Grande 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 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Vafid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
FreguencJ'. Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 2 100.0 100.0 
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Rio Grande County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

iFeedback from the reviewer. 

Participation by all parties. Information sharing. Mother & child present/good information shared by 
,reviewer. 

Suggestions {or Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 
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Sedgwick County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review?· 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 1 100.0 100.0 
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Sedgwick County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

IThe reviewer is always an excellent resource.1 

Suggestions for Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 

f 
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Teller County 

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

Cumulative 
Fre~uenc}' Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
F~uenc~ Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Somewhat Agree 1 100.0 100.0 
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Teller County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

[FCR's assist this CW in staying updated on portions of the case that otherwise don't get regular attention, • 
rnn,nn,;,nl to be reviewed. 

Suggestions {or Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 
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Washington County 

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

Cumulative 
Fr~uefl9' Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth'S!child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Freque!l9' Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 2 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 1 50.0 50.0 
Somewhat Agree 1 50.0 100.0 
Total 2 100.0 
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Washington County Comments 

IAttorney (GAL) failed to call in or show UPj 
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Weld 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 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 19 100.0 100.0 

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 

Question 4: Was the youth's/chitd's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 18 94.7 94.7 
No 1 5.3 100.0 
Total 19 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Freguen9' Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 18 94.7 94.7 
No 1 5.3 100.0 
Total 19 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 9 47.4 47.4 
Somewhat Agree 5 26.3 73.7 
Neutral 5 26.3 100.0 
Total 19 100.0 
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Weld County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

[Current status. 

IOiscussing the safety & Texas issues regarding youth. Advice from the reviewer. 

Discussion. 

IIFor me, it was opportunity for foster parents contributions to child's well-being to be acknowledged. 

iGathering information. 

:Great to all get together to review the child's program. 

IKnowing that OSS is doing their best in finding a good and stable foster care for my son. 

'Just getting things concerns out on the table & expressing for the record (I hope). 

[Mother's input. GAL input. Suggestions from Foster Care Reviewer. 
i 
Personally to me there was not a main valuable part in the review. 

ISuggestions for better case management are helpful. Appreciate positive comments regarding our work. 

:Treatment plan compliance update on parents. 
--~----~------------------------------------------~--

Suggestions (or Improvement 

t want the best for my son, and want a great good life and new futurelor him 1 
i,The reviewer is very helpful w/providing suggestions & support for difficult cases.1 

INa suggestions-the reviewer kept the process on track but thorough. 

lwas excellent no improvement-well done. 
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Yuma County 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 5 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 5 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 5 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth'S/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 5 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 5 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 1 20.0 20.0 
Somewhat Agree 3 60.0 80.0 
No Response 1 20.0 100.0 
Total 5 100.0 
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Yuma County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

iEncouragement about progress. 

!Information concerning a possible change in custody to accommodate needs. 

lThe open nature of the discussion. 

iwas recently assigned this case. Helpful to have file reviewed to see what needs to be done.l 
- ~~~--~.---, 

Suggestions [or Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 
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County Not Specified 

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 1 5.6 100.0 
Total 18 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 18 100.0 100.0 

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 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 17 94.4 94.4 
No 1 5.6 100.0 
Total 18 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 18 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Strongly Agree 14 77.8 77.8 
Somewhat Agree 2 11.1 88.9 
Neutral 1 5.6 94.4 
No Response 1 5.6 100.0 
Total 18 100.0 
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County Not Specified Comments 

Most Valuable Part olReview 

I < I 
!Ability to express fears/concerns-advice on handling problems< 

iBeing happy with what was said. 

lDiscussion of the treatment plan & the overall health of baby. 

iGeneral discussion re: youth's progress< The reviewer truly cares about these kids and making sure their 
lneeds are met. 
I 
IGood sharing of information-all parties were able to express their thoughts & feelings. 

iHer progress. Talking about the feelings she has concerning coming home and how they can help her 
!achieve success. , 
iThe reviewer did a nice job reviewing the case, current needs and goal. The reviewer's reviews ensure 
Ithat the case is on track and I appreciate her monitoring. 

iThe reviewer did a very good job of explaining the review process to all participants. 

iPlacement. 

IReview of progress & history. 

ISSI-SSA-IVE paperwork? Needs to be looked at. 

1Telling people what I wanted to say. 

iThe positive attitude. 
~~~-------~~----~~------------... - .. -.--.-.-.-.. ~------
ITo gain further information about client's past. 

!Update planning. 

l.Yisitation concer_ns~,-.::g:::..o_i_ng=--h_o~m_e_. ____ ~. ___ ~ __ 

Suggestions [or Improvement 

IKeep up the good work. 

iNone. The reviewer is awesome. She does a great job every time.! 

iThe reviewer is the best reviewer we have ever had! 

\Well-done review . . __ •. __ ~_._.~ ____ ~_. ___________ . ______ .. ...J 
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DYC Specific Information 
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DYC Central 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

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

Cumulative 
Freguency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 4: Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, 
discussed at the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 

Cumulative 
Frequency Valid Percent Percent 

Yes 1 100.0 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

Frequency Valid Percent 
Strongly Agree 1 100.0 

DYC Denver/Central Region Comments 

Most Va/uable Part of Review 
No comments provided. 

Suggestions (or Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 

Cumulative 
Percent 

100.0 
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Appendix A 
10/02 

CLIENT SATISFACTION SURVEY 

Your participation in today's Administrative Review (known as Foster Care Review) is 
appreciated. Please assist us in improving our process by answering the following questions. 

ROLE: (Circle one) 
A. Parent B. Youth/Child C. Foster Parent D. Caseworker/Client Manager 

E. Supervisor F. GAL G. Kinship Provider H. Other Provider 
I. Other 

The purpose of today's review was to discuss the safety, permanency and well being of the 
youth/child in out-of-home placement. 

1- Was the permanency goal for the youth/child discussed during YES NO 
the review? 

2- Was progress, or lack of progress, toward reaching that goal YES NO 
discussed during the review? 

3- Were the youth's/child's needs, while in placement, discussed YES NO 
during the review? 

4- Was the youth's/child's safety, while in placement, discussed YES NO 
during the review? 

5- Were you able to express your views/concems during the YES NO 
review? 

6- Did you find the review valuable? (Circle one response) 
Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neutral Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree 

7- Please list the most valuable ports of today's review: 

8- Please list suggestions to improve today's review: 

Your name (optional) _____________________ _ 

Thank you for your time and comments! 
(Espanol en 10 otra cora) 
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