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Administrative Review Division Internal Survey Report 

2005 
Executive Summary 

Administrative Review Division (ARD) conducted their annual client satisfaction 
pp(~nalX A for a copy of the Client Satisfaction Survey) to determine if ARD is meeting 

goals if reviews continue to be worthwhile to the review participants. Each reviewer was 
40 surveys to distribute to participants at Administrative Reviews during the months of September 
and October 2005. 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, 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. 

This report contains an executive summary of the data collected; aggregate data; a comparison of the 
2005 findings with results from previous surveys (1998 through 2005); and county and Department 
of Youth Corrections-region specific data and comments. 

Of the 560 surveys distributed, 331 (59%) were returned. In 2003 and 2004, there were significantly 
fewer surveys distributed than in prior years. While the number of surveys given to each reviewer 
for distribution was the same as in previous years (40), the 2003 staff reduction resulted in fewer 
reviewers to distribute surveys. The number of 2005 satisfaction surveys returned matched the 
study's highest previous year (2002) with a rate of 59%. The 2004 return rate (55%) was lower than 
return rates in most previous (2003, 58%; 2002, 59%; 2000, 56%; 1999, 58%) but higher than 
rates in 1998 (52%) and 2001 (50%). 



Overall, responses to the questions were positive and indicated that the Administrative Reviews 
achieved their specified goals. This is especially heartening in light of the 2003 staff reduction which 
continues to present challenges in meeting both the mandated and a statistically significant number 
of reviews. In addition, when respondents were asked for suggestions about how to make reviews 
more valuable, a common remark addressed the idea of formalizing the presentations and 
disseminating the resulting review of treatment planning and case goals/progress. Furthermore, these 
statements advocated more stakeholder interaction and increased or formalized case planning 
discussions during the reviews. Not unlike last year's suggestions, where participants suggested the 
need for more inclusion and participation in the reviews, this year's suggestions once again broached 
this idea of further disseminating the valuable aspects of the review as an aid to case planning and 
progress. Essentially, last year's comments addressed the notion of bringing more people to the 
reviews and this years suggestions indicate a need to bring the reviews to the people. As a result, one 
of ARD's goals for 2006 is to increase the number of participants who attend reviews, better 
introduce the concept and nature of the review and to better circulate the case planning and case 
expectations resulting from the discussions of the various case review participants. The following 
bullets present an overview for each question: 

Question 1 
• The permanency goal was discussed in 99% (N=326) of the reviews. 

Question 2 
• Progress, or lack of progress, towards the permanency goal was discussed in 98% (N=324) of 

the reviews. 
Question 3 

• The needs ofyouthJchildren in placement were discussed at 98% (N=323) of the reviews. 
Question 4 

• The safety of youthJchildren in placement was discussed at 96% (N=318) of the reviews. 
Question 5 

• Participants felt they were able to express their views/concerns in 96% (N=317) of the 
reVIeWs. 

Question 6 
• 83% (N=274) of the respondents indicated that the reviews were worthwhile (59% Strongly 

Agreed: 24% Somewhat Agreed). These results are unchanged from last year, when again 
83% of respondents indicated reviews were worthwhile (59% strongly agreed and 24% 
somewhat agreed). 

4. 



5. all of the .~,.,,~ .. _~ of adoption clear to the adoptive parent 

7. 
8. 

"ne'unf"" and friendly. 

to listen how the adults flP1"f'P"UP his le: 

9. to all the department at same time. I was able to heard. 

Suggestio us for Improvement: 

1. Focus on family's needs. 
2. more review to express thoughts. 

to 

3. To hear the State Dept. about how view pennanency & it's positives. I the minor 
child (16 yrs old) could benefited it. 

4. Discuss findings more closely with caseworker and supervisor at end of review or when 
iTO,;"""".", are printed. are times I have questions about the findings but the reviewer is no longer 
available to discuss 

5. Bio-parent given paper and pen to take notes. Conversation taped for future reference, so parent 
cannot say they were not explained imp0l1ance of the review. 

