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Glossary
Child Welfare Population Refers to children, youth, and families who receive services
from child welfare agencies in Colorado
Colorado Child Welfare Child welfare in Colorado encompasses prevention and

intervention services, youth in conflict services, child
protection services, and supporting children or youth adopted
through foster care, Medicaid only-services, and youth whose
permanency goal is no longer reunification (Colorado
Department of Human Services, n.d.)

Colorado Child Protective “Services provided to protect children whose physical, mental

Services or emotional well-being is threatened by the actions or
omissions of parents, legal guardians, custodians, or persons
responsible for providing out-of-home care” (Colorado
Department of Human Services, n.d.)

Culturally Respectful Practice Child welfare practice and tool implementation that
appropriately and effectively engage with the relevant cultural
backgrounds and lived experiences of children, youth, and
families

Family Diversity Family diversity refers to the wide range of family structures,
cultural backgrounds, and relationship dynamics and promotes
fairness and inclusion for all individuals, regardless of their
family makeup or cultural origins (The OR Briefings, 2024)

Domestic Violence/Intimate Colorado’s definition of domestic violence from Rev. Stat. § 13-

Partner Violence 14-101 - Any act, attempted act, or threatened act of violence,
stalking, harassment, or coercion that is committed by any
person against another person with whom the actor is involved
or has been involved in an intimate relationship (Child Welfare
Information Gateway, 2021)

Implementation The entirety of the assessment implementation process,
encompassing all information gathering that occurred in order
for safety and risk assessments to be marked complete

Legal Partners Professionals and entities involved in child welfare legal
proceedings, including county attorneys, judicial officers, the
Office of the Child’s Representative (OCR) and Guardians ad
Litem (GALs), the Office of the Respondent Parents Counsel
(ORPC), and Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASA)

State Leadership Colorado Department of Human Services (CDHS), Division of
Child Welfare (DCW) leadership members
Lived Experience People who have directly experienced the child welfare system

as recipients of services (i.e, former foster care youth, foster
parents, or parents of children/youth who have been removed
from their care)

Tools Colorado Family Safety Assessment and Colorado Family Risk
Assessment instruments
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Victim National Child Abuse and Neglect Data System (NCANDS)

glossary defines victim as a child for whom an incident of
abuse or neglect has been substantiated or indicated by an
investigation or assessment (NCANDS, 2000).
Child about whom a report regarding maltreatment has been
made to a CPS agency

Workforce Agency staff involved in the administration, supervision, and
delivery of child welfare services, including caseworkers,
supervisors, managers, and directors
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Executive Summary

House Bill (HB) 24-1046, Concerning
Measures to Enhance Child Welfare System
Tools, mandated a comprehensive, third-party
audit of Colorado’s Family Safety and Family
Risk Assessment tools due to long-standing
concerns about inconsistent implementation,
potential bias in decision-making, and gaps in
ensuring child safety statewide. The Office

of the Colorado Child Protection Ombudsman
(CPO) contracted with ICF as the independent
evaluator to carry out this legislatively
required audit.

ICF implemented a multi-level, mixed-method,
statewide audit that included best practice
review, documents review, administrative
data, case reviews, workgroups, surveys and
focus groups with key stakeholder groups.

The audit examined tool design, tools training,
workforce implementation and consistency,
cultural responsiveness, communication of
results, and determination processes. These
were evaluated for alignment with regulations
in The Code of Colorado Regulations, (Volume
7, Child Welfare Rules) and national best
practices.

Directive One: Identify tools and resources
to ensure risk and safety assessments are
carried out consistently.

Key Findings:

Colorado’s Family Safety and Family Risk
Assessment tools are well-aligned with policy
standards and include detailed guidance for
assessing safety, danger, and risk. However,
inconsistent conceptual clarity, imprecise
definitions, and reliance on historical factors in
the risk assessment introduce potential bias
and documentation burdens. The tools do not
fully support complex family situations or
Domestic Violence/Intimate Partner Violence
(DV/IPV) dynamics or address cultural
considerations.
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Recommendations:

1. Redefine safety and risk using
observable, behavior-based criteria to
reduce subjectivity.

2. Revise or replace the risk assessment
tool to reduce reliance on historical
factors.

3. Strengthen
fidelity monitoring statewide.

4. Align policies with ethical and equity
standards to minimize unintended
harm.

Directive Two: Identify gaps and solutions to
enable caseworkers to complete the risk or
safety assessment in real time while in the
field.

Key Findings:

Most caseworkers report being unable to
complete the Colorado Family Safety and
Family Risk Assessments in real time due to
technology limitations, time constraints, and
tool complexity, leading to delayed
documentation and reduced transparency
with families.

Recommendations:

1. Strengthen real-time documentation
capability via mobile/offline tools and
simplified design.

2. Improve documentation of family
involvement with explicit fields and
aligned narratives.

Directive Three: Examine the impacts of
geography when using risk or safety
assessments.

Key Findings:

Significant geographic variability exists in the
implementation of safety and risk assessment
tools across counties, driven by differences in
infrastructure, policies, and available services.

Recommendations
1. Invest in technology access (mobile
devices, connectivity) to enable real-
time documentation and reduce
disparities.
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2. Create shared-services models for
supervision/consultation and provide
surge staffing for small counties.

3. Address service availability gaps by
partnering to expand healthcare,
behavioral health, and
housing supports; adjust tool guidance
where scarcity persists.

Directive Four: Examine the impacts of race
and ethnicity when using the risk or safety
assessments and how they affect
communities that are over-represented in
the child welfare system.

Key Findings:

Colorado Family Safety and Family Risk
Assessment tools and practices lack

cultural responsiveness and contribute to
inequitable outcomes, particularly for families
of color, tribal communities, and marginalized
populations. Historical risk factors included in
the Colorado Family Risk Assessment
disproportionately elevate scores for families
of color. Both tools lack cultural nuance,
language accessibility, and responsiveness to
diverse family structures.

Recommendations:

1. Standardize culturally responsive
documentation that ensures family
histories, strengths, and cultural
identities are captured accurately and
respectfully.

2. Redesign tools to reduce embedded
bias by limiting reliance on outdated
or disproportionate records.

3. Integrate and strengthen family
diversity training.

Directive Five. Evaluate and recommend
best practices for sharing risk or safety
assessments with families, legal
professionals, and the judicial branch.

Key Findings:

Colorado’s Family Safety and Family

Risk Assessment tool results are
inconsistently shared with families and legal
stakeholders, often lacking clarity, cultural
sensitivity, or literacy-appropriate

vi
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communication. Results are often not

shared with legal professionals

until the judicial discovery process, nor are
they consistently shared with families who do
not have court-involved cases.

Recommendations:

1. Standardize statewide assessment-
sharing protocols for families and legal
partners.

2. Require timely, plain-language sharing
of results directly with families.

3. Strengthen training and coaching for
caseworkers in communication and
cultural responsiveness.

Directive Six: Evaluate and recommend best
practices for training on risk and safety
assessments.

Key Findings:

Training on the Colorado Family Safety
Assessment Tool and Family Risk Assessment
Tool is delivered but does not reliably
translate into practice because it isn't applied,
timed, or reinforced in ways that support
consistent use.

Recommendations:

1. Expand application-based, real-world
training

2. Mandate training on cultural humility,
bias mitigation, and trauma-informed
skills.

3. Optimize timing and sequencing of
training to align better with worker
field exposure; include boosters and
refreshers.

Directive Seven: Examine the risk and safety
assessments for domestic violence or
intimate partner violence and recommend
best practices.

Key Findings:

The current child welfare safety and risk tools
do not account for or assess domestic
violence (DV/IPV) in child welfare cases. In
many cases, the tools unintentionally penalize
survivors, misidentify risk, rely on victim-
blaming language, and fail to capture coercive
control or patterns of abuse over time. This
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results in unreliable decision-making and
inadequate support for families.

Recommendations:

1. Enhance DV/IPV assessment items

2. Expand training on coercive control,
trauma responses, and culturally
responsive DV assessment.

3. Standardize processes across
counties and unify definitions and
practices across community partners.

Directive Eight: Audit the inter-rater
reliability of the safety assessment.

Key Findings: Inter-rater agreement on the
Colorado Safety Assessment Tool ranged from
moderate to high, though variation

in interpreting neglect-related scenarios
suggests persistent subjectivity.

Recommendations:

1. Strengthen guidance on assessing
neglect and poverty-related risks

2. Expand training focused on impending
danger criteria using high-quality case
examples.

Directive Nine: Audit the required
documentation for the planning and removal
of a child from the child's primary caregiver.

Key Findings:

Colorado has clear policies and structured
tools to guide safety and risk decision-making,
but inconsistent documentation weakens
their reliability and leads to uneven decisions
and reduced family trust.

Recommendations:

1. Enhance narrative and contextual
documentation to capture the
nuances of family circumstances.

2. Promote supervisory oversight and
case review routines

3. Increase transparency and
accountability in removal decisions by
establishing clearer expectations for
rationale.

4. Ensure that families and legal partners
understand the basis for decisions

vii
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5. Upgrade technology and
documentation supports

Summary of Key Findings
and Recommendations:

A legislatively mandated audit of Colorado’s
Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment
tools found that, although the tools align with
policy standards, they are inconsistently
implemented and contribute to inequitable
outcomes across the state. Key issues include
subjective or outdated items, challenges
completing assessments in real time, county-
level variability, cultural and racial inequities,
ineffective DV/IPV assessment practices,
inconsistent sharing of results, and
documentation gaps affecting safety planning
and removal decisions. Training exists but
does not consistently translate into practice.

Recommendations

1. Strengthen tool clarity by defining
safety and risk using clear, observable
behaviors and reducing reliance on
historical factors that create bias.

2. Improve real-time documentation by
expanding mobile/offline technology
and simplifying tool structure to better
capture family involvement.

3. Reduce geographic variability by
increasing statewide technology
access and providing shared-services
models and surge staffing for smaller
counties.

4. Enhance cultural responsiveness
through standardized race/ethnicity
data and expanded training on cultural
humility and bias mitigation.

5. Improve communication of
assessment results by adopting
statewide sharing standards and
requiring plain-language explanations
to families and legal partners.

6. Strengthen training with practical,
case-based learning, refreshed
modules, and trauma-informed and
equity-focused content.
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Improve DV/IPV assessment by adding
indicators of coercive control,
removing victim-blaming language,
and standardizing aligned practices
statewide.

viii
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Increase reliability and documentation
quality through clearer guidance on
neglect vs. poverty and stronger
supervisory review of removal
decisions.
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TaBLE 1.—List of Directives and Recommendations.

LIST OF DIRECTIVES LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Strengthen and Clarify Family Safety and Family Risk
1. Identify tools and resources Assessment Tools
to ensure risk and safety
assessments are carried out
consistently

a. Redefine safety and risk using observable,
behavior-based criteria to reduce subjectivity.

b. Revise or replace the current risk assessment tool
to reduce reliance on historical factors and
economic factors.

c. Refine definitions and timeframes related to
impending harm (e.g., what constitutes the “near
future”).

d. Codify what constitutes a “significant change” in
household circumstances requiring updated
assessments.

e. Specify the maximum allowable duration for a
safety plan.

f. Reduce duplication and streamline overlapping
documentation fields.

g. Expand narrative sections to allow for context,
nuance, and individualized interpretation.

2. Improve Training Quality, Standardization, and Practice
Support

a. Develop and implement statewide standardized
curricula, syllabi, and modules.

b. Increase training focused on implicit bias, cultural
responsiveness, and family diversity, DV/IPV, and
behavioral health.

c. Strengthen skill-building for consistent, real-time
use of risk and safety assessment tools.

d. Improve supervision and documentation practices
that support high-quality decision-making.
3. Enhance Family Engagement, Communication, and
Transparency

a. Codify expectations for plain-language
explanations about assessment tools, their
purpose, and findings.
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LIST OF DIRECTIVES LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

b. Require structured opportunities for families to
provide input before assessments are finalized.

c. Standardize statewide practices for sharing
assessment results with families and stakeholders.

4. Improve Technology, System Integration, and Workflow
Support

a. Enhance Trails integration, including auto-
population of relevant history.

b. Increase mobile and offline functionality to support
field conditions.

c. Improve real-time usability of assessment tools
during home visits and fieldwork.

d. Establish clear timeframes for entering the Family
Safety Assessment into the statewide
comprehensive child welfare information system,
Trails, and securing supervisory approval.

5. Increase Organizational Alignment, Consistency, and
Fidelity
a. Align guidance across the Academy, Administrative
Review Department (ARD), counties, and state
leadership.

b. Strengthen statewide fidelity monitoring to ensure
consistent practice.

c. Develop structured communication and handoff
processes within and across teams.

6. Advance Equity, Validity, and Accountability in
Assessment Practices

a. Implement routine monitoring for racial and
geographic disparities.

b. Involve parents, legal partners, and frontline
workers in ongoing redesign and improvement
efforts.

c. Conduct updated validity and reliability studies on
all redesigned tools.

1. Strengthen real-time documentation capability via

2. Identify gaps and mobile/offline tools and simplified design
solutions to enable
caseworkers to complete
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LIST OF DIRECTIVES

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

the risk or safety
assessment in real time
while in the field

Improve documentation of family involvement,
circumstances, and strengths with explicit narrative
fields.

Increase workforce training, especially scenario-based to
simulate the real-world environment.

Reduce tool complexity and redundancy by focusing on
items that are realistic to obtain in safety and risk
assessment-oriented conversations.

Clarify instructions with examples and precise
documentation steps.

Improve access to case information during visits.

3. Examine the impacts of
geography when using risk
or safety assessments

Develop a tiered implementation framework with
minimum statewide standards and scalable
enhancements by county capacity.

Standardize core practices and documentation
requirements, while allowing limited local workflow
adaptation.

Expand targeted training and coaching beyond the pre-
service training in the Academy—pirioritizing rural/small
counties and low-confidence teams.

Invest in technology access (mobile devices,
connectivity) to enable real-time documentation and
reduce disparities.

Create shared services models for
supervision/consultation and provide surge staffing for
small counties.

Address service availability gaps by partnering to expand
healthcare, behavioral health, and housing supports;
adjust tool guidance where scarcity persists.

Implement statewide monitoring with quarterly
dashboards on timeliness, completion, and fidelity;
establish feedback loops for continuous improvement.

4. Examine the impacts of race
and ethnicity when using
the risk or safety
assessments and how they
affect communities that are

1.

