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Background

» Review occurred the week of September 22 — 26,
2008

» Review included 44 reviewers: 26 county staff,
16 ARD staff, and 2 Child Welfare staff

» Reviewers included representatives from 14
Colorado counties

» Within five (5) days, 11 review teams (of 2— 4
reviewers) reviewed 1,291 screened out referrals
from around the state.

Sampling

» The sample was extracted from Trails on
September 6, 2008.

* The sample universe included all PA 5 Child
Protection referrals screened out between March
5,2008 — September 5, 2008.

* A stratified random sampling technique was used
to create the sample included in the review.




Review Sample

1,291 screened out referrals were pulled for
review

— 536 from ten large counties

— 520 from mid-size counties

— 235 from balance-of-state counties

Findings reflect the sample only and are not yet
generalizable to the statewide population.

Q1. Was this referral correctly coded as a PA 5 referral?

10 Large Middieized Total
[0, PA4 Youth in Conflict 6 3 2 11
IO No. Other 2 8 2 2
JaNo, Institutional Abuse/Neglect| ] 3 0 3
Ves 528 s06 231 1265

Q2. If this referral is documented as a duplicate referral, is it the same
allegation as a previous referral?
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Out of 1,291 referrals, about 9% were identified in Trails as du plicate referrals.

Of the 117 referrals identified by the counties as duplicate, reviewers agreed
that approximately 50% were actually duplicate.




Q3. If this referral is a duplicate, has it been associated to the previous

referral that it duplicates?
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Of the 106 duplicate referrals identified by review teams,
approximately 30% were associated to the referrals that they
duplicated.

Duplicate referral numbers differ between questions 2 and 3, due to
some referrals being coded incorrectly as duplicate referrals.
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Q4. If this referral is on an open assessment or case, was it
associated/connected to the open case or assessment?
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Q5. As part of the screening decision, what information did the county

department gather during the referral?
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Q5. As part of the screening decision, what information did the county
department gather during the referral?
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Q6. Were all of the referral reasons identified during the referal/screening
process accurately selected in the referral reasons pick list on the referral
general information window in Trails?
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Q7. If the answer to the above question was “No”, what pick list values
should have been identified as referral reasons?
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Q8. Were the client relationships accurately coded in Trails?
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QO. If this is the third report of suspected child abuse or neglect within a two-year
period and the two previous reports were not accepted for investigation, did the county

in the

case system (Trails) that the supervisor
ensured that all prior reports, assessments and applicable cases were reviewed in terms
of actions taken and services provided?
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Q10. Did the review team find other referrals or cases that the county did
not document under their search or records check for people identified in
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this referral?

90%
80%
0%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

%

10 Large Middle Sized BOS Total
|_u,\,, 448 371 156 975
QVes] 56 116 57 29




Q11. Based on the documentation in Trails, did the county contact
everyone necessary to make an informed decision to screen out the

referral?
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Q12. If the review team thinks that further information was needed to
make certain the referral could be safely screened out, who should have
been contacted?
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Q13. What was the documented reason for not accepting the referral?
INo information available from reporter of A&N EOther
3rd Party Incident - Ref. to Law Enforcement. DAdditional Information
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Custody Issues OIDuplicate referral
F ly Location Unknown info to find chid/family or to proceed
Refer Other Soc/Human Sve Dept, Agey, or Indy : IR, follow-up required
Repeated unsubstantiated allegations made EReport Past Incident of Abuse/Neglect-no Current Alg|
Subject of report is over age
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Q14. Based on the review team’s opinion, is the county’s reason for not
accepting the referral accurately documented in the ‘Not Accepted for
Assessment Reasons’ in Trails?
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Q15. If the answer to the above question was “No”, what should the
reason have been?
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Q16. Did the county document other reasons for screening out the referral
that were not captured in the pick list?
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In April 2008, additional screen out reasons were added to the pick list
in Trails, based on recommendations from the last Screen Out Review
in 2007.




Q17. Did the county screen out this referral after making face -to-face
contact(s) with the persons responsible for the care of the child(ren) or the
alleged victims?
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« Itappears that approximately 9% of referrals reviewed were screened
out after making face -to-face contact with the person(s) responsible for
care of the child(ren) or alleged victim.

Q18. Based on the information in Trails on this referral and the answers to
the above questions, did the county document how they reached their
decision to screen out the referral?
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Q19. Based on the information in Trails on this referral, in thereview
team’s opinion should this referral have been screened out?

"I T 1T T T 1
90%

80%

0%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

10 Large ‘Middle Sized BOS Total
|.HN N 55 75 27 157
Qe 469 a7 202 1098




Q20. If no to the above, does further research in Trails show that the
reason to screen out the referral was acceptable?
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« Inapproximately 12% of referrals reviewed, the initial review team
believed the referral should have been assigned for assessment.

Q21. If “No” to the above, does the review team believe there are current
safety concerns for the child(ren) that require further follow-up or

research?
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*  60% of the referrals that the reviewers believed should have been
assigned had safety concerns.
« The initial review team believed there may have been safety concerns
in 7.5% of all referrals reviewed.
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Q22. If the initial review team believes this referral should have been
assigned, does the 2™ Level review team believe the decision to screen out
the referral was acceptable?
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Of those referrals that the first level review team believed should have
been accepted for assessment, the second level review team agree d
48% of the time.




Q24. If the initial review team believes there are current safey concerns,
does the 2nd Level Review Team believe that there are current sa fety
concerns?
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The second level review team agreed with the first level review team’s
assessment of current safety concerns approximately 42% of the time.

Follow-up and Feedback

102 screened out referrals were referred back to 32
counties for follow-up and/or feedback

65 of those 102 referrals were sent back to 29 counties for
follow up:

— 23 were sent to 9 of the 10 large counties
— 29 were sent to 13 of the midsized counties
— 13 were sent to 7 of the balance of state counties

37 referrals were sent back for information purposes only.

The ARD requested the counties provide documentation of
follow-up by 10/31/08. All but 5 counties have responded.

Next Steps

» A formal narrative report will be completed by the ARD.

» Instrument and review process improvements will be
designed for the 2009 Screen Out Review.

* Formal recommendations will be submitted to PAC related
to:

« Trails Functionality
« Policy Changes and overall systemic issues
* Training Enhancements