6. It could have been a little longer to address more issues as they affect my son & other Children in the 
program. 

The Administrative Review Division examines each and every statement made in response to 
questions 7 & 8. We feel that the ability to communicate specific ideas and suggestions is critical to 
the process of our self-evaluation and self-improvement. We especially appreciate the statements 
provided by children and youths who are the subjects of both child protection and division of youth 
corrections cases. We make every effort to identifY and discuss these comments and suggestions and 
recognize them as having particular relevance into both the strengths and especially to the deficits of 
our reView process. 

Additionally, we feel that it is important to note that we as a division appreciated a Denver County 
suggestion related to our review team's consistency. Specifically, that response stated that they we 
could improve the review process by emphasizing "Consistency upon reviewers. Reviewer X is 
always consistent in his expectations for the foster care review, others are not! Please call me if 
you want specific details. " 



State-wide Information 



Statewide Rate of Return by Participant 

Rate of Return by Participant Role 2005 

Frequency Percent 
Caseworker/Client Manager 137 41.4 
Foster Parent 42 12.7 
Other* 42 12.7 
Parent 36 10.9 
Youth/Child 19 5.7 
Guardian ad Litem 19 5.7 
Other Provider** 15 4.5 
Supervisor 14 4.2 
Kinship Provider 4 1.2 
None Specified 3 .9 
Total 331 100.0 

-"Other" was an open category that asked respondents to specify their role . Roles specified 
included therapists, psychiatrists, foster home and CPA supervisors, and probation officers among others. 

-"Other Provider" typically refers to providers at group homes, residential treatment centers, and regional ch ild care 
facilities . 

o Caseworker/Client 

Kinship Provide None Specified 
Manager 

• Foster Parent 
Supervisor 

OOther* 
Other Provider** 

Caseworker 

Guardian ad 
o Parent 

Litem • Youth/Child 

o Guardian ad Litem 

Parent • Other Provider** 

o Supervisor 

• Kinship Provider 

Foster Parent 

7 



lVumber of Responses by County/Region 

ICategory iCount}' IN % of Total N I 
i10 Large Adams 13 3.91 
i Arapahoe 30 9.11 

Boulder 10 3.01 
Denver 51 15.4! 
EIPaso 20 6.01 
Jefferson 29 

I 

8.81 
Larimer 7 2.11 
Mesa 14 4.21 
Pueblo 25 7.61 
Weld 29 8.8 

! Category Total 228 68.91 
IMid-Size Alamosa 3 0.91 

Chaffee 3 
I 

0.91 
Douglas 2 0.61 
Fremont 5 1.5 
Garfield 2 0.6 
La Plata 1 0.3 
Las Animas 5 1.5 
Logan 6 1.81 

I 

Moffat 9 2.71 
Montezuma 1 0.3 
Morgan 3 0.9 
Prowers 1 0.3 
Teller 1 0.3 
Boulder 4 1.2 
Cate or Total 46 13.91 

Balance of State Bent 3 0.91 
Clear Creek 1 0.31 
Elbert 2 06

1 

Grand 4 1.2 
Gunnison 1 0.3 
Kiowa 2 0.61 
Lincoln 0.31 
Ouray 0.31 
Pitkin 1 0.31 
Washington 4 1.2! 
Cate ory Total 20 6.0

1 

DYC DYC Northern 9 
DYC 8 



Responses to Survey Items 

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

Frequency IVaiid Percent lCumulative Percent 
I I 

Yes 326 98.51 98~ 
No Response 5 1.51 10]] 
Total 331 100.01 

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

IFrequency IVaiid Percent Cumulative Percent 
f i 

Yes ! 3241 97.9 97.9 
No 21 0.6 98.51 
No Response 51 1.5 100.0' 
Total 331! 100.0 

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

Frequency IVaiid Percent Cumulative Percent 
'Yes 3231 
'No 2 
INo Response 6 
Total 331 

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



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

IFrequency IValid Percent 
iYes ! 

No 31 
No Response I 111 
Total 3311 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 

IFrequenc Valid Percent 
1 196: 

781 
36' 

4 
5 

12 
3311 

Questions 7 and 8 

[Cumulative Percent 
95.8 

0.9[ 96.71 
3.31 100.01 

Cumulative Percent 
59.2 59.21 
23.6, 82.8 
10.91 93.7 

1.21 94.9 
1.51 96.4 
3.61 100.01 

100.0 

Questions 7 and 8 were opened-ended questions in which respondents were asked, "What was the 
most valuable part of today' s review?" and "What could we do to improve today's review?" 131 
(79%) respondents answered question 7. 