2.

Standardize Culturally Responsive Documentation

a. Adopt statewide documentation guidelines that
ensure family histories, strengths, and cultural
identities are captured accurately and respectfully.

Limit Bias from Historical Records

xi
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LIST OF DIRECTIVES LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

over-represented in the a. Implement protocols that minimize reliance on

child welfare system outdated or disproportionate information such as
economic factors, prioritizing current family
strengths.

3. Strengthen Cultural Competency, Family Diversity, and
Bias Mitigation Training
a. Require ongoing training on cultural humility,
implicit bias, and equitable family engagement.

4. Co-Develop or Reinforce Assessment Processes with
Families

a. Adopt engagement methods that center family
voice and agency, using communication tools
aligned with cultural norms.

5. Enhance Quality Assurance and Accountability

a. Establish routine oversight to detect inequities in
documentation and decision-making, with
feedback loops for improvement.

5. Evaluate and recommend |1. Standardize Statewide Assessment
best practices for

. . a. Sharing protocols for families and legal partners.
sharing risk or safety

assessments with 2. Require timely, plain-language sharing of results directly
families, legal with families.
professionals, and the 3. Strengthen training and coaching for caseworkers in

judicial branch communication and cultural responsiveness.

4. Promote transparent, family-centered communication
practices.

5. Improve integration and communication with legal
professionals.

1. Expand application-based, real-world training and use

6. Evaluate and recommend real Colorado case scenarios, hands-on case review
best practices for training loops, and skill-practice rather than theoretical exercises.
on risk and safety 2 Mand ice-based traini [tural humili
assessments . Mandate practice-based training on cultural humility,

family diversity, bias mitigation, and trauma-informed
skills inclusive of lived experience voices.

3. Improve timing and sequencing of training to align better
with worker field exposure, including boosters and
refreshers.

Xii



Evaluation of Colorado Family Risk Assessment
and Colorado Family Safety Assessment Tools February 27, 2026

LIST OF DIRECTIVES

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Expand mentor-shadowing models where workers
complete an assessment(s) step-by-step with guidance.

Provide enhanced structured supervisor training, job aids,
and fidelity tools to reinforce consistent use across
counties.

Create feedback loops, coaching logs, and supervisory
signoffs to ensure proper use of tools.

7. Examine the risk and safety
assessments for domestic
violence or intimate partner
violence and recommend
best practices.

Improve Tool Language and Structure

a. Remove victim-blaming language, focus on offender
accountability and survivor safety strategies.

Simplify wording and ensure cultural sensitivity.
Enhance DV/IPV Assessment ltems

a. Add pattern-based indicators, differentiate history
vs. current risk.

Expand training on coercive control, trauma responses,
and culturally responsive DV assessment.

Improve Documentation and Confidentiality

a. Limit sensitive information in case plans and
provide clear guidelines on documentation.

Standardize processes across counties and unify
definitions and practices across community partners.

8. Audit the inter-rater
reliability of the safety
assessment

Strengthen Guidance on Assessing Neglect and
Poverty-Related Risks

a. Provide clearer guidance and examples to help
workers distinguish poverty-related conditions
versus neglect, risk factors versus imminent safety
threats, and when supports versus safety
interventions are appropriate.

Expand Training Focused on Impending Danger Criteria
a. Offer targeted training clarifying the definition of
impending danger, using high-quality case
examples and facilitated discussion to build shared
understanding.

Incorporate Bias-Reduction Strategies into Safety
Assessment Practice

a. Integrate structured prompts to check for
poverty-related assumptions, reflection tools, and

xiii
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LIST OF DIRECTIVES

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

examples illustrating how bias influences
interpretation.

Improve Tools and Decision Aids for Consistency

a. Refine the safety assessment tool to include
clearer definitions, reduce ambiguity, and provide
guidance on weighing contextual details.

Use More Robust Training Cases for Future Interrater
Reliability Checks

a. Develop richer, realistic cases with opportunities
for clarifying questions and pilot them before use.

Reinforce Supervision Practices that Support Critical
Thinking
a. Encourage supervisors to use consistent guiding
questions, facilitate team consultations, explore
reasoning differences, and model differentiation
between need and danger.

9. Audit the required
documentation for the
planning and removal of a
child from the child's
primary caregiver

Enhance narrative and contextual documentation by
clarifying the procedure around using narrative notes (e.g.,
Record of Contact [ROC] notes or incorporate narrative
into assessments) to capture the nuances of family
circumstances that structured tools may miss

Increase transparency and accountability in removal
decisions by establishing clearer expectations for
documenting the rationale for removal versus in-home
interventions and ensure that families and legal partners
understand the basis for decisions

Upgrade technology and documentation supports and
explore tools that streamline note-taking and integration
of narrative information with assessment results

Xiv
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Introduction

Nationally, child welfare systems rely on accurate safety and risk assessment tools to guide
critical decisions about a child's immediate protection and long-term well-being. When
these tools are flawed—or when staff are trained on imperfect or inconsistently
implemented versions—the result is unreliable decision-making, higher rates of both
unnecessary family separations and missed dangers, and the amplification of existing racial
and county-level disparities (Vial et al,, 2020; Feely & Bosk, 2021.)

Similarly, Colorado’s Family Safety Assessment tool and Family Risk Assessment tool are
designed to support child welfare caseworkers in making consistent, informed decisions to
protect child safety, assess risk, and guide service planning for children and families. To
function as intended, these tools must be clearly designed, supported by effective training,
and applied in real time by a workforce operating across diverse family circumstances,
geographic contexts, and communities that vary by race, ethnicity, culture, and access to
resources.

These assessments also inform how information is communicated to, understood by, and
relied upon by other system actors, including legal professionals and the Colorado Judicial
Branch as they make decisions that have profound and lasting impacts on families’ lives.

Families, in turn, experience these assessments not as abstract instruments, but as
processes that shape how they are understood, engaged, and treated by the child welfare
system.

Each of these layers (tool design, training, implementation, decision making, and family
experience) is interconnected, such that lack of clarity or consistency at any point can
compound downstream effects. This audit was designed to examine how Colorado’s safety
and risk assessment tools function across these interconnected layers, using multiple data
sources and perspectives to understand both intended design and real-world practice.

Statement of the Problem

Child welfare agencies are responsible for ensuring the safety of all children and

youth who come to their attention. Federal legislation, such as the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA) and the Indian Child Welfare Act (ICWA) require
states that receive CAPTA or ICWA funds to have processes in place to screen
maltreatment reports and assess children, youth and families’ safety and risk objectively
in a timely, unbiased, and culturally responsive manner (CAPTA, 2023). State CAPTA
plans must address program areas including the development, improvement, and
implementation of safety and risk assessment tools and associated protocols.

The critical decisions agencies make regarding child intervention services, including
removal or family separation, should be supported by reliable and valid tools used
consistently by staff. However, national evidence suggests that safety and risk
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assessments, and the decision making that follows, are not always made consistently—
even within the same jurisdiction (Nordmo et al., 2025). Complex factors, such as
practitioner attitudes, biases, and system context, play a significant role in decision
making, sometimes overriding formal assessment results (Baumann et al.,, 2011). These
factors directly affect the ability of agencies to achieve safety outcomes.

The Code of Colorado Regulations, (Volume 7, Child Welfare Rules), outlines the policies
and procedures that caseworkers and county departments must follow to ensure the
safety, permanency, and well-being of children, youth and families involved in the
state’s child welfare system. To comply with Volume 7, Colorado child welfare agencies
currently implement safety and risk assessment tools to engage with families, using one
tool for safety and another for risk. Echoing national evidence, the CPO and others have
raised concerns regarding inconsistent application of Colorado’s Family Safety and
Family Risk Assessment tools, noting that variability in use may lead to unreliable results
and potentially compromise the safety of children, youth, and families.

Background and Legislative Context

In May 2024, the Colorado General Assembly passed House Bill (HB) 24-1046,
mandating a comprehensive audit of the state’s safety and risk assessment tools to
address concerns regarding their effectiveness in evaluating child safety and risk. The
bill, titled Concerning Measures to Enhance Child Welfare System Tools, further required
the Office of the Colorado Child Protection Ombudsman (CPO) to engage a third-party,
independent evaluator to conduct the audit.

Established in 2010, the CPO operates independently from state and county agencies to
review questions and concerns about Colorado’s child protection system. Since

its inception, the CPO has played a critical role in engaging the public and collaborating
with lawmakers, professionals, and stakeholders to advance legislation and policies that
strengthen Colorado’s child welfare system and improve outcomes for

children, youth, and families.

HB 24-1046 originated from the work of the Colorado Child Welfare System Interim
Study Committee in 2023, which conducted five public sessions with legislators, system
leaders and partners, and individuals with lived experience. HB 24-1046 emerged as one
of the key bills from these convenings and was advanced for consideration during the
2024 legislative session.

Following passage of the legislation, the CPO conducted a competitive request for
proposals process and selected ICF as the independent evaluator to conduct the audit.
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Legislative Charge

House Bill 24-1046 Directives

1) Identify tools and resources to ensure risk and safety assessments are
carried out consistently.

2) Identify gaps and solutions to enable caseworkers to complete the risk or
safety assessment in real time while in the field.

3) Examine the impacts of geography when using risk or safety assessments.

4) Examine the impacts of race and ethnicity when using the risk or safety
assessments and how they affect communities that are over-represented
in the child welfare system.

5) Evaluate and recommend best practices for sharing risk or safety
assessments with families, legal professionals, and the Judicial Branch.

6) Evaluate and recommend best practices for training on risk and safety
assessments.

7) Examine the risk and safety assessments for domestic violence or intimate
partner violence and recommend best practices.

8) Audit the inter-rater reliability of the safety assessment.

9) Audit the required documentation for the planning and removal of a child
from the child's primary caregiver.

Purpose

This report serves as the final deliverable to the Colorado General Assembly and
details the methods and measures utilized by ICF for the audit. It describes the data
collected and analyzed and provides a comprehensive summary of findings that
address each of the legislative directives in depth. Together, these elements provide a
cohesive (360-degree) view of the current state of tool implementation, as well as
implications and targeted recommendations.

Overview of Safety and Risk Assessment Tools

Best Practice Research

Across the United States, child welfare agencies use structured assessment tools to
support consistent decision making around child safety and risk. Despite their
widespread use, research continues to show limited evidence regarding the accuracy,
reliability, cultural responsiveness, and real-world implementation of these tools (Vial et
al, 2020). Existing studies are often outdated, use inconsistent methods, and provide
little information about how well these tools function across different demographic
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groups (McNellan et al,, 2022). Recent audits have also found notable variation in

workers’ decisions, particularly in situations where information is unclear or open to
interpretation. Together, these findings underscore the ongoing need for more rigorous
review and evaluation of how effectively these decision-making tools perform (Nordmo

et al, 2025).

Few publications in the literature review explicitly
defined “safety” or “risk” in the context of child
welfare assessments. The National Association of
Public Child Welfare Administrators frames child
safety as a condition in which “the threat of
serious harm is not present or imminent, or the
protective capacities of the family are sufficient
to protect the child.” Under this definition, a
safety decision determines whether a child is
“unsafe” due to imminent threats and insufficient
protective capacities (National Association of
Public Child Welfare Administrators, 2009). In
contrast, Casey Family Programs refers to safety
as absence of “immediate or impending danger
of serious harm,” and a safety assessment as the
systematic collection of information about
threatening family conditions and current,
significant, and clearly observable threats to the
safety of a child.” Further, Casey Family Programs
defines risk as “the likelihood of future
maltreatment,” usually assessed along a
continuum from “low to high risk” (Casey Family
Programs, 2025).

Common areas assessed across national
instruments include: sexual abuse, physical abuse,
neglect, domestic violence, caregiver functioning

Key Constructs of Safety and
Risk Assessments:

Commonly measured: Sexual
abuse, neglect, physical abuse,
domestic violence, caregiver
substance use, caregiver
negativity, refusal of access (Vial
et al, 2020)

Six common domains:
Extent/nature of maltreatment,
adult functioning, parenting
practices, disciplinary practices,
child functioning; most states
use actuarial risk tools with
neglect and abuse indices (Child
Welfare Information Gateway,
2022)

Core elements: Immediate
danger, threats of harm,
protective capacities,
vulnerability, risk analysis, safety
planning, ongoing monitoring
(American Bar Association,
2009)

(e.g. substance use, mental health, negativity), parenting practices, child functioning,
immediate danger, threats of harm, protective capacities, and vulnerability indicators
(Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2022; American Bar Association, 2009).

There are two primary approaches to safety and risk assessment. One approach uses
actuarial instruments (such as Structured Decision Making [SDM]), which rely on
standardized questions and scoring and have stronger predictive validity identifying
future risk (D’Andrade et al,, 2008). A second approach uses consensus-based tools,
which place greater emphasis on professional judgement rather than standardized
scoring. Increasingly, child welfare systems use hybrid models that combine
standardized measures with professional judgement to balance the strengths and
limitations of both approaches. Research suggests that structured, group-based
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decision-making can reduce individual bias and improve consistency across cases
(Bartelink, C., van Yperen, T. A, & ten Berge, I. J., 2015).

A third approach, predictive analytics, involves using statistical algorithms and historical
data to forecast future outcomes like child maltreatment. Case examples illustrate both
utility and safeguards: Pennsylvania’s Allegheny County Family Screening Tool uses
integrated data to generate risk scores that help prioritize investigations, coupled with
external ethics review and community engagement; Washington State’s PRISM
demonstrates savings and health outcomes but raises concerns about bias and privacy
(Heaton et al,, 2025; The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2017)

Research highlights significant concerns regarding structural inequities in the design and
use of risk assessment tools. Most tools do not explicitly account for factors such as
poverty, housing instability, and systemic racism, allowing proxy variables (e.g., prior
reports, family size) to disproportionately impact marginalized communities (Feely &
Bosk, 2021). As a result, Black, Indigenous, Latino, and other historically marginalized
families are more likely to receive higher risk scores, which increases system
surveillance and involvement. Best practices emphasize the importance of ongoing
training on structural racism, equity monitoring, and organizational accountability to
mitigate these impacts.

National guidance on

National best practices indicate that effective child assessing domestic
welfare training includes: violence/intimate partner
e Evidence-based, competency-focused curricula violence (DV/IPV)
(Havig et al,, 2020) emphasizes avoiding
e Trauma-informed approaches (Child Welfare assumptions about
Information Gateway, 2016) perpetrator or survivor roles
e  Cultural humility and anti-bias frameworks (Paul, based on identity factors.