There were 131 responses to question 8 regarding how the review could be improved. Of these, 51 
were some rendition of"NA," "none," "nothing," "no suggestions," or "no improvements." Another 
7 said "none" or "nothing" but added positive comments about the reviewer. Eleven respondents 
gave only positive comments about the reviewer or how the review was conducted, and 18 
respondents provided neutral, general comments or personal insights into their particular cases. 41 
respondents gave suggestions for improvement, the majority (21, 50%) of which tocused on 
ensuring that all relevant parties attend the review and have input into the process and that 
communication of those reviews be recorded and disseminated. 9 suggestions focused on requests 

such as nicer food cappuccino) as as a 
so 



Yes 

No 

Comparison: 1998-2005 ARD Client Satisfaction Surveys 

State-Wide Responses 

11998 1999 I 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 . 2005 I 

Surveys 493 486 760 I 840 800 I 560 560 560 

Distributed I 
I 

I 
Surveys Returned 257 281 I 428 I 423 i 471 326 305 331 I 

I 
I ! I I I 

I Return Rate 52% 58% 56% 50''10 59('10 58% I 55% 59% I 

2001 2002 2003 2004 
N N % I N % N 

I 
0/0 I I 

467 99.2 . 324 99.4 301 98.7 
1 3 0.6 . 2 0.6 4 1.3 

1 I 1 0.2 01 0.0 0 0.0 
I 

NI% N 
280 99.6 

1 0.4 
o 0.0 

Question 3 

2005 
N % 

326 98.5 
0 0.0 
5 1.5 



Question 4 
Was tlte youtlt 's/cltild's safety, wltile in placement, discussed in tlte review? 

1998 1999 I 2000 I 2001 1 2002 2003 I 
i 2004 2005 I 

I 

1 N 6/0 N %INI%iNI % I 
I I I I I 

N % N %iNi% N I 0/0 
i Yes 
I 
I 
i No 

I ;'\;0 Response 

* * * *I*I*!*I * I 
I * I 

* indicates that question 4 was not asked in those surveys 

Question 5 

461 97.9 I 315 96.6 I 295 96.7 i 318 

8 1.71 8 I 2.5 i 10 I 3.3: 10 

2 I 0.4 3 i 0.9 I 0 ! 0.0 ! 3 

\Vere you able to express your views/concerns during the review? 

1998 I 1999 2000 2001 2002 I 2003 I 2004 
N i % 

1 

N I % N 
1 

% I N I % I N %1 N I % N % I 1 
I 

Yes i 249 I 96.9 I 277 98.6 423 98.8 I 413 I 97.6 I 464 98.5 I 324 I 99.4 I 302 99.0 I 
;'\;0 2' 0.8 1 0.4 3 0.7 51 1.2 4 0.8 I 1 I 

1 0.3 2 0.7 
;'\;0 6 2.3 1 0.4 2 0.5 51 1.2 3 0.6 I 1 I 0.3 1 0.3 
Response I I I I 

I 1 

Question 6 
Did you find tlte review wortltwltile? 

1998 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

l"1 %1 l" 0/0 l"1 %1 l"t 0/0 
%1 

I 1 

145 56.4 61.2 64.0 281 259 59.0 

96.1 

3.0 

0.9 i 

2005 I 

~~1 95.8 ! 

3 0.9 

111 3.3 i 

2005 

0/0 

196 



County/Region Specific Information 

Adams County 

outh/child discussed in the review? 
t ICumulative Percent 

IYes 92.3 
INo Res onse 11 100.0 

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

'Frequency iValid Percent ICumulative Percent I 
Yes 121 92.31 92.31 
No Response f 7.71 100.01 
Total 13 100.01 

I 1 l 

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

! Frequency !Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 
!Yes 12 92.31 92.3 
No Response 1 7.71 100.0 
Total 13 100.01 

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

Frequenc Valid Perc cent 
84. 
92. 

100. 

I 
I 



Adams County Comments 

n discussion and input from the child. Reviewer encouraged dialogue and brought up 
important facts to consider. 

IUpdates / goals. 

IOpen discussion w/all parties. 

!Permanency Goal date. 

IT he most important part that should be strongly addressed is to keep children within areas 
Iso the transition can be more comfortable for them. 

II learned things about our child that had not been shared by our caseworker. 
j 

iThe reviewer was very compassionate with the foster mother and explained the adoption 
Iprocess very well to her. X has always been very nice and professional during reviews. She 
!takes the time needed for the reviews even though it goes over the allotted time. 

Ix is very knowledgeable & helpful in understanding the process. 

iThe reviewer is knowledgeable & offered suggestions to tighten up worker's language to 
istrengthen recommendations. 

trong communication skills. Refocused discussion when necessary. Very appropriate. 

arents seemed to listen to reviewer & understand reasons for services. 

Alamosa County 

Percent 

4 



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

IFrequenc 'Valid Percent umulative Percent 
tYes 1001 

Alamosa County Comments 



Arapahoe County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child discussed in the review? 
IFrequency IVaiid Percent !Cumulative Percent 

rVes 
I INO Response 

30: 100.~ I 

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

lid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Ves 100.0 

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

iFrequenc Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Ves 30 100 100 

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

uency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
28 93.3 

6.71 1 
30 

Question 5: Were ou able to ex ress our views/concerns durin the review? 
I [Frequency iValid Percent ICumulative Percent I 

[Ves 291 96.7! 96.7 
1 3.31 100.0 

30 100.oi 

Percent 



Arapahoe County Comments 



II cannot think of any at this time. 

cannot think of The facilitator was efficient. 

Bent County 

Cumulative Percent 

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

IFrequency IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes I 31 100.01 100.0 

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

IFrequency IValid Percent :Cumulative Percent 
Yes I 3! 100.01 100.0 

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

Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Yes 100.0 100.0 

find the review valuable? 
."..,"'v .. Percent 

1 



Bent County Comments 

Boulder County 

issue around child's wheelchair with the Seating and 
on child's medical needs. 

it really wasn't any different that the last 5. X is efficient and 
needs. 