2020; Williams-Mgengue & Barbee, 2023)

e Reflective supervision and coaching (Paul & Myers,
2021; Child Welfare Information Gateway, 2020)

e Leadership support and emotional intelligence . o
development (Perry et al, 2020) clear behaV|o.raI indicators

e Blended and virtual learning options (Kanak et al., when evaluating safety
2008; Quality Improvement Center for Workforce (Capacity Building Center
Development, 2021) for States, n.d.).

e Legal and ethical compliance (National Association
of Social Workers, 2013)

Best practice includes
assessing patterns of
coercive control and using

Building on these best
practices, states are
increasingly adopting
participatory, trauma-informed models; tools with narrative context rather than binary
scoring; culturally inclusive risk domains; and collaborative decision-making approaches.
Recent examples include state pilots of alternative assessment scales and redesigns
that emphasize clarity, cultural responsiveness, and modern risk factors (e.g., online
exploitation).
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Colorado’s Child Welfare System

Colorado operates a state-supervised, county-administered child welfare system, in
which practice is implemented by each of the state’s 64 counties. The Colorado
Department of Human Services’ (CDHS) Division of Child Welfare (DCW) guides
practice, establishes policy, and supplies roughly 80 percent of the funding for services
with counties providing the remaining 20 percent through local revenue sources
(Colorado Department of Human Services, n.d.). Colorado is one of nine states in the
United States operating in a county administered environment. (Child Welfare
Information Gateway, 2018)

The Code of Colorado Regulations, (Volume 7, Child Welfare Rules), outlines the policies
and procedures that caseworkers and county departments must follow to ensure the
safety, permanency, and well-being of children, youth and families involved in the
state’s child welfare system. It details procedures for referral and assessment, family
engagement, service planning and placement, and resource development, with a strong
focus on family preservation, safety, and the rights of children and youth.

Volume 7 also covers the duties of county departments of human/social services and
requires documentation in the state automated case management system

(Trails). To comply with Volume 7, Colorado child welfare agencies currently implement
safety and risk assessment tools to engage with families, using one tool for safety and
another for risk. The Family Safety Assessment is used to determine whether imminent
or impending danger is present, and if safety planning or removal needs to occur. The
Family Risk Assessment is used to determine a family’s risk level for future
maltreatment. These tools are intended to be critical in engaging and supporting
families.

Colorado Assessment Tools

Introduction

Currently, Volume 7 in Colorado provides definitions and instructions for both the
Family Safety Assessment and Family Risk Assessment tools as well as examples of
household, danger, and harm. Colorado’s assessment approach includes a structured
decision making process for the safety assessment and an actuarial risk assessment to
inform decisions about what services or interventions will take place, according to

the Child Welfare Information Gateway. This approach is a way to integrate objective,
data-driven insights from actuarial models with the clinical judgment of social workers.

Definitions
Colorado has definitions related to safety and risk in Volume 7.
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TaBLE 2.—Colorado Volume 7 Safety and Risk Definitions.

Safe A condition where there is no present or impending threat of harm to a
vulnerable child from current known family conditions, or the protective
capacities in the family are sufficient to control existing dangers of threats of
danger and protect the vulnerable child.

Safety intervention  The actions and decisions required:

1. Identify and assess threats to child safety.

2. Plan for an unsafe child or children to be protected.

3. Facilitate caregivers in taking responsibility for child protection.

4. Manage plans designed to assure child safety while a safe and
permanent home is established.

Safety Plan A time-limited written plan that:

1. Establishes protection for a child in an effort to prevent out-of-home
placement in situations of moderate to severe harm.
2. Is made by the family or natural supports, safety service providers,
and the county department.
3. Does not rely on the person responsible for abuse and/or neglect to
initiate protective actions in order for the plan to be operationalized.
Severity Level The assessment of the harm to the child victim or the act of abuse and/or
neglect as minor, moderate, severe, or fatal as defined in Volume 7. Sexual
abuse severity is determined based upon the type of contact, duration of
contact, and the emotional impact upon the child.

Risk Is defined as “detailed worries/concerns of what could happen in the future
(risk level indicates the likelihood).”

In addition to the safety and risk definitions provided in Volume 7, Colorado uses a
standardized list of 10 current or impending dangers along with five safety threshold
criteria. Each of the five criteria must be met in order to mark any of the 10 dangers as
“Yes.”



Evaluation of Colorado Family Risk Assessment
and Colorado Family Safety Assessment Tools February 27, 2026

Colorado Safety Assessment — 10 Standardized Current or Impending Dangers

1. Caregiver(s) substance use impacts ability to supervise, protect, and/or care for the
child/youth.

2. Caregiver(s) are unwilling or unable to meet the child/youth’s immediate needs for food,
clothing, and shelter.

3. Caregiver(s) is unwilling or unable to meet the child/youth’s significant medical or mental-
health care needs.

4. Caregiver(s) is unwilling or unable to take protective action in response to child/youth’s
inflicted or credible threat of moderate to severe harm to self.

5. Caregiver(s) is engaged in domestic violence in the home and places child/youth in
danger of physical harm, emotional harm, or both.

6. Caregiver(s) and child/youth’s living situation is physically hazardous and/or immediately
threatening to the child/youth’s health or safety based on the child/youth’s age or
development.

7. Caregiver(s) does not provide supervision necessary to protect the child/youth, based on
the child/youth’s age or development.

8. Caregiver(s) or adult household members caused moderate to severe physical injury

9. Caregiver(s) is unwilling or unable to protect child/youth from current danger of harm due
to suspected or confirmed child sexual abuse.

10. The caregiver(s) refuses access to the child/youth or there is reason to believe the family
will flee based on current concerns.

The tables below summarize the key requirements for Colorado’s Family Safety
Assessment and Family Risk Assessment tools. It outlines when each tool must be
completed, the information caseworkers must gather, and the criteria used to
determine child safety and risk. The summary is intended to support consistent
practice and help staff apply Volume 7 expectations effectively.

Current Requirements of Colorado Family Safety Assessment Tool
TasLe 3.—Safety Tool Requirements.

The tool must be The tool is required once there has been initial contact with the alleged victim
completed in all (child(ren)/youth) and is to be completed on the household as specified by
assessments and provided guidance.

ongoing cases Household is defined as:

e One or more adult(s) and child(ren), if any, related by blood, or law, residing
together.

o  Where adults, other than spouses, domestic partners, or spousal
equivalent reside together, each is considered a separate household.
Emancipated minors and children living under the care of individuals not
legally responsible for that care are also considered separate households.
[12 CCR 2509-1, 7.000.2 (A)]
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Further, the tool must be completed when there is a significant change in
household circumstances or situations that might pose a new or renewed threat to
the safety of child(ren)/youth as well as prior to end dating of a safety plan.

In ongoing cases, Colorado staff must complete a tool whenever there is a
significant change in household circumstances or situations that might pose a new
or renewed threat to the safety of child(ren)/youth.

e Prior to reunification.
e Prior to child(ren)/youth returning home.
e Prior to end-dating a safety plan.

e Case Closure

The worker must The core minimum purpose of the tool is to determine if any of the 10 standardized
evaluate whether current of impending danger items list above this table' are present and meet all 5
current or impending | safety-threshold criteria:

danger exists

Safety Threshold 1: Specific and observable threat (Danger is real, can be seen,
can be reported, is evidenced in explicit, unambiguous ways)

Safety Threshold 2: Out-of-control (Individual and/or family conditions are
unrestrained, unmanaged, not subject to influence or internal control)

Safety Threshold 3: Child who is vulnerable to the threat of harm (A child is
vulnerable to the threat of harm due to his/her age, status, etc.)

Safety Threshold 4: Harm is likely to occur if not controlled (Without intervention
to control, the child will be harmed)

Safety Threshold 5: Potential of moderate to severe harm (The consequences of
the maltreatment are at a level consistent with a medium, severe, egregious, near
fatal or fatal level of physical abuse, sexual abuse, or neglect)

If none of the danger items are “Yes,” the remaining sections must still be
completed, and supervisor approval is required within 14 days.

If any danger item is “Yes,” the remainder of the tool must be completed during
the initial interaction with the family, with supervisor approval within 14 days.

The family must Minimum requirement: attempt to complete Section 2B with the family.
participate if
possible If that is not possible, the worker must document why not

Volume 7 indicates the tool is to be done “with families”

The worker must e Caregiver strengths/protective capacities
identify and

e Caregiver functionin
document g g

' The 10 Standardized Current or Impending Danger items are presented in text box above.
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¢ Child/youth vulnerabilities and functioning

The Family Safety Assessment must be completed and entered into the
comprehensive child welfare information system (Trails) as soon as possible or
within 14 calendar days from face-to-face contact with the alleged victim.
Further, when current or impending danger is identified, the tool must be
completed in Trails as soon as possible.

The worker must Outcome 1: No current/impending danger — Stop; supervisor review still required.
make a minimum

S Outcome 2: Danger exists but is controlled by caregiver strengths — Child is SAFE.
safety determination

Outcome 3: Danger exists and is not controlled — Child is UNSAFE — Section 7

required.
If the child is unsafe, | If a safety plan can reasonably control danger or if Human/Social Services custody
the worker must is the only safe option.
decide

A supervisor must approve as soon as possible or within 24 hours.
A Safety plan (if e  Who is participating
chosen) must

e . e The specific actions to control each danger
minimally include:

e Caregiver acknowledgment
o Caseworker oversight activities

e Required signatures

Current Requirements of Colorado Family Risk Assessment Tool

TaBLE 4.—Risk Tool Requirements.

When the The Colorado Family Risk Assessment must be:
Assessment Must Be

Completed e Completed with the family,

e Documented in the state’s automated case management system,

Within 30 calendar days from the date the referral was received.

Is Applicable to Conducted on the household of the primary caregiver where the alleged abuse
or neglect occurred.

A secondary caregiver may be included only if they reside in the home.

Required Information = General information, such as family name, referral information (referral
to Collect identification and date), county information (worker name and completion date),
and caregiver information.

Caregiver & Household Characteristics

e Marital status and history
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e Annual household income and financial stress level

e Caregiver relationship to the child

e Biological parents' status (living in-home, involved, incarcerated, etc.)
e Public assistance participation

o Highest education level

e Employment status of caregivers

Risk Factors That Case History
Must Be Scored
Across Multiple
Categories including: e Prior neglect and abuse assessments

e Current allegations (abuse or neglect)

e Prior substantiated findings
e Past CPS involvement or child removals
Child Characteristics
e Presence of mental health, behavioral, or physical disabilities
¢ Number of children in the home
e Age of youngest child
Caregiver Characteristics
e Age of primary caregiver
e Caregiver's history of abuse/neglect as a child
e Caregiver's history of protective placement
e Substance use issues (primary or secondary caregiver)
¢ Domestic violence history
e Volatile or disruptive adult relationships
e Mental health history
e History of homelessness

e Quality of child supervision
Assigning a Risk Level Risk levels are assigned using separate scoring scales for neglect and abuse:
e LowRisk
e Moderate Risk
e High Risk

If high risk is indicated, the county department must attempt to hold a Family
Engagement Meeting.
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Required Training for Use of the Tools

Newly hired child welfare workers and supervisors must complete The Fundamentals of
Colorado Child Welfare Casework Practice to earn certification through the Child
Welfare Training System (CWTS). Managed by the Kempe Center under contract with
the Division of Child Welfare (DCW), CWTS serves as Colorado’s central training
organization for the child welfare workforce. Instruction on Colorado’s Family Safety and
Family Risk Assessment tools is included in the 19.5-hour course Safety Through
Engagement. In its course description, CWTS notes that, “Learners not only facilitate an
assessment using the Colorado Family Safety and Risk Assessment Tools with families,
but they also practice identifying maltreatment, activating their critical thinking skills,
and collaborating with multidisciplinary community partners to improve outcomes for
families.”

According to a county manager interviewed by ICF, some counties require newly hired
staff to complete additional county-specific training after finishing the state’s pre-
service program. This supplemental training often covers Family Safety and Family Risk
Assessment tool content similar to that provided in The Fundamentals of Colorado
Child Welfare Casework Practice series. Counties may also request ongoing or follow-
up training on the Colorado Family Safety or Family Risk Assessment tools from CWTS
at any time.

Methodology

Overall Audit Approach

To address the requirements outlined in
HB 24-1046, the ICF team developed a
multi-level, mixed-methods approach
designed to capture individual, family, and
system level perspectives. This convergent
design enabled the team to corroborate
findings from multiple data sources,

Role of the CPO Liaison

The CPO contracted with Yumiko
Dougherty of Ignite the Change
Advisors to support implementation
of the independent audit. In this role,
she assisted ICF in accessing relevant
data and documents; provided
contextual insight to support

mitigating single-method bias and
enhancing the rigor of the audit and
reliability of the results.

This approach emphasized stakeholder
engagement and iterative, stepwise data
collection. The team included subject
matter experts in child welfare safety
assessments, program audits, and lived
experience. Feedback loops were

understanding of Colorado’s child
welfare system; and supported
coordination across stakeholder
groups. Yumiko’s experience working
with state and county child welfare
agencies, cross-system partners, and
individuals with lived experience
supported effective coordination
throughout the audit process.
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established to validate draft tools, rubrics, and preliminary findings. Research on best
practice served as the foundation for comparative analysis of Colorado policies,
procedures, and assessment tools, and as the basis for development of data collection
measures and rubrics. The audit was conducted in collaboration with the CPO liaison,
who provided essential coordination and connection to resources throughout the
process. The project approach is depicted in Figure 1 and described in detail in the
Methodology section.

FIGURE 1.—The ICF Team’s Audit Approach.

Overall Approach

Engage Stakeholders:
- Lived Experts
- Child Welfare Workforce
- Key Partners and State
Leadership

Review Existing
CO Tools and
Policies Against
Best Practice

Research
National Best Develop Review
Practice for Tools and
Safety and Risk Instruments
Assessment

Final Report

Presentation of
Findings

Review Current
CO Practice
(Surveys,
Interviews, Case
REETA
Workgroups)

Note: CO = Colorado

Stakeholder Engagement

Stakeholder engagement was central to the project’s methodology. The audit relied
heavily on participation from diverse individuals and organizations connected with
Colorado’s Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment tools, including collaboration with
child welfare professionals at various levels of state and county teams, individuals with
lived experience, and members of the legal community. The audit prioritized the lived
experiences of frontline staff and families, capturing their direct engagement with the
assessment tools.

To maximize stakeholder engagement, the ICF team combined formal data collection
methods—such as focus groups, surveys, and semi-structured interviews—with
meetings designed to share project progress and gather feedback on methods and
measures. A key component of this approach was the convening of two workgroups:
one composed of Colorado child welfare workforce members from county offices, and
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the second work group was comprised of individuals with lived experience in the state’s
child welfare system. These groups provided critical insights on tool usage and helped
shape the audit plan, serving as both a formal data source and methodological guide. In
addition, the ICF team participated in two kickoff meetings at the start of the project
and contributed to four office hours sessions throughout its duration. The details of
each of these engagement strategies are described in Table 1and in the Methods
section of this report.

TABLE 5.—Audit’s Stakeholder Engagement Approach.

Stakeholder
Engagement
Strategy

Engagement
Type

Stakeholder Engagement Description

Project Kickoff

ICF and CPO
Project Office
Hours

Stakeholder
Meetings and
Information
Gathering

Child Welfare
Workforce
Workgroup

Lived Experience
Workgroup

Project
Communication

Project
Communication

Project
Communication
and Data
Collection

Project
Communication
and Data
Collection

Project
Communication
and Data
Collection

The ICF team held two 1-hour presentation sessions
outlining the project background and methodology on June
25 and June 27, 2025. Attendees comprised partners from
the legal community, state and county workforce, and other
interested parties.

In July through October 2025, the ICF and the CPO teams
held four joint office hours sessions with invitees from
project kickoffs and workgroups, and through notices
posted on the CPO Audit website. Sessions occurred on
July 9, July 23, August 20, and October 3, for 1hour at a
time. Participants had the opportunity to drop in as
convenient and ask questions, hear progress, or provide
project feedback.

As requested, the ICF team met with groups not indicated
as formal participants in the audit. One of these meetings
with the Denver Safety Assessment Improvement
Workgroup surfaced from an office hours session. In
addition, the ICF team met with a county manager to
understand local/county training and the Administrative
Review Division (ARD) led to review ARD'’s process and a
limited amount of administrative data.

The ICF team held seven separate sessions from June
through December 2025 comprising eight child welfare
workforce members (caseworkers and supervisors). The ICF
workgroup lead met with workgroup members on an ad-hoc
basis as well as soliciting project methodology feedback
between sessions.

The ICF team held seven separate sessions from July 2025
through January 2026, comprising eight individuals with
lived experience in Colorado’s child welfare system. The ICF
workgroup lead met with workgroup members on an ad-hoc
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Stakeholder
Engagement
Strategy

Engagement
Type

Stakeholder Engagement Description

basis and solicited project methodology feedback between
sessions.

The ICF team held seven focus groups and interviews during
Data Collection  October with partners from the child welfare workforce,
legal community, and individuals with lived experience.

Focus Groups and
Interviews

The ICF team created three surveys tailored to different
targeted populations: child welfare workforce, legal

Surveys Data Collection  community, and individuals with lived experience. Surveys
were distributed October 1 with a deadline of October 3],
yielding 239 total responses across groups.
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Overview of Approach

Workgroups

Participants for the two workgroups were
recruited through targeted email outreach.
Each email explained the purpose of the
workgroup, outlined expectations for
participation, and included a link to an
interest form. Potential participants for the
Lived Experience Workgroup were also
provided details of compensation. The CPO
liaison helped distribute invitation emails to
a variety of organizations across the state
(see box). In addition to outreach through
established and formal channels,
recruitment efforts included direct outreach
to individual lived experience experts with
extensive informal networks across the
state, which helped broaden awareness of
and participation in the workgroup.

For the Child Welfare Workforce Workgroup,
priority was given to front-line staff (county
caseworkers and supervisors) who regularly
implement the Colorado Family Safety and
Family Risk Assessment tools. The Lived
Experience Workgroup aimed to engage
individuals directly impacted by decisions
informed by these tools, ensuring their
perspectives were represented in the audit
process.

Workgroup Sampling

February 27, 2026

Child Welfare Workforce Workgroup
Recruitment Email Recipients

64 county human services directors via
Colorado Human Services Directors
Association (CHSDA) forwarded the
interest form to their agencies for wide
distribution to caseworkers and
Supervisors.

Lived Experience Workgroup

Recruitment Email Recipients

» Colorado Department of Human
Services’' Family Voice Council

+ CDHS Division of Child Welfare's Family

Advisory Council

Colorado Office of the Child’s

Representative’s Lived Experts Action

Panel

Colorado Office of the Respondent
Parents’ Counsel's Parent Advocate
Program

llluminate Colorado’s Family Advisory
Board

Colorado Partnership for Thriving
Families

» Foster Alumni Mentors

» Denver Parent Advocates Lending
Support

» Foster Source

Two weeks after initial emails were distributed, the ICF team selected individuals
who maximized diverse perspectives throughout the state (e.g., demographics, roles,

tenure, location, and lived experience).

The Child Welfare Workforce Workgroup attracted interest from 38 individuals
from 24 counties, including 7 caseworkers and 31 supervisors, managers, and
directors. Workgroup participation was capped at 8 to 10 individuals, with selection
based on availability, role as either caseworker or supervisor, and regional

representation.
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The Lived Experience Workgroup attracted interest from 13 individuals across 6
counties. Applicants were evaluated using predefined criteria including, type of child
welfare experience, familiarity with the Colorado Family Risk and Safety Assessment
tools, and regional diversity. Selected participants received onboarding materials
and detailed instructions on participation and compensation, while those who were
not chosen were thanked and invited to contribute through survey participation.
Compensation practices replicated best practices used by national organizations
such as FosterClub and the Child Welfare National Policy Council.

Document Review

HB 24-1046 specifically calls for the audit
to “identify tools and resources to ensure
the assessment is carried out
consistently.” In order to comply with this

Documents Received and Reviewed

e Colorado Family Safety and Family
Risk Assessment Tools and

directive, ICF developed a comprehensive Instructions/completion guidance
document request outlining the types of e Policy & protocols (Volume 7)
materials relevant to the audit and e Training materials from CWTS and
submitted the request to the Child select local counties

Protection and Prevention Manager  Practice supports (e.g, Safety
Division of Child Welfare, Office of Children, Assessment Desk Guide & FAQs)
Youth and Families on April 10, 2025. * Supervisor Considerations when

Assessing Safety and Safety
Planning
e Colorado Family Safety and Risk

Subsequently, ICF issued a broad call to
counties for additional materials and
information to provide further insight into Assessments: Validation and

local implementation, including Revisions; July 2013 final report;
county level policy and training materials, revised final report: January 16,

and tools or resources to ensure the 2014

assessments are carried out consistently in

local offices. By July 2025, ICF had received

a variety of relevant state and local documents for review. ICF used a systematic
approach to review documents relevant to the audit. A Document Review Rubric was
developed based on national best practice research and input from the workgroups and
applied to materials submitted by state representatives (see Appendix C). The rubric
examined key criteria related to tool design and guidance, including clarity of definitions,
use of plain language, completion requirements, and consideration of caregiver and
child factors.

The rubric also assessed training-related criteria, such as the availability of interactive
learning opportunities and attention to bias and cultural responsiveness, as well as risk
assessment criteria, including definitions of risk, use of prior abuse or neglect,
differentiation between abuse and neglect scoring, and consideration of caregiver
factors.

The document review informed ICF's understanding of the infrastructure to support
caseworker effectiveness (e.g. training, coaching, etc.) and consistent use of tools
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across regions. The review of the documents also informed ICF’s understanding of
Colorado’s practice and policy as compared to national standards of best practice
related to safety and risk assessment tools and contributed to ICF’s development of
audit protocols, surveys, interview guides, and workgroup discussion guides.

Case Reviews

The case review process_was designed to evaluate
how Colorado’s Family Safety and Family Risk Case Files: Key Review Areas

Assessment tools are applied and documented. « Documentation Quality:

The goal was to assess alignment with policy, Assess completeness,
consistency in application, and variation in risk and location, and level of detail
safety determinations using a sample in case files.

. . I ¢ Policy Alignment: Confirm
representative of the larger population within the

. . . . that assessments inform
time and budget constraints of this audit. decisions (e.g, rationale for

removal).

¢ Additional Factors:
Consider caregiver
protective capacities,
mitigating circumstances,

Sampling: This audit used a targeted sample of 10—
15 cases to meet the depth required by HB24-1046.
Unlike standard CFSR reviews, which typically
include at least 65 cases for broad systemic

assessment, this approach emphasized intensive and child vulnerability.
fidelity testing over sample size. This method e Timeliness: Verify real-time
enabled the team to integrate case file data with completion using

other data sources and stakeholder input to timestamps or document
evaluate the application of Colorado’s risk and dates.

safety tools at key decision points, providing a
more comprehensive or detailed view of
geographic and racial variations than larger reviews typically allow.

The ICF team worked with DCW to implement a stratified sampling approach based on
known variance factors (e.g., location, race, ethnicity). The sampling included cases of
families that have been involved with the child welfare agency. Administrative data, such
as removal rates, safety and risk ratings, screening and substantiation rates, racial and
ethnic disproportionality, and overrides of determination were also given consideration.

Analytic Process: To support this review, ICF developed a comprehensive rubric to
systematically capture and analyze quantitative and qualitative data from case files
(see Appendix D). Rubric components evaluated the quality and completeness of case
file documents, and the safety and risk assessments separately.

DCW extracted 16 valid case files and redacted all identifying information before
submitting the files to ICF for review. No other case file information was redacted or
altered. The final sample included assessments or cases closed within the past 6
months (January—June 2025) and represented a range of case types, geographic
regions, and demographics. To ensure agreement and consistency between different
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raters, the ICF team conducted inter-rater reliability on the first three cases submitted
by DCW, achieving substantial agreement (98 percent) across all three. Each case was
analyzed independently by at least two ICF team members and included demographic
information on the child/youth who has experienced abuse/neglect, caregivers,
assessment and case log dates, allegations, and determinations. Any disagreements
were resolved through discussion until 98 percent consensus was reached.

Overall case ratings were made using basic criteria outlined in the state’s Volume 7,
combined with best practice elements outlined by the American Bar Association’s
publication, Child Safety: A Guide for Judges and Attorneys provides a rigorous
framework for child safety assessment and establishes a consistent model for judges
and attorneys (Lund & Renne, 2009). The key elements establish a structured, fact-
based analytical process for child welfare decisions. The ABA approach makes a clear
distinction between safety (imminent threats of harm) and risk (likelihood of future
harm). The ABA’s Guide is widely considered a best practice framework for legal and
judicial handling of child welfare cases. (Children's Bureau, 2009)

A total score was calculated based on the number of criteria met for each case. Key
elements of the rating criteria are listed in the table below.

TaBLe 6.—Case Review Ratings Criteria.

Overall Key Elements of Rating Criteria

The Family Safety Assessment was completed.

The Family Risk Assessment was completed.

Criteria for threats to safety and danger were documented.*

Dates and actions are well documented.

The tools were completed within the expected time frame.

The Family Safety Assessment was completed in real-time in the field.

Noopwn=s

Caregiver protective capacities were documented.*
8. Child vulnerabilities were documented.*
*Elements from ABA Guide

Surveys

To broaden the understanding of safety and risk assessments beyond workgroup
participants and capture a comprehensive view of the Colorado Family Safety and
Family Risk Assessment tool implementation, the ICF team designed three tailored
surveys targeting county workforce, legal professionals, and individuals with lived
experience. Each survey was customized to its audience, and questions were organized
according to the audit items outlined in HB 24-1046.
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Questions combine Likert-scale items? with
open-ended responses to capture both
quantitative and qualitative insights. The
workforce survey included an additional
component to assess interrater reliability,
requiring respondents to review hypothetical
scenarios and determine whether imminent
danger was present. Prior to distributing
surveys, scenarios were validated by
Workforce Workgroup members for accuracy,
while Lived Experience Workgroup members
reviewed survey framing to ensure cultural
relevance and accessibility (see Appendix E).

February 27, 2026

House Bill 24-1046 Audit Items
e Consistent Implementation

e Real-Time Completion

e Impact of Geography

e Impact of Race and Ethnicity

e Sharing Results

e Training

e Assessment for DV/IPV

e Inter-Rater Reliability for Child
Removal

In collaboration with the CPO, it was determined that open-link surveys would be used
to improve accessibility for all populations. The CPO liaison distributed survey links via
email to various individuals and teams, encouraging participation and requesting
recipients to share the links within their networks to broaden reach and increase
response rates. To further encourage participation by individuals with lived experience,
they were offered the opportunity to voluntarily enter a random raffle for $30 gift cards.
This strategy replicates best practices used by national organizations such as
FosterClub and the Child Welfare National Policy Council. To ensure anonymity, contact
information to receive compensation through the raffle was collected separately from
the survey. Direct recipients of survey links are outlined in Table 7.

TaBLE 7.—Recipients of Survey Links.

Workfot‘c.e Survey Ll Gy Trarsiisfomin Lived Expe.rl?nce Survey
Recipients Recipients

e County Human e Colorado Office of the

Services Directors
(via CHSDA).
Directors were

Respondent Parents’

attorneys

asked to forward. e Office of the Child's
the survey to their Representative staff,

Chi|d Welfare ' attorneys, and case
Directors, front-line consultants

caseworkers, and

Counsel staff and contracted

e Colorado Office of the Child’s
Representative Lived Experts
Action Panel

e Colorado Office of the
Respondent Parents’ Counsel
parent advocate program

2 A Likert scale was employed for multiple choice questions on a Scale of 1-5 (e.g., Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) to

capture the spectrum/intensity of respondent views.
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Workforce Survey Lived Experience Survey

Legal Survey Recipients

Recipients Recipients
supervisors- e Judicial officers e Colorado Child Abuse
prioritizing county e Guardians ad Litem /Counsel Prevention Trust Fund Board
level staff with for Youth members
di.rect experience ¢ Court Appointed Special e llluminate's Family Advisory
with the assessment Advocates (CASA) Board
tools i

e County Attorneys e Colorado Partnership for

Thriving Families Family &
Caregiver Space

e Division of Child Welfare
Family Advisory Council

e Colorado Department of
Human Services Family Voice
Council

e Lived experience experts with
informal networks across the
state and direct experience
with the tools.