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

lFrequency .Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
100. 100.0 

youth/child's needs, while in placement, discussed 
the review? 

~~~~~~~~~--



Boulder County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

discuss 

Having all the different groups represented, and knowing that child's success was the 



Broomfield County 

Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, toward reaching that goal discussed 
in the review? '--C-__ _ 

ive Percent 
100.0' 

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

ICumulative Percent 
100.0 100.01 

Question 6: Did you find the review valueable? 
IFrequency IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent 
I 3 75.01 

1 25.01 

Broomfield Comments 



Suggestions lor Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 

Chaffee County 

I 
i Question 1: Was the permanenc 

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

Frequency Valid Percent iCumulative Percent 
Yes 3 100.0' 100.0! 

I C"Jw~sti'on 3: Were the youth/child's needs, while in placement, discussed during the 
review? 

IFrequency IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 

I 100.0! 100.01 

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

IFrequenc IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes 100.01 100.01 

Question 5: Were ou able to ex ress our views/concerns durin the review? 

~[ ~~~~~~~IF~r~eq~u~e~n~c~yL-~~IV~a~li~d~P~e~r~c~e~n~t~~~4IC~u~m~u~la=t=iv~e~P~e~rc~e=n~t~~~1 
Iyes 31 100.oi 100.01 



Chaffee County Comments 

Clear Creek County 

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

Valid Percent 'Cumulative Percent 
rYes 1 100.01 100.0 

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

alid Percent !Cumulative Percent 
100.01 1 



Most Valuable Part of Review 

Suggestions {Or Improvement 
No suggestions provided. 

Denver County 

Question 1: Was the permanency 
iFrequenc IValid Percent 
I 50 

esponse 1 

progress, or 

outh/child discussed in the review? 
Cumulative Percent 

98 981 

2 100! 



review? 
IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 

96.1 96.1 
1 98.1 
1 2.01 100.0 

51 100.0, 

I Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns 
during the review? 
IFrequency [Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 1 I 

Yes I 48 94.11 94.1 1 

iNo Response I 3 5.9 100.0 
ITotal 

I 
51 100.0 I 

umulative Percent 
49.01 
76.5 
90.21 
92.2 

7. 100.0 
100. 

Denver 





, -

! Don't have any. 
III was perfect!!! 

covered all the basic needs and then some. 

upon reviewers. X is always consistent in his expectations for the foster care 

not! Please call me if you want specific details.* 

lent job facilitatingf()ster care reviews. 

not seem to pick up on statements made and then would ask questions 
been addressed. 

duplicity- we don't need county & private caseworkers doing the same thing 

s about mother to show something besides words. 

*Please note that a specific response to this suggestion appears on page 5 in the executive summary of 
this report. 

Doug/as County 

I Question 1; Was the permanency goal for the youth/~hild discussed in the review? I 
! iFreqUency Iva lid Percent ICumulative Percent ! 
ives _ 21 100.01 100.01 

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

Percent umulative Percent 



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

iValid Percent ICumulative Percent 
:Yes 21 100.0 100.01 

Question 5: Were you able to express our views/concerns durin the review? 
IFrequency iValid Percent iCumulative Percent 

iYes 21 100. 100 

i Q uestlon I you In e review va ua e. 6 D'd f d th bl ? 
I Frequency !Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Strongly Agree 11 50.0 50.0, 
Somewhat Agree , 11 50.0 100.01 
Total f 21 100.0 I 

Douglas County Comments 

A/os! Valuable Part of Review 

Suggestions (Or Improvement 

Elbert County 



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

IFrequency Valid Percent ,Cumulative Percent 
!Yes 1 50.01 50.0 

No 1 50.01 100.0 

iTotal 2 100.01 

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

Percent ICumulative Percent 

id Percent Cumulative Percent 
50.01 
50.01 

100.0. 

Elbert County Comments 



EI Paso County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child discussed in the review? 
IFrequency IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent 

Yes 1 201 100.01 100 

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

IFrequency IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 
!Yes 1 201 1001 100 

I 

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

IFrequency !Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes i 19 95.01 95.0 
No 1 5.01 100.0 
ITotal 20 100.01 

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

Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 

I 

I 

1 
I 

Yes 20 100.01 100.01 

the review? 

1 



Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 
r--------------r~------

iFrequency lid Percent ,Cumulative Percent 
~-------------+~~~~ 

EI Paso County Comments 

1\1ost Valuable Part o(Review 

party was able 



Fremont County 

I 

, I 
I Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child discussed in the review? I 
i IFrequency [Valid Percent ICumulative Percent I 
,Yes i 51 100.01 100.01 

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

Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 
5 100.0i 

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

IFrequency Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes I 4 80.01 100.01 
No 
D, 1 20.0 20.0 .-... t'~""''' 
Total 5 100.0 

our views/concerns durin the review? 
Cumulative Percent 

Yes 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 
Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Strongly I 
IA ree 40.01 40.0 
:Somewhat I 

I 

I 
jAgree 11 20.01 60.01 

I 

INeutral 21 40.0[ 100.01 
I 

51 100.01 ITotal 

Fremont Comments 



Garfield County 

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

IVaiid Percent Cumulative Percent 
IYes 100.0 100.0 

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

Valid Percent ,Cumulative Percent 
IYes 2 100.01 100.01 

IQQ,til'l.n 4: Was the youth/child's safety, while in placement, discussed during 

u find the review valuable? 
umulative Percent 



Garfield County Comments 

Alas! Valuable Part o(Revieyt' 

Suggestions {or Improvement 

Grand County 

Question 1: Was the permanenc goal for the youth/child discussed in the review? 
iValid Percent lative Percent 

:Yes 4 100.0 100.0 

ess, or lack of progress, toward reaching that goal discussed in 
the review? 

:Valid Percent iCumulative Percent 
Yes 100.01 100.01 

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

!Frequency iValid Percent ICumulative Percent 
IYes 100.01 



Question 6: Did ou find the review valuable? 
IFre 'Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 

21 50.01 50.01 
21 50.01 100.01 
4 100.01 

Grand County Comments 

No suggestions provided. 

Jefferson County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child discussed in the review? 
IFrequency iValid Percent ICumulative Percent 

Yes I 291 100.01 100.0 

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

'Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
100.01 100.01 

wuestlon 4: Was the 
review? 



Question 6: Did ou find the review valuable? 
IFrequenc IVaiid Percent :Cumulative Percent 

191 65.51 65.5 
6[ 20.71 86.21 
31 10.3 96.5 

3.4 100.0 
29 100.01 

Jefferson County Comments 

lvIost Valuable Part of Review 

,Focus on permanency goal. Identify safety concerns. 

parents 

Xwa 



listens to what you have to say and takes extra effort to follow up on any issues that 
is helpful and nt to work with. X does a great job! 

case w/reviewer- X usually has good feedback & he is open to 

very supportive and thorough in reviewing the case. case today however, is very close 
an finalization, so there were not any "''''''''''~>rn''''rt issues to discuss. 

Kiowa County 



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

ICumulative Percent 

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

I [Frequency IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent I 

iNo 1 100.oi 
~------~----------4----------------
'Total 21 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? I 

! t ICumulative Percent [ 

IStrongly Agree 11 50.01 50.0 
Somewhat Disagree 11 50.0j 100.0 
Total 21 100.01 

Kiowa County Comments 

lvlos! Valuable Part of Review 

No suggestions provided. 

La Plata County 

the review? 

1 



placement, 

Question 6: Did ou find the review valuable? 
ncy Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Stron 1 100.0 100.01 

La Plata County Comments 



Larimer County 

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

uency IVaiid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Yes 100.0 100.01 

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

ncy iValid Percent Cumulative Percent 
,Yes 100.01 100.0 

I 
Question 4: Was the youth/child's safety, while in placement, discussed during the 

review? 
IFrequency IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 

IYes 71 100.01 100.0 

Question 5: Were ou able to express your views/concerns durin the review? 
iFre Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

rYes 7 100.0 100.01 



Larimer County Comments 

Las Animas County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for theyouth/child discussed in the review? 
IFrequency IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent 

Yes J 51 100.01 100.0 

yuestlon 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, tn\J!.I:::I"t'I reaching that goal discussed in 
the O"4U''''*,'/ 

1 

review? 



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

requency ,Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 

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

IYes ! 51 100.01 
IFrequency IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 

I I 
100.01 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 1 
I iFrequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent I 
iStrongly Agree 2 40.0 40.0 
Somewhat A 1 20.0 60.0 
Neutral 2 40.01 100.0' 
iTotal 5 100.0 

Las Animas County Comments 

Most Valuable Part ofRevieH/ 

No suggestions provided. 

Lincoln County 



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

[Frequency Valid Percent [Cumulative Percent 

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

[Yes 1 11 100.01 100.0 

I Question 6' Did you find the review valuable? 
i 'Frequency Valid PercentlCumulative Percent 

I~omewhat ! 
Agree 1 100.01 100.0 

Lincoln County Comments 

Logan County 

discussed in the re 
e Percent 

100.0: 



I Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, toward reaching that goal discussed 
! in the review? 
I ~~~~~ 

6 

ICumulative Percent 
100.01 100.0! 

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

Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 
IYes 61 100.0! 100.0 

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

IFrequency [Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

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

Yes 1 61 100.01 100.0 

Cumulative Percent 
66.71 

100.0 
100.01 

Logan County Comments 



Mesa County 

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

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

IFrequency IValid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Yes I 13! 92.9 92.9 