Surveys were distributed on October 1, 2025. The workforce and legal surveys closed
October 29, 2025, and the lived experience survey closed on November 3, 2025,
following extensions beyond the initial October 17 deadline. The ICF evaluator monitored
submissions to ensure representation across roles and regions, providing regular
updates and coordinating with the CPO liaison for targeted outreach as needed.

Once the survey closed, responses were exported from Qualtrics, cleaned, and
imported into a statistical software platform for editing and analysis, IBM SPSS
[Statistical Package for Social Sciences] Statistics. Survey responses to questions were
recoded into numeric formats, and some categories of responses, such as Agree and
Strongly Agree, were consolidated. Each target group’s data was analyzed separately,
generating frequencies of their unique demographic characteristics and responses to
survey questions. Crosstab analyses® were conducted within each group to identify
relationships between respondent characteristics—such as role, age, education—and
their assessments of the safety and risk tools. Further comparative analysis was
performed to evaluate consistencies and differences across groups.

3 Crosstab analysis is a simple way to compare two or more categories of data to see how they relate, often shown in a table.
It reveals patterns by breaking down survey results into subgroups (e.g., comparing "Favorite Ice Cream” for "Boys" vs. "Girls"),
helping identify relationships not visible in overall totals.
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A qualitative analysis of open-text survey responses was conducted to identify
emerging themes. The ICF research analyst synthesized these themes and selected
representative quotes from extended responses.

Focus Groups/Interviews

Finally, to capture more in-depth perspectives from stakeholders, the ICF team
conducted a series of focus groups and semi-structured interviews throughout the

month of October 2025. ICF identified the key stakeholder groups for focus groups and

interviews based on the scope of the audit. The CPO project liaison then collaborated
with each stakeholder group to identify and invite participants with relevant experience
using the safety and risk assessment tools.

Focus Groups Semi-Structured

Division of Child Welfare Interviews

Child Welfare Training System Judicial System —

Colorado Office of Respondent ‘ . . County
Parents’ Counsel Y Attorney

Colorado Office of Child ' ‘ County Director of
Representatives ‘ Family and

County Human Services Directors Children

County Child Welfare Directors/ Services

Leaders

Focus group questions were tailored to each group and organized by audit items. A

primary question was identified for each category, followed by several follow-up probes.

Each protocol was comprised of categories relevant to the specific group; however, the
workforce focus group included all question categories. The focus groups were
designed to take 1-1.5 hours to complete.

Facilitation Guide

A detailed Facilitation Guide was developed to provide a step-by-step framework
for effectively conducting focus groups. It combines best practices for creating a
safe discussion space, guidance on moderating conversations, and a structured
discussion guide to organize the questions and capture insights. For each focus
group, a minimum of two ICF team members were in attendance: one facilitated the
discussion and one took notes. Focus group participants were provided with the
consent form in advance to review, and the facilitator reviewed the form prior to
beginning the conversation. Participants entered their names in the Teams chat to
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record their consent. (For additional details, see Appendix F: Focus Group
Facilitation Guide.)

Key Findings & Recommendations

Introduction

The key findings are organized by directive. In addition to a concise summary,
synthesized findings across data sources are presented, followed by targeted
recommendations. The directives as stated in HB 24-1046 are:

)

2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

8)
9)

Identify tools and resources to ensure risk and safety assessments are carried
out consistently.

Identify gaps and solutions to enable caseworkers to complete the risk or safety
assessment in real time while in the field.

Examine the impacts of geography when using risk or safety assessments.
Examine the impacts of race and ethnicity when using the risk or safety.
assessments and how they affect communities that are over-represented in the
child welfare system.

Evaluate and recommend best practices for sharing risk or safety assessments
with families, legal professionals, and the Judicial Branch.

Evaluate and recommend best practices for training on risk and safety
assessments.

Examine the risk and safety assessments for domestic violence or intimate
partner violence and recommend best practices.

Audit the inter-rater reliability of the safety assessment.

Audit the required documentation for the planning and removal of a child from
the child's primary caregiver.

Directive One: Identify tools and resources to ensure
risk and safety assessments are carried out
consistently

Finding Statement

Colorado’s safety and risk assessment system shows clear strengths and a committed
workforce, but significant gaps in clarity, consistency, equity, and real-world usability
undermine its reliability and family trust. Improving guidance, training, technology
supports, and transparency is essential to ensure tools are applied consistently and
support safe, equitable decision making statewide.
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Synthesis

Colorado’s tools are well-aligned with policy standards and include detailed guidance
for assessing safety, danger, and risk. However, inconsistent conceptual clarity,
imprecise safety concepts and risk definitions, and reliance on historical factors in the
risk assessment introduce potential bias and documentation burdens. The tools do not
fully support complex family situations or DV/IPV dynamics or address cultural
considerations.

Best practice

Literature underscores that structured safety and risk assessment tools can
enhance consistency and prioritization in child welfare decision-making (Vial et al,,
2020; McNellan et al., 2022). However, their effectiveness depends on clear
conceptual definitions, organizational guidance, empirically validated measures, and
robust training and supervision aligned with fidelity standards.

A series of studies conducted through the Colorado Consortium on Differential
Response (DR), including validation work by Orsi (2014) and a statewide program
evaluation by Winokur et al. (2014), examined the effectiveness of Colorado’s Family
Safety and Family Risk Assessment tools and the Differential Response model. The
research found that the DR system—particularly the Family Assessment Response
(FAR) track—maintains child safety while improving key practice outcomes. Families
in the FAR track were significantly less likely to receive subsequent high-risk
assessments and generated lower follow-up costs than those in traditional
Investigation Response. The tools themselves demonstrated strong reliability and
predictive validity, with item-level analysis informing refinements to better classify
risk and support consistent caseworker decision-making. Across studies, DR was
associated with increased family engagement, reduced recidivism, and higher
caseworker satisfaction, without compromising safety.

Document Review

ICF's review of Colorado’s Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment tools revealed
both meaningful strengths and significant opportunities to improve clarity,
consistency, equity, and usability. While the state has codified tools, clear
instructions, and structured guidance aligned with Volume 7, concerns remain about
tool design, training consistency, documentation burden, and the impact of
subjective decision-making on families—especially families of color.

Instructions provide detailed guidance for implementation with families, including
timing, strategies for complex household configurations, and illustrative scenarios in
table format to promote clarity and consistency. The Family Safety Assessment
defines key concepts such as danger and harm, delineates severity levels, and offers
guiding questions requiring all five safety threshold criteria to be met for an
“UNSAFE" determination. Additionally, the tool incorporates 10 standardized danger
indicators and scenarios to guide application.
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Despite these strengths, gaps remain. Currently, the Family Safety Assessment tool
does not codify a timeframe for “near future” related to impending danger, nor does
it provide guidelines for the length of time a safety plan may remain in place. Further,
the tool nor instructions provide clarity or direction on what constitutes “a change in
household circumstances or situations” that would call for a re-assessment of
safety. Additionally, there is no specific guidance on entering information into the
state’s automated comprehensive child welfare information system, Trails, to
complete the safety assessment. The Family Risk Assessment tool relies heavily on
historical factors and scoring related to economic conditions, which can inflate risk
scores and introduce bias, particularly impacting families of color, as well as further
conflate poverty and neglect. Families of color are over-surveilled and therefore over
reported and assessed by child welfare so they have more "history” that reflects
negatively on them. These design issues raise equity concerns and undermine
confidence in the tools.

Case Reviews

Case reviews suggest that implementation of the Family Safety and Family Risk
Assessment tools is somewhat consistent, but documentation gaps and varying
levels of detail provided make confirmation difficult. A significant barrier is
redundancy and time burden, as tools require repetitive data entry across multiple
documents, creating inefficiencies and frustration.

Workgroups

Lived Experience Workgroup participants found the Family Safety Assessment
comprehensive and useful for identifying risks and strengths but noted repetitive
questions and language that could be more inclusive. They recommended revising
terms like ‘primary’ and 'secondary’ caregiver and addressing inconsistencies in how
non-caregiver household members are considered.
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TABLE 8.—Safety Assessment Tool Gaps — Lived Experience Workgroup.

Key Issues Summary of Concern

Caregiver Current labels like “caregiver one/two are oversimplified and don’t
Terminology reflect diverse family structures and roles (e.g., stepparents,
grandparents, kin)

Question Focus Arbitrarily requiring # of relationships and mixing historical and current
behaviors creates confusion; cultural context is missing.

Transparency Families rarely see the assessment, raising concerns about interpretation
and fairness.

Danger Language Phrases about domestic violence can sound victim blaming and fail to
capture the complexity of abusive and coercive relationships. Terms such
as 'vulnerable age’ are unclear.

The Lived Experience Workgroup participants elevated some key issues with the
Colorado Family Risk Assessment, summarized in Table 9.

TaBLE 9.—Risk Assessment Key Issues — Lived Experience Workgroup.

Key Issues Summary of Concern

Historical Reports:
Accuracy & Influence

Substance Use Items
Inconsistency

Primary Caregiver Focus

Limits Context

Subjective Adult-
Relationship Language

Automatic Scoring Rules
Reinforce Historical Bias

No formal process exists to verify past reports, leaving
unsubstantiated or falsified allegations in the record. Reliance on
these historical reports can unfairly increase current risk
scores—even when conditions have changed.

Marijuana is treated the same as high-risk substances (e.g.,
heroin), not reflecting differing impacts or norms. Questions for
primary caregivers are overly binary, while secondary caregivers
receive more nuance—creating inconsistency. Prescribed
medications have been used against caregivers.

Tool emphasizes the primary caregiver and does not sufficiently
address needs/supports of all household members.

Terms such as "disruptive volatile adult relationship” are
subjective and not always correlated with abuse or direct
child risk. Not all conflict or poor communication equates to
danger.

Assigning at least moderate risk when a child has previously

been placed in protective services can reinforce historical bias,
rather than reflect current safety.
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Workforce Workgroup participants identified inconsistencies and unclear
terminology in the Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment tools, especially in
defining caregivers in complex family structures and differentiating immediate
safety concerns from broader risks. Emotional and verbal abuse indicators were
viewed as insufficient, and some prompts were considered duplicative or unclear.
The Family Risk Assessment tool was described as intrusive, stigmatizing, and lacking
nuance for diverse cases, underscoring the need for clearer definitions, more
inclusive language, and improved guidance.

Surveys

Lived Experience Survey respondents generally felt the assessment process was
unclear, lacked opportunities for questions, and did not encourage open
communication. They expressed significant concerns about transparency and
fairness. Parents described their experiences with the assessment process as
confusing, negative, disrespectful, and inconsistently applied.

o 80 percent reported that the assessment process was not clearly explained.

e 67 percent felt decisions were inconsistent across families and geographic
areas.

e 67 percent did not feel they had the opportunity to ask questions.

o 60 percent did not feel they had the opportunity to share their perspective,
undermining trust, and engagement.

Legal Survey respondents believe that technology limitations and organizational
barriers lead to inconsistent use of the assessment tools, resulting in uneven
application across similar cases and raising concerns about consistency and
fairness.

e 58 percent agreed that organizational barriers (e.g., policies, resources,
leadership support, communication) affect consistent use of the tools by
child welfare staff.

e 66 percent disagreed that the assessment tools are applied uniformly across
similar cases to ensure equitable decision-making.

e 84 percent thought technology or system limitations have impacted the
consistent use of assessment tools.

Workforce Survey respondents feel confident they are using tools correctly but
disagree that the tools support consistent decision-making across staff.

e 70 percent reported supervisors regularly review tools
e 64 percent use them as the primary basis for removal decisions,

e 48 percent agreed that tools are applied uniformly,
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e 44 percent think tools minimize subjectivity

o 45 percent think tools clearly differentiate between removal versus in-home
interventions.

Focus Groups

Stakeholder feedback across caseworkers, supervisors, parents with lived
experience, legal professionals, county directors, and state leadership shows
consistent themes:

1) tools are often difficult to apply in complex real-world environments,

2) the Family Risk Assessment is perceived as overly reliant on historical factors,
3) The ARD is uneven and insufficient for emerging practice needs,

4) technology and workload barriers impede fidelity, and

5) families frequently experience the process as unclear, inconsistent, and
lacking transparency. These challenges undermine the tools’ reliability, equity,
and intended protective function.

Despite these issues, there is strong workforce commitment to using tools
appropriately. Most workers report using the Family Safety Assessment tool as the
primary basis for removal decisions, and many feel confident in their ability to apply
them. Supervisory oversight appears frequent, though variability in interpretation
persists across counties.

Parents and legal partners emphasize the need for clearer explanations, culturally
responsive practice, and more transparent, standardized processes. Leadership and
directors highlight operational constraints—limited time, inconsistent environments
for assessment, technology limitations, and the challenge of engaging families in
moments of crisis.

Barriers to Consistent Use

Focus Groups

County department directors and managers identified several key barriers to
effective safety and risk assessment
implementation. The most significant issues “This one tool determines, ‘Are we
include unclear definitions of critical terms going to remove children or not?"”
(e.g. vulnerability, caregiver functioning),
perceived subjectivity within the safety criteria questions, and inconsistencies in
how caseworkers interpret and apply the tool. While some leaders expressed
concern that safety criteria can be easily influenced, others emphasized that the
questions are essential and highly effective when clearly understood. This indicates
a need for stronger guidance and training to ensure consistent use.
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Challenges with family engagement also undermine assessment accuracy.
Caseworkers may hesitate to ask sensitive questions—particularly around substance
use and domestic violence—resulting in incomplete information. Directors further
noted that conducting assessments in difficult or unpredictable field settings
complicates efforts to maintain rapport while gathering necessary details.

DCW leadership highlighted barriers related to real-time implementation,
technology limitations, and family engagement. Leaders noted that heavy workloads
make it difficult for caseworkers to complete assessments promptly, apply all
guidance, and enter data into Trails. The

checkbox-heavy format of tools, with “It could be about family
limited space for narrative, further circumstances. Can you sit down? Are
complicates implementation. Suggestions you invited in the house? Are you

having to stand in the middle of the
j ; ) ] yard? ... is the family receptive to
auto-populating prior family history, to having those conversations?”

improve efficiency. Technology access

included data integration features, such as

remains a challenge, with some

caseworkers lacking convenient access to computers or internet connectivity while
in the field making paper copies helpful for some county managers. Leaders
emphasized that real-time completion often depends on family circumstances, with
factors such as whether workers can sit down, are invited inside, or are conducting
assessments in less private settings affecting implementation. Families are
frequently in crisis during assessments, making engagement strategies critical to
tool implementation effectiveness.

Office of Child’'s Representative (OCR) focus groups identified systemic issues
undermining consistent use, including fluctuations in frontline agency staffing
(caseworkers and supervisors), which disrupts continuity, and the absence of
standardized processes for sharing results with families. Organizational policies, such
as limiting case filings to manage budgets, also influence whether assessments are
completed.

Legal professionals emphasized that equity and cultural responsiveness require
explicit attention to structural factors, participatory redesign, and transparent
implementation. They suggest future improvements should strengthen cross-
jurisdictional evidence on validity and reliability, integrate ethical and equity
standards, and align organizational practices to ensure tools enhance safety while
minimizing unintended harm.

Recommendations

1. Strengthen and Clarify Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment Tools
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a. Redefine safety and risk using observable, behavior-based criteria to reduce
subjectivity.

b. Revise or replace the current risk assessment tool to reduce reliance on
historical factors and economic factors.

c. Refine definitions and timeframes related to impending harm (e.g., what
constitutes the “near future”).

d. Codify what constitutes a “significant change” in household circumstances

requiring updated assessments.

Specify the maximum allowable duration for a safety plan.

Reduce duplication and streamline overlapping documentation fields.

g. Expand narrative sections to allow for context, nuance, and individualized
interpretation.

Pl ¢))

Improve Training Quality, Standardization, and Practice Support

a. Develop and implement statewide standardized curricula, syllabi, and
modules.

b. Increase training focused on implicit bias, cultural responsiveness, and
family diversity, DV/IPV, and behavioral health.

c. Strengthen skill-building for consistent, real-time use of risk and safety
assessment tools.

d. Improve supervision and documentation practices that support high-
quality decision-making.

Enhance Family Engagement, Communication, and Transparency

a. Codify expectations for plain-language explanations about assessment
tools, their purpose, and findings.

b. Require structured opportunities for families to provide input before
assessments are finalized.

c. Standardize statewide practices for sharing assessment results with
families and stakeholders.

Improve Technology, System Integration, and Workflow Support

a. Enhance Trails integration, including auto-population of relevant history.

Increase mobile and offline functionality to support field conditions.

c. Improve real-time usability of assessment tools during home visits and
fieldwork.

d. Establish clear timeframes for entering the Family Safety Assessment into
the statewide comprehensive child welfare information system, Trails, and
securing supervisory approval.

o

Increase Organizational Alignment, Consistency, and Fidelity

a. Align guidance across the Academy, ARD, counties, and state leadership.

Strengthen statewide fidelity monitoring to ensure consistent practice.

c. Develop structured communication and handoff processes within and
across teams.

o
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6. Advance Equity, Validity, and Accountability in Assessment Practices

a. Implement routine monitoring for racial and geographic disparities.

b. Involve parents, legal partners, and frontline workers in ongoing redesign
and improvement efforts.

c. Conduct updated validity and reliability studies on all redesigned tools.

Directive Two: Identify gaps and solutions to enable
caseworkers to complete the risk or safety
assessment in real time while in the field.

Finding Statement

Most caseworkers report being unable to complete the Colorado Family Safety Assessment
tool in real time due to technology limitations, time constraints, and tool complexity, leading
to delayed documentation and reduced transparency with families.

Synthesis

Findings from multiple data sources indicate significant challenges in completing safety
assessment tools in real time with families. Results suggest that technological limitations,
time constraints, and tool complexity are primary barriers to real-time assessment
completion, with documentation inconsistencies further complicating verification of family
involvement. Instructions require assessments to be completed with families but lack
guidance on documenting this or explaining results. Completed Family Safety Assessment
tools sometimes indicate family participation; Family Risk Assessment tools rarely do.

Document Review

The document review adds context to these challenges. Instructions for completing
assessments in Trails—the state automated child welfare information system—emphasize
that the safety assessment tool should guide caseworkers in applying the five safety
threshold criteria. However, when Trails or an online connection is unavailable, caseworkers
must rely on printouts of the tools as well as instruction manuals, which in the case of the
Family Safety Assessment tool, is an 18-page instruction manual, which may contribute to
delays and complexity in real-time completion with families.

Seven themes identified: consistency issues, real-time documentation challenges,
redundancy, data gaps, risk tool issues, interview gaps, and information access difficulties

Case Review

Volume 7 provides the parameters for use of the Colorado Safety Assessment tool, stating
that it shall be completed at the time of contact and with the family, if possible. However,
case reviews further highlight uncertainty regarding real-time completion. While page one
of the Family Safety Assessment consistently indicates that tools were completed with
families, narrative notes often fail to confirm family involvement. Family Safety Assessment
tools occasionally reference family participation, but Family Risk Assessment tools rarely
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do, suggesting inconsistency in documentation practices. Case reviews show uncertainty:
narrative notes rarely confirm family involvement though tools often mark 'Yes'.

Surveys
Workforce survey respondents indicated they could not complete assessments in real
time because of practical barriers.

e 32 percent reported being able to complete assessment tools in real time during
field visits.

The most frequently cited barriers include
o technological access issues (30 percent),
o limited time during visits (26 percent), and
o tool complexity (24 percent).
o environmental issues or client availability (21 percent)
o travel constraints (4 percent) were noted but less impactful.

e 28 percent of respondents believed other staff could complete tools in real time
during field visits.

Workgroup Findings
Workforce Workgroup participants further echo the challenges and practicalities of
completing assessments in real time. They stressed that it is very difficult to complete the
assessment tools live with a family because questions are inorganic to ask in a
conversational format, particularly when caseworkers have just met a family and they are
trying to build trust with them According to Volume 7, the Family Safety Assessment tool is
supposed to be completed with household members (families).* However, most
caseworkers expressed they take notes and then use their notes later in the office to
retroactively fill out the assessment. One county supervisor highlighted how beneficial
paper copies of the assessment were to implement the process in a more natural and
transparent way, reviewing the assessment results with families right away and asking for
their signature.

Focus Groups

Numerous directors and managers in focus groups noted challenges related to assessment
logistics. One manager expressed that variables like location can make it difficult to carry
out assessments effectively, citing that assessments can take place in a variety of

4 The Colorado Family Safety Assessment tool shall be completed with household members and documented in the
comprehensive child welfare information system. The Colorado Family Safety Assessment tool shall be completed with
household members at the time of the contact and documented in the state automated case management system no later
than fourteen (14) calendar days. (p. 23 of Code of Colorado Regulations 12 CCR 2509-2).
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environments. Additionally, trying to maintain a level of trust and rapport with a family while
working in real-world circumstances can be difficult.

Recommendations

1. Strengthen real-time documentation capability via mobile/offline tools and
simplified design.

2. Improve documentation of family involvement, circumstances, and strengths with
explicit narrative fields.

3. Increase workforce training, especially scenario-based to simulate the real-world
environment.

4. Reduce tool complexity and redundancy by focusing on items that are realistic to
obtain in safety and risk assessment-oriented conversations.

5. Clarify instructions with examples and precise documentation steps.

6. Improve access to case information during visits.

Directive Three: Examine the impacts of geography
when using risk or safety assessments.

Finding Statement

Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment tools are not applied consistently statewide.
Differences in county resources, staffing levels, technology infrastructure, supervision
capacity, and community service availability, especially between urban and rural contexts,
drive varied implementation.

Synthesis

Geographic variability significantly affects the consistency of Family Safety and Family Risk
assessment tool implementation across counties. Larger counties face complexities when
families span multiple jurisdictions, and rural counties struggle with limited service
availability.

Workgroup Findings

Workforce Workgroup members highlighted how larger counties often face
complications when families reside in multiple jurisdictions (i.e., one caregiver in one
county and one in another, or a family who has moved from one to another), requiring
coordination across systems. Conversely, rural counties struggle with limited service
availability, which makes supporting families challenging. Community resources such as
access to healthcare, housing, and behavioral health services play a critical role in
supporting families. As one county director noted, “A safety assessment in a metro area
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that has 300 Medicaid providers ... is going to look very different than the community
that has 4 Medicaid providers and 1 nonprofit.”

These differences underscore the need for flexibility and clarity in tool design to
accommodate diverse contexts related to resource availability.

Surveys

Surveys show mixed perceptions. Resource differences—staffing, supervision,
technology, and community supports—drive uneven practices. Small counties often use
the assessments far less frequently, affecting proficiency and leading to informal
workflows. Overall, structural, resource-based, and geographic differences are the
primary drivers of inconsistency statewide.

Lived Experience respondents disagreed that the assessment process was applied
consistently with families across different geographic areas

e 67 percent did not think the assessments were implemented consistently
geographically.

Legal Survey respondents reported inconsistent tool use across the state, noting that
infrastructure (local access and organizational barriers) and population needs may
contribute to variation.

e 24 percent agree that the tools are applied uniformly statewide. Respondents
were unsure whether inconsistencies stem from infrastructure (e.g., technology
access) or unique population needs.

e 25 percent believe that local infrastructure (access to technology, transportation
or reliable internet, supports staff’s ability to complete the tools.

e 58 percent pointed to organizational barriers (policies, leadership, resources).

Workforce Survey respondents generally felt the tools are used consistently and
supported by local policies, though regional population differences still pose challenges
and many lack adequate training to address them.

e 57 percent perceive the tools as being used consistently regardless of

geographic location.
e 48 percent agree that local infrastructure, such as access to technology,
transportation or reliable internet, supports their ability to complete the tools.

e 52 percent believe local policy and infrastructure support consistency.

e 32 percent cite regional population challenges.
e 39 percent feel adequately trained to address these regional challenges.

Focus Groups

County Child Welfare Managers and Directors in the focus group also highlighted
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differences in tool application across “A safety assessment in a metro area
. . S that has 300 Medicaid providers. ..
counties, largely due to disparities in L. .
) is going to look very different than
workforce and community resources. the community that has four
Smaller counties may only use the Family Medicaid providers and 1 nonprofit.”

Safety and Family Risk Assessments a few
times over several months, while larger counties “live and breathe” these tools due to
higher referral volumes. Rural counties often lack technology and staffing capacity,
leading to informal practices and variation in documentation and engagement.
Resource availability (e.g., Medicaid providers, housing) strongly shapes implementation.

DCW Leadership Focus Group emphasized that geographic variability and resource
differences significantly affect implementation. Smaller counties may have a single
worker and limited technology/capacity, giving rise to informal practices. State
leadership focus groups emphasized that these county-to-county differences
significantly affect implementation, with rural areas functioning much differently than
urban areas.

CWTS Focus Group participants observed that Colorado’s state-supervised, county-
administered structure contributes to variation in documentation, emphasis on the
tools, and engagement strategies. Rural workers may complete as few assessments in 5
years as urban workers complete in 7 months; supervision capacity also varies.

Overall, Colorado’s state-supervised, county-administered system plays a large role
in the variability by county. These disparities highlight the need for systemic
strategies to ensure equitable implementation and support across regions.

Recommendations

1. Develop a tiered implementation framework with minimum statewide standards
and scalable enhancements by county capacity.

2. Standardize core practices and documentation requirements, while allowing limited
local workflow adaptation.

3. Expand targeted training and coaching beyond the pre-service training in the
Academy—pirioritizing rural/small counties and low-confidence teams.

4. Invest in technology access (mobile devices, connectivity) to enable real-time
documentation and reduce disparities.

5. Create shared services models for supervision/consultation and provide surge
staffing for small counties.

6. Address service availability gaps by partnering to expand healthcare, behavioral
health, and housing supports; adjust tool guidance where scarcity persists.

7. Implement statewide monitoring with quarterly dashboards on timeliness,
completion, and fidelity; establish feedback loops for continuous improvement.
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Directive Four: Examine the impacts of race and
ethnicity when using the risk or safety assessments
and how they affect communities that are over-
represented in the child welfare system.

Finding Statement

Colorado’s current child welfare assessment tools and practices are not culturally
responsive and, in many cases, actively perpetuate racial and ethnic inequities—primarily
due to inconsistent documentation, biased use of historical data, limited cultural
understanding, and ineffective communication with families.

Synthesis

Race and ethnicity considerations within Colorado’s Family Safety and Family Risk
assessments revealed significant gaps in cultural responsiveness and equity. The document
review showed that race and ethnicity are inconsistently documented in assessment tools,
limiting analysis of disproportionality, and some case notes observed in the case review
included subjective language without context making it difficult to decipher the race and
ethnicity of caregivers or children and youth. Further, the reliance on economic factors as
part of the Family Risk Assessment reinforces the conflation of poverty and neglect in child
welfare which can impact overall risk scores and decisions. Communication with families is
often unclear and culturally misaligned, reducing trust and engagement.

Workgroup Findings
Both workgroups spent time reflecting on the impacts of the assessments related to
race and ethnicity.

The Lived Experience Workgroup emphasized the need to reduce bias and incorporate
cultural strengths into both assessments, recommending tools that respect practices
such as multigenerational living and traditional medicines, particularly for Tribal nations
and marginalized communities. They stressed incorporating opportunities for ongoing
cultural humility training to foster continuous learning and self-reflection, noting that
current tools lack cultural consideration and mechanisms for addressing strengths and
protective factors. Confusion also arises from questions blending historical and current
behaviors.

The Workforce Workgroup also identified equity concerns with the Family Risk
Assessment as it heavily weights prior reports, which inflate risk scores for incidents
that occurred long ago, and disproportionately impacts minority families and
perpetuates systemic bias. Language barriers limit equitable participation since tools
are only available in English and Spanish. Families frequently perceive assessments as
government instruments, fueling mistrust and fear. Similarly, the legal survey found low
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confidence in the tools’ ability to reflect cultural backgrounds or ensure equitable
outcomes, despite ongoing discussions about racial disproportionality.

Case Review

Race/Ethnicity is inconsistently documented, limiting analysis of over-representation.
Case notes include subjective language (e.g., ‘dressed appropriately’) without context,
introducing bias.

Surveys

Lived Experience Survey respondents indicated that staff did not explain the
assessment results in a way that respected their values, beliefs or that the assessment
process respected their family’s cultural history, race, and ethnicity. Many parents
reported feeling misidentified based on race and ethnicity, with little effort made to
understand their cultural background.

e B7 percent of parents reported that professionals did not explain assessment
results clearly.

e 60 percent felt their values and beliefs were not respected.

o 27 percent believed the process honored their cultural history, race, and
ethnicity.

Open-text responses revealed perceptions of cultural insensitivity, misidentification,
and failure to comply with ICWA, with parents calling for cultural awareness training and
inclusion of lived experience in tool design.