No Response I 11 7.1 100.0 
Total I 141 100.0 

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

IFrequency !Valid Percent !Cumulative Percent 
Yes 100.01 100.01 

Question 5: Were ou able to express your views/concerns durin the review 
131 92.9 92.9 
1 1001 

umulative Percent 

I 

I 



Mesa County Comments 

Suggestions {Or Improvement 

Moffat County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child discussed in the review? 
IFre uenc IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent 

2: Was progress, or lack of progress, toward 
the review? 

nt 



I
I Question 4: Was the youth/child's safety, while in placement, discussed during the 

review? 
I IFrequency IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent 
IYes I E 66.71 66.71 
!No 33.31 100.01 
ITotal 100.01 I 

! Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns during the review? 
I IFrequency IVaiid Percent t I 

~ 
81 88.9 88.91 
11 11.1 100.01 

otal I 91 100.0 

1 11.1 
2 22.2 

1, 11.1 I 
88.81 

1 11.1 100.01 
9 100.0 

Moffat County Comments 



Montezuma County 

outh/child discussed in the review? 
iCumulative Percent 

Yes 100.01 100.01 

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

IFrequency iVaJid Percent iCumulative Percent 
Yes I 100.Q1 100.01 

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

,Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
100.01 100.0 

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

Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 



Montezuma County Comments 

No suggestions provided 

Morgan County 

Question 1: Was the permanency 
Frequency iCumulative Percent 

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

Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Yes 100.0 100.0' 

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

alid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes 100.0' 100.01 

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

'Frequency alid Percent umulative Percent 
100. 

review? 



Question 6: Did ou find the review valuable? 
iValid Percent ICumulative Percent 

66.7! 66.71 
100.0 

100.01 

Morgan County Comments 

Most Valuable Part of Review 

Suggestions {Or Improvement 

Ouray County 

Question 1: Was the permanenc goal for the outh/child discussed in the review? 

L-- IFrequency 
!Ves I 

IValid Percent Cumulative Percent I 
11 100.01 100.0 

progress, or lack of progress, toward reaching that goal discussed in 
the review? 



Question 5: Were you able to express our views/concerns durin the review? 
'Fre IValid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Yes 1 100.0, 1 

Ouray County Comments 

No suggestions provided. 

Pitkin County 

Was progress, or lack of progress, toward discussed in 



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

IFrequency IValid Percent ulative Percent 
iYes 100.0 100.0' 

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

iValid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Yes 100.01 100.0 

rYes 

Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
100.0 100.0i 

Pitkin County Comments 

eviewer is interested and appears to be vested in how cases he is reviewing - he wants 
hat is best for kids. 

Prowers County 



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

IFrequency IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes 100.0 100.0 

Valid Percent umulative Percent 
100.0 

Prowers County Comments 



Pueblo County 

Question 1: Was the permanenc goal for the youth/child discussed in the review? 
i IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent 

Yes 100.01 100.0! 

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

iFrequency IValid Percent iCumulative Percent 
Yes i 251 100.01 100.0 

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

IFrequency [Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes I 251 100.01 100.0 

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

IFrequency IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 
!Yes 251 100.01 100.01 

Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns during the review? 
I IFrequency iValid Percent iCumulative Percent 
!Yes I 251 100.01 100.0 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 
iFrequenc 'Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

1 



Pueblo County Comments 

review for child of progress and issues. X always good at explaining/questioning 
Inancial/funding. X emphasized to youth that even if goal changes, child will be safe with 

relatives, foster care, etc. 

iClarification on termination of parental rights since this is second child to be terminated from 
Ithese parents. 

iscussing the long-term goal and assuring child's needs are being met at school and with 
ed doctor. 

oncerned about our kids and is willing to listen and give help when needed. 

ne involved continues to be on the same page with the goal of the child. 

!Seeing adoptive mother and child and having foster mom participate. 

IOpportunity to discuss case with outside party. 

IDiscussing therapy for my daughter. 

IOpportunity for parent to give voice to concerns and opinions. 

IDiscussing child's best interest plus family's safety needs. 

kind. 

ng file to assure all paperwork was in the file, to assure appropriate plan is made for 
to assure that other were before termination of 

the review was an eye opener the parent as he realized the severity 
sudden realization as to how his child has been in care. 

was helpful. Thanks. 

IFC Reviewer made all aspects of the logistics of adoption clear to the adoptive parent She 
lwas also very positive and friendly. 

!Prepared for termination. 

iT he ability to update all parties concerned about my foster daughters progress and current 