The Legal Survey respondents viewed the tools as data driven but not culturally
responsive, not consistently applied, and not contributing to equitable outcomes across
racial and ethnic groups.

e 26 percent report that discussions about over-represented racial and ethnic
groups rely on data rather than anecdotal evidence.

e 14 percent feel the assessment tools adequately reflect cultural backgrounds of
children, youth and families served.

e 14 percent feel the tools contribute to equitable outcomes for children, youth, and
families of different racial and ethnic backgrounds.

e 14 percent have confidence in consistent application across racial/ethnic groups.

The Workforce Survey respondents echoed these gaps as well. Although they did not
view race and ethnicity as barriers, confidence in consistent application across groups
was limited. Many felt the tools do not fully reflect cultural backgrounds or ensure
equitable outcomes. Training and practices to address bias and disparities were not
common.

e 10 percent viewed race and ethnicity as barriers to implementation.
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e 36 percent were confident that tools are applied consistently across groups.
e 50 percent felt tools fail to reflect cultural backgrounds.

e 41 percent doubted they would lead to equitable outcomes.

e 22 percent reported receiving bias mitigation training

e 27 percent report routinely shared over-representation data

e 22 percent engaged in racial disparity discussions

Focus Groups

County managers and directors noted regional cultural considerations, such as
multigenerational households and differing hygiene standards, which can introduce bias.
They acknowledged that reliance on historical data perpetuates inequity, intensifying
impacts of past hardships.

The OCR focus group highlighted that tools fail to account for cultural norms and
intersectionality, leaving room for bias in decision-making. Practices like physical
discipline vary across cultures; tools lack guidance
for nuanced interpretation. They stressed poor “One person’s beating is

ICWA compliance and the removal of cultural another person’s discipline . . .
humility training requirements, noting that and that’s from culture.”
marginalized populations—such as Native American

families, families of color, and parents with disabilities—are disproportionately affected.
Suggestions included equity checks and blind assessments to reduce bias.

DCW leadership recognized variability in county implementation and suggested
improving the communication of results to families. They also emphasized that if
concerns were brought to them related to racial equity in tool implementation, they
would take action.

The CWTS focus group felt that from the training perspective, Family Safety and Family
Risk Assessment tool questions are solution-focused and enable relational exchanges.
The team is working to incorporate more content on reducing racial disparities and bias
into training.

Across all sources, consistent themes emerged. Almost all stakeholders agreed that
current Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment tools inadequately address cultural
diversity, perpetuate systemic inequities, and need to better mitigate bias. Possible
next steps include enhancing cultural humility/family diversity training, revising tools to
reflect diverse family structures and traditions, improving engagement and
communication with families, and implementing equity checks to ensure fair and
culturally responsive practice.
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Recommendations
1. Standardize Culturally Responsive Documentation

a. Adopt statewide documentation guidelines that ensure family histories,
strengths, and cultural identities are captured accurately and respectfully.

2. Limit Bias from Historical Records

a. Implement protocols that minimize reliance on outdated or disproportionate
information such as economic factors, prioritizing current family strengths.

3. Strengthen Cultural Competency, Family Diversity, and Bias Mitigation Training

a. Require ongoing training on cultural humility, implicit bias, and equitable family
engagement.

4. Co-Develop or reinforce Assessment Processes with Families

a. Adopt engagement methods that center family voice and agency, using
communication tools aligned with cultural norms.

5. Enhance Quality Assurance and Accountability

a. Establish routine oversight to detect inequities in documentation and decision-
making, with feedback loops for improvement.

Directive Five: Evaluate and recommend best
practices for sharing risk or safety assessments with
families, legal professionals, and the Colorado Judicial
Branch.

Finding Statement

Colorado Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment results are inconsistently shared with
families and legal stakeholders, often lacking clarity, cultural sensitivity,

or literacy-appropriate communication. Results are often not shared with legal
professionals until the judicial discovery process.

Synthesis

Clear communication of safety and risk assessment findings to families, child welfare
partners, and judicial professionals is essential for transparency and informed
decision-making. Families and legal professionals rarely receive assessment results in a
timely, clear, or understandable way, creating widespread transparency issues and
undermining trust in the child welfare process. Results reveal inconsistent practices across
counties, and the need for culturally responsive, plain-language communication. Legal
professionals report lack of clear and consistent processes for receiving assessment
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results. Workers feel confident communicating results but lack structured training and
defined processes. Families value respectful, honest, human-centered communication.

Document Review

A review of Volume 7 and the training documentation indicates that the Family Safety
Assessment should be completed with the family. However, there is no requirement
noted that the assessment must be reviewed or shared with the family. Best practice
would indicate that families learn the results from the caseworker based on the info
they shared or what factors contributed to the need for a safety plan (if needed) and
how to address the factor.

Workgroup Findings

Members in both the Lived Experience and Workforce Workgroups noted that families
rarely see the information captured in their assessments or assessments results, raising
concerns about how information is recorded, interpreted, and used in decision-making
without family engagement.

The Lived Experience Workgroup also highlighted how families valued clear, honest
communication and preferred caseworkers who explained the purpose of assessments
and engaged in conversations beyond data collection.

Surveys

Lived Experience Survey respondents generally felt the assessment process was
unclear, lacked opportunities for questions, and did not encourage open
communication. Many reported that results were not explained in a meaningful or
respectful way.

o 13 percent felt the safety and risk assessment process was clearly explained to
them

o 40 percent knew who to contact if they had questions or needed support after
the assessment was completed

e 73 percent reported feeling uninformed about what would happen after
assessments

e 80 percent perceive decisions as unfair and inconsistent across similar cases
and geographic areas.

Legal Survey respondents echoed these concerns. Most legal professionals (94
percent) indicated they are not involved in the implementation or oversight of the
Colorado Family Safety and Risk Assessment tools. Therefore, they are reliant on child
welfare staff to share assessment results and clarify findings that could help guide
decision-making. However, legal professionals surveyed expressed significant concerns
about the implementation and use of the tools.

e 76 percent disagreed that a clear process exists for sharing assessment results.
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e 68 percent reported inadequate clarification from caseworkers when sharing
with legal partners.

e 76 percent felt results are not shared in ways that respect the cultural and
literacy needs of families.

e 76 percent reported that feedback from legal professionals has not improved the
process.

Open-text responses revealed systemic issues, including assessments withheld until
discovery, lack of cultural sensitivity, and geographic disparities that exacerbate
confusion and trauma for families.

Workforce survey respondents generally felt confident presenting information and
addressing questions, with many noting that supervision and coaching strengthened
these skills. However, few indicated that the process for sharing results is well-defined,
adequately supported, or reinforced through training that allows practice with real-world
scenarios. Even fewer reported that stakeholder feedback is used to improve
communication practices or that results are consistently shared with families in
culturally respectful and literacy-appropriate ways.

e 72 percent felt confident presenting assessment results information clearly

e 71 percent were confident in answering questions about the results

e 36 percent agreed that the sharing process is well-defined and supported.

e 32 percent reported training included practice delivering results to stakeholders.

e 38 percent agreed results are routinely shared with families in culturally
respectful and literacy-appropriate ways.

Focus Groups

In several focus groups, participants mentioned that when results are shared, they are
often presented during moments of crisis, using complex language that is not conducive
to facilitating smooth conversations.

County Child Welfare Managers and directors confirmed these gaps in their focus
group conversation, noting that results are often treated as internal documentation
rather than tools for collaborative planning. They emphasized the need for training on
plain-language communication and strategies that treat families as people rather than
data points.

However, the ORPC focus group emphasized that it is very difficult to facilitate open,
honest, and trusting conversations with the Family Safety Assessment in its current
format and reflected how in their experiences families they represented did not feel
they could be authentic.

State leadership and CWTS trainers stressed that going forward they are working to
better foster an environment for tailoring communication to family needs, explaining the
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rationale behind assessment questions, and integrating transparent communication
strategies into training curricula are important aspects for effective engagement.

The other focus groups reinforced the importance of trust-building and transparency.

Collectively, these findings underscore the need for standardized, culturally responsive,
and family-centered communication practices. Sharing assessment results should
move beyond compliance to become a collaborative process that builds trust, clarifies
decision-making, and empowers families and legal partners to engage meaningfully in
safety planning.

Recommendations
1. Standardize Statewide Assessment

a. Sharing protocols for families and legal partners.
2. Require timely, plain-language sharing of results directly with families.

3. Strengthen training and coaching for caseworkers in communication and cultural
responsiveness.

4. Promote transparent, family-centered communication practices.

Improve integration and communication with legal professionals.

Directive Six: Evaluate and recommend best practices
for training on risk and safety assessments.

Finding Statement

Training on the Colorado Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment tools is delivered but
does not reliably translate into practice because it isn't applied, timed, or reinforced in
ways that support consistent use.

Synthesis

Training on the Colorado Family Safety Assessment tool and Family Risk Assessment tools
exist as a part of the 109.5 hour foundational training new caseworkers complete in the 3-
day Safety through Engagement seminar. The course description notes the tools will be
incorporated in learning through the facilitation of an assessment using the Colorado Family
Safety and Family Risk Assessment Tools. Training for new staff is heavily front-loaded and
theoretical, inconsistent across counties, and insufficiently practice-oriented. Caseworkers
feel overwhelmed and need more applied learning, coaching, and cultural humility

training. Across all data sources, stakeholders consistently identified gaps in training and
application of training related to the Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment tools. While
formal training exists through the CWTS and county-specific programs, its effectiveness is
limited by timing, varied content and instructional planning and delivery, and a lack of
consistent practical application.
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Training on the Colorado Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment tools is widely viewed
as insufficient, inconsistent, and lacking practical application. Academy training is often
described as limited, overly conceptual, and not reflective of real-world casework.
Supervisors frequently serve as interpretive authorities, yet errors persist. Timing challenges
reduce learning transfer when training precedes field experience. Simulation-based learning
can overwhelm new staff, whereas in-person workshops using real scenarios are seen as
more effective.

Document Review

Colorado’s full training materials (detailed training outlines and syllabi were requested
from DCW as part of the audit but were not made available for review), as referenced in
Colorado’s 2025-2029 Child and Family Services Plan Training Plan (See Appendix G),
provide context to the current training. Colorado’s Training Plan and CWST Course
Catalog requires new staff to complete The Fundamentals of Colorado Child Welfare
Casework Practice, (New Caseworker Academy) a 7-module training totaling 109.5
hours delivered over a 6-week period. Training is offered regularly for new caseworkers
and supervisors, with at least 30 cohorts offered per fiscal year and an additional cohort
for child welfare scholars. The curriculum outlines the Child and Family Service Plan and
the Fundamentals of Colorado Child Welfare Casework Practice in a manner consistent
with key elements of effective child welfare training. Learning objectives in the CWST
Course Catalog for Case Workers further indicate that training likely incorporates
Colorado Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment tools into practice scenarios and
transfer-of-learning activities for new staff. However, the ICF team was unable to review
the full training materials related to these tools and therefore could not fully verify their
content.

Documentation of standardized outlines and formal instructional processes, such as a
syllabus and curriculum outline were not made available to ICF. If they do not exist, this
increases variability that already exists across counties and may affect consistency in
tool implementation. Developing structured training outlines and statewide alignment of
resources could strengthen uniformity and improve practice.

Workgroup Findings

The Lived Experience Workgroup emphasized the need for training that goes beyond
technical instruction. A suggestion included providing parenting and lived experience
education for caseworkers, especially those without personal lived experience, to build
empathy and understanding. Mandatory training in trauma-informed care and language
was also strongly suggested, along with attention to nonverbal communication and self-
awareness to ensure families feel supported. Motivational Interviewing techniques were
recommended to empower families to identify their own solutions and take ownership
of plans. Strengths-based approaches and reframing family narratives were seen as
critical for building trust.

Workforce Workgroup discussions revealed that Academy training is often insufficient
and disconnected from real-world practice. The large quantity of training content can
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overwhelm new staff, and instructions for completing assessments remain complex.
Supervisors frequently bear the responsibility for ensuring caseworkers are practicing
according to training guidelines, yet errors persist. Supervisors' ability to closely mentor
caseworkers vary by county, given workload considerations, and the frequency with
which assessments come up.

Surveys

Workforce Survey Results (Note: Questions related to training on the tools were
included only in the Workforce Survey, as this was the sole group with direct
experience in the training program.)

Workforce surveys indicate a high level of training participation at both the state and
local level and relatively strong confidence in using the tools, but highlight gaps in
cultural, racial, and bias-related content. Workers report unclear tool definitions,
conflicting guidance across systems, and excessive subjectivity in decision-making.

e 9l percent received CWTS training.

69 percent received county-specific training.

e 59 percent had training on DV/IPV and substance use/mental health.

e 43 percent had training on addressing racial and cultural considerations.
e 62 percent felt prepared to use the tools.

e 69 percent felt confident in applying them correctly.

Perceived Strengths:

e  Supervision and coaching (66 percent)
e Interactive learning and role-playing (57 percent)
e  Opportunities for self-reflection (52 percent)

Areas for Improvement:

e Addressing implicit bias and cultural considerations (34 percent)
e Supporting collaborative decision-making (35 percent)

Open-Text Themes: Workers describe tools as outdated, overly rigid, and
disconnected from practice. Training is perceived as rushed and basic, leaving them
unprepared for nuanced DV, substance use, or mental health cases. Most rely on
supervisors, peers, roleplay, case-specific discussions, and direct feedback for effective
learning. Job aids are valued, but inconsistent guidance across trainers and counties
creates confusion and frequent errors.

Focus Groups
Managers and Directors Focus Group participants echoed these concerns, noting that
current training fails to provide staff with confidence in using tools consistently. They
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stressed the need for application-based components, such as reviewing real cases
together and critiquing documentation until caseworkers feel comfortable. One director
remarked, “You could spend 3 days on this if you could, and you should,” underscoring
the depth of training required. Directors also noted that Family Safety and Family Risk
assessment and assessment tool training is often delivered during onboarding alongside
numerous other topics, leaving little time for mastery before workers apply the tools in
practice.

The DCW Leadership Focus Group also acknowledged that while Academy training is
sufficient in theory, transferring learning into practice remains difficult. Timing is a major
challenge, as new caseworkers often receive training before gaining practical
experience. Leadership highlighted the
importance of supervision and one-on-one “The Academy is great, but it gets
support, citing a recent county initiative that you to baseline ... . You don’t know
provided supplemental training with what you don’t know until you're out
individualized mentoring through every R L S

assessment step. They emphasized ongoing

learning beyond the Academy and recommended normalizing discussions about risk
and safety during supervision to reinforce consistency.