Istatus. 

tanding of caregiver's expectation. (2) Better understanding of natural 
(3) Opportunity for reviewer to have first hand with Mom. 

the case. 



labrupt with her. Sorry for having no suggestions to solve this. 

INone - Review went fine. 

would be interested in the range of services available for children in foster care. 
for children with needs. 

Teller County 

I Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child discussed in the review? 1 
! !Frequency Valid Percent iCumulative Percent I 
Yes ! 1 100.01 100.01 

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

IFrequency Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes I 1 100.01 100.0 

I 1 

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

IFrequency IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes I 100.01 100.01 

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

IFrequency Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 

Question 5: Were you able to ex our views/concerns during the review? 
F ,Cumulative Percent 

Percent 

1 



Teller County Comments 

for review allowed me to take closer look at time 
cks & balances 

No suggestions provided. 

Washington County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child discussed in the review? 
IFrequency IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent 

Yes 41 100.01 100.01 

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

IFrequency IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes 100.01 100.0 

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

!Frequency IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes I 41 100.01 100.0 

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

IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 
es 



Washington County Comments 

AJost Valuable Part o{Reviel',' 

IRe-learning the process & seeing how well it works. 

IFather's ability to express his opinions and feel heard. 

IReceiving more information on the child's situation was very helpful. Discussing future plans for 
Ipermanent placement was also helpful. ~ __ ~ _______ ~ 

Suggestions {Or Improvernent 
No suggestions provided. 

Weld County 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child discussed in the review? 
Fre Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Yes 29 100.0 100.0 

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

IFrequency IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes I 291 100.0: 100.01 

I 

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

iFrequency /Valid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes I 29: 100.0/ 100.0 

I i : 

Percent 

I 



Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 
IFrequency jValid Percent ICumulative Percent 

~trongly Agree 181 62.11 62.11 
Somewhat Agree 51 17.21 79.3/ 
~eutral I 5i 17.21 96.61 
~omewhat Disagree 11 3.41 I 

100.01 
Total I 291 100.01 

Weld County Comments 

of the kids. Things were 



Suggestions {Or Improvement 

County Not Specified 

Question 1: Was the permanency goal for the youth/child discussed in the review? I 
IFrequency IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 

iYes 1 181 90.01 90.01 
No Response 

I 
21 10.01 100.0 I 

ITotal I 201 100.0\ 

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

[Frequency IVaiid Percent [Cumulative Percent I 

IAQ.?lnn 3: Were the while in placernel1t 



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

Valid Percent mulative Percent 
--------_r--~--~--------_r-------------

171 
1 

100.0! 
20 100.0, 

Question 5: Were ou able to express our views/concerns durin the review? 
Frequenc Valid Percent umulative Percent 

17 85.0' 

3 100.0 
20 

Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 
Frequenc Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

1 65.0 
15.0' 

10.01 
201 100.0 

County Not Specified Comments 



Suggestions {Or Improvement 

Id not change anything the reviewer does: Any suggestions for improvement would be 
ted to the cou of review. 



Dye Specific Information 



DYC Central 

/Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, toward reaching that goal discussed in 
I the review? 
: IFre IValid Percent ICumulative Percent 
Yes 87.5 
iNo Response 1 1 
!Total 8 

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

100.01 100.0 
[Cumulative Percent I 

\Yes 
!Frequency 

81 
!Valid Percent 

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

Frequency Valid Percent 'Cumulative Percent 
'Yes 8 100.0 1 

I Question 5: Were you able to express your views/concerns during the review? 
IFrequency IVaiid Percent ICumulative Percent 

IYes 61 75.01 75.0 
No Response 21 25.01 100.0 
Total I 81 100.01 I 

IVaiid Percent umulative Percent 
62.51 

100.0: 

DYC Denver/Central Comments 



Dye Northern 

1 Question 2: Was progress, or lack of progress, toward reaching that goal discussed in I 
I the review? I 
I IFrequency jValid Percent ICumulative Percent I 
[Yes 91 100.01 100.01 

youth/child's safety, 



Question 5: Were 
IFrequency 

iYes 91 

our views/concerns durin the review? 

I 100.01 

Cumulative Percent 

I Question 6: Did you find the review valuable? 
, 'Frequency [Valid Percent iCumulative Percent 
IStrongly Agree 81 88.9i 
ISomewhat Agree 1 11.11 

ITotal , 9 100.01 

DYC Denver/Northern Region Comments 

lvfost Valuable Part of Review 

100.01 

88.9 
100.0 

I 



Appendix A 
10/04 

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. 

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/concerns during the YES NO 
review? 

6- Did you find the review valuable? (Circle one response) 
Strongly agree Somewhat agree Neutral Somewhat ".C,,",""""'" Strongly disagree 

7 - Please list the most valuable of review: 