The CWTS Focus Group described the structure of the training program, which includes
pre-service Academy sessions, Academy participation covering multiple aspects of
casework, and post-service learning transfer activities such as shadowing and county
onboarding. Trainers noted that optional supervisor training is available to support
caseworkers who regularly use safety assessments. They proposed areas for
improvement including increasing communication with staff about training
effectiveness and integrating voices with lived experience into the curriculum.

OCR Focus Group participants agreed that while safety assessment training is included
in the Academy, implementation in practice is inconsistent. Supervisors often lack
guidance on overseeing proper tool use, creating accountability gaps. They stressed
that training should incorporate equity, cultural humility, and bias mitigation, and one
participant noted, “We can talk training ad nauseam. I'm not even sure if it's training as
much as putting in mechanisms for accountability.”

Finally, the ORPC Focus Group reported that although training is provided,
implementation erodes over time. Many caseworkers mistakenly believe that tools are
only used during intake rather than throughout the life of a case. Supervisors struggle to
reinforce correct usage, contributing to systemic drift. Participants identified gaps in
cultural humility, trauma-informed care, de-escalation strategies, and understanding
disproportionality in training. They also emphasized the need for judicial partner training
to ensure alignment across sectors.

In addition, staff from ARD noted that following the completion of an Administrative
Case Review, they coordinate with DCW to identify potential technical assistance that
may benefit an office or team based on the results from the case review.
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Taken together, the data depicts a training system that is available but insufficiently
practice oriented or timely, which can produce variability across and within counties.
Stakeholders across groups call for a shift from front-loaded, theory-heavy instruction to
ongoing, application-based learning that integrates lived experience perspectives,
trauma-informed and culturally responsive approaches, and structured coaching with
clear accountability mechanisms. Application-based methods like enhanced roleplay,
case reviews, mentoring, and documentation critique should be incorporated into
training. Additionally, there is a need for post-training support including clearer
expectations, simplified implementation processes, and explicit communication about
tool purposes. Embedding equity, empathy, and practical application across the
curriculum will be foundational to building confidence, consistency, and family-centered
practice.

Recommendations

1. Expand application-based, real-world training and use real Colorado case scenarios,
hands-on case review loops, and skill-practice rather than theoretical exercises.

2. Mandate practice-based training on cultural humility, family diversity, bias
mitigation, and trauma-informed skills inclusive of lived experience voices.

3. Improve timing and sequencing of training to align better with worker field exposure,
including boosters and refreshers.

4. Expand mentor-shadowing models where workers complete an assessment(s) step-
by-step with guidance.

5. Provide enhanced structured supervisor training, job aids, and fidelity tools to
reinforce consistent use across counties.

6. Create feedback loops, coaching logs, and supervisory signoffs to ensure proper use
of tools.

Directive Seven: Examine the risk and safety
assessments for domestic violence or intimate partner
violence and recommend best practices.

Finding Statement

Colorado’s current child welfare risk and safety tools do not effectively or accurately assess
DV/IPV. In many cases, the tools unintentionally penalize survivors, misidentify risk, rely on
victim-blaming language, and fail to capture coercive control or patterns of abuse over
time. This results in unreliable decision-making and inadequate support for families.

Synthesis

The current Family Risk Assessment tool includes two DV-related questions, with
clarifications only in instructions, not the tool itself. Language can be punitive or
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victim-blaming, and DV history is inconsistently defined. It is unclear how the tool drives
decisions. Concerns center on victim-blaming language and lack of nuance around coercive
control.

Document Review

The document review indicated that while the Family Risk Assessment tool includes
items such as “Recent or History of Domestic Violence in Household” and “Caregiver(s)
Involved in Disruptive/Volatile Adult Relationships,” these questions lack sufficient detail
within the tool itself, limiting caseworkers’ ability to accurately assess DV/IPV dynamics.
Clarifying instructions exist, but they are not integrated into the tool, making practical
application potentially difficult due to not having guidance in a convenient location.

Workgroup Findings
Stakeholders across multiple data sources expressed concerns about language and
framing within the tools.

The Lived Experience Workgroup flagged phrases such as “Caregiver engages in
domestic violence” and “Parent is Unwilling to Protect” as victim-blaming. These types
of phrases fail to capture the complexity of coercive control, which can occur over a
long time-period. Their suggestions included revising DV/IPV-related items to use
neutral, accessible language, removing punitive phrasing, and incorporating
transparency by sharing plain-language summaries with families.

The Workforce Workgroup discussions highlighted inconsistencies in defining DV/IPV
history, noting that labeling any past incident—some even decades old—as “recent”
inflates risk scores and penalizes survivors. They also reported that the safety
assessment’s DV/IVP section varies in use across counties and excludes violence
involving nonparental family members under Colorado’s legal definition.

Case Review

Four of the sixteen cases reviewed involved domestic violence as a factor in allegations
and investigation. In three of these cases, actions were taken to protect the
child(ren)/youth. However, since all of these involved multiple factors (e.g., substance
abuse, gun violence) that placed the children/youth at risk, it is difficult to distill the
impact of DV in the determination. The assessment in the fourth case noted a low
overall risk but contact was not made with relevant family members, such as the father
of child and grandparent of the child.

Surveys

Lived Experience Survey results underscored the impact on families. Respondents did
not think that the assessment process adequately addressed their family for DV/IPV
issues.

e 57 percent of parents reported experiencing DV/IPV during child welfare
involvement.

e 100 percent disagreed that their family was adequately assessed for DV/IPV.
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Workforce Survey respondents felt the assessment tools were limited in distinguishing
DV/IPV related concerns.

e 32 percent agreed the tools were effective in distinguishing varying levels of risk
and/or safety concerns related to DV/IPV issues.

e 37 percent received clear guidance on using the tools to recognize and respond
to DV/IPV.

e 19 percent felt the tools are sensitive to cultural considerations when assessing
DV/IPV in racially and ethnically diverse families.

e 45 percent felt confident using the tools to identify both immediate safety
concerns and long-term risk factors of DV/IPV.

Legal Survey respondents reported that county staff do not receive clear guidance on
using tools for DV/IPV, lack confidence in identifying risks, and believe the tools are not
culturally sensitive

e 60 percent of respondents disagreed that county staff receive clear guidance on
using tools to recognize and respond to DV/IPV.

e 62 percent lack confidence in staff identifying both immediate safety concerns
and long-term risk factors of DV/IPV.

e 54 percent felt the tools lack cultural sensitivity when assessing racially and
ethnically diverse families.

Focus Groups
Focus groups reinforced these concerns.

ORPC participants described how assessments often penalize survivors for abuser
actions and fail to reflect best practices, citing examples where mandatory protection
orders escalated danger rather than improved safety.

County managers and directors echoed the need for tools that capture coercive
control and survivor strengths, and capture dynamics over a period rather than point-
in-time observations, given domestic violence most often does not occur at a singular
time point.

OCR participants also noted that tools focus overly

on immediate safety indicators, missing patterns of “Domestic violence and sexual
abuse are patterned behaviors

abuse, and inadvertently framing victims as the

problem. ... this tool doesn’t allow for

any over time indicators.”

DCW leadership pointed to supplemental supports
such as the Domestic Violence Playbook and Safe &
Together model training as critical resources to continue to accurately address DV.
Although they are aware of the need for more information/resources and working to
fulfill the need, it was unclear whether the resources are used with staff in county
offices.
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Collectively, these findings reveal systemic gaps in language, guidance, and application,
emphasizing the need for trauma-informed, culturally responsive, and pattern-based
approaches to DV/IPV assessment within Colorado’s child welfare system.

Recommendations

1. Improve Tool Language and Structure
a. Remove victim-blaming language, focus on offender accountability and survivor
safety strategies.
Simplify Wording and Ensure Cultural Sensitivity
3. Enhance DV/IPV Assessment ltems
a. Add pattern-based indicators, differentiate history vs. current risk.
4. Expand Training on Coercive Control, Trauma Responses, and Culturally Responsive
DV Assessment
5. Improve Documentation and Confidentiality
a. Limit sensitive information in case plans and provide clear guidelines on
documentation.
6. Standardize Processes Across Counties and Unify Definitions and Practices Across
Community Partners

N

Directive Eight: Audit the inter-rater reliability of the
safety assessment.

Finding Statement

The results show notable variability in agreement across scenarios, highlighting persistent
subjectivity in how workers assess impending danger, especially in situations involving
unmet basic needs or hazardous living conditions.

Synthesis

The interrater reliability exercise showed notable variation in workers’ judgments regarding
the presence of impending danger across hypothetical scenarios, suggesting inconsistent
interpretation of key safety concepts. Scenarios involving unmet basic needs or hazardous
living conditions had the lowest agreement, reflecting the well documented subjectivity and
potential bias involved in evaluating neglect. However, the results must be interpreted
cautiously given the limitations of short, hypothetical cases that lack the depth of real-
world interactions. Overall, the exercise underscores the need for clearer guidance and
additional support to promote consistency in evaluating impending danger. More practice
distinguishing abuse from neglect and differentiating imminent safety threats from
conditions that can be improved would be beneficial.

Workforce Survey Interrater Reliability Results

Inter-rater reliability in the audit was assessed using five case scenarios that were
incorporated into the workforce survey. Participants were presented with hypothetical
scenarios (1-2 paragraphs each) and asked to determine whether impending danger was
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present. Inter-rater reliability was evaluated in this way due to the inherent challenges of
doing so in the real-world environment (e.g., asking more than one person to implement a
safety assessment with the same family and determining the outcome).

The percentage of agreement for the correct answer about whether impending danger was
present or not for each scenario ranged from 59 percent to 94 percent. This range signifies
that there is some inconsistency in decision-making for a hypothetical scenario, which
while clearly different from practice decisions could still be enough variation to
demonstrate that there is subjectivity in survey respondents interpreting what constitutes
impending danger. These inconsistencies indicate subjectivity and potential bias in how
workers interpret safety concepts, particularly when differentiating poverty-related
conditions from actual impending danger.

The scenarios with the lowest percentages of agreement were ones that featured a
caregiver failing to meet a child’s basic needs (59 percent) and where a living situation was
hazardous to a child (63 percent). Neither of these scenarios were considered to have
impending danger present due to details included about caregivers working to improve
circumstances. Both of these scenarios contain circumstances related to neglect, which
have been shown in research to be more subject to possible biases (e.g.,, confusing
conditions related to poverty with neglect) (Gupta-Kagan, 2023).

There are limitations of this approach to assessing inter-rater reliability in safety decisions.
Ultimately, raters would be missing key details in a hypothetical scenario that is only several
paragraphs compared with a real-world situation, where they would potentially have
multiple interactions with a family over the course of time and might have an opportunity to
build a relationship with them. Respondents of the survey scenarios did not have the
opportunity to ask any follow-up or clarifying questions. Therefore, results should be
interpreted with caution.

Recommendations

1. Strengthen Guidance on Assessing Neglect and Poverty-Related Risks
a. Provide clearer guidance and examples to help workers distinguish poverty-
related conditions versus neglect, risk factors versus imminent safety threats,
and when supports versus safety interventions are appropriate.
2. Expand Training Focused on Impending Danger Criteria
a. Offer targeted training clarifying the definition of impending danger, using
high-quality case examples and facilitated discussion to build shared
understanding.
3. Incorporate Bias-Reduction Strategies into Safety Assessment Practice
a. Integrate structured prompts to check for poverty-related assumptions,
reflection tools, and examples illustrating how bias influences interpretation.
4. Improve Tools and Decision Aids for Consistency
a. Refine the safety assessment tool to include clearer definitions, reduce
ambiguity, and provide guidance on weighing contextual details.
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5. Use More Robust Training Cases for Future Interrater Reliability Checks
a. Develop richer, realistic cases with opportunities for clarifying questions and
pilot them before use.
6. Reinforce Supervision Practices that Support Critical Thinking
a. Encourage supervisors to use consistent guiding questions, facilitate team
consultations, explore reasoning differences, and model differentiation
between need and danger.

Directive Nine: Audit the required documentation for
the planning and removal of a child from the child's
primary caregiver.

Finding Statement

Colorado has clear policies and structured tools to guide safety and risk decision-making,
but inconsistent documentation weakens their reliability and leads to variations in
decisions, ongoing concerns about subjectivity, transparency, and reduced family trust.

Synthesis

Overall, the findings show that while Colorado’s Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment
tools are intended to guide consistent and objective decision-making, they often fall short
in practice due to subjective terminology, limited ability to capture family nuance,
documentation challenges, and inconsistent family engagement. Across perspectives,
participants expressed concern that assessment tools alone do not provide a full or reliable
picture for determining child safety, highlighting the need for clearer guidance, stronger
engagement practices, and more comprehensive documentation to support transparent
and accurate removal decisions.

Workgroup Findings

The Lived Experience Workgroup discussed how families often are not engaged in
assessments transparently in information gathering or communicating results and
therefore expressed concerns around what kind of information was being documented.
They noted the limitation of the assessments in capturing nuanced information, and that
there could be more opportunities for narrative descriptions to gather comprehensive
and accurate information.

The Workforce Workgroup discussed challenges around relying on Family Safety and
Family Risk Assessment tool documentation alone to make accurate decisions in
planning and removal of children from their caregiver. First, they placed considerable
emphasis on utilizing ROC notes to capture the majority of circumstantial information
(that the current Family Safety and Family Risk Assessments do not capture), that
provide the holistic picture of the family’s situation. As discussed in directive 2, they
noted the logistical challenges around documenting notes and assessments in real time,
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and because of that they note the inherent difficulty in relying on assessment results
alone to make decisions.

Case Review

Reviews of case files provided insights into how decision-making occurs in a variety of
case types. For example, of the 16 case files reviewed, five were closed at assessment—
where the tools were applied and there was no determination of current or impending
danger. An additional six cases had an initial determination of current or impending
danger, but the determination was that the child remained in-home with a safety

plan developed with the primary caregiver and other family members as indicated.
Documentation on these cases provided a thorough exploration of threats of danger
and efforts to keep the child in a safe situation with family. Through review of
documentation, the safety plan was routinely reviewed during interactions with the
family and documented in Trails as described in policy. The remaining five cases had an
initial determination of current or impending danger, some with police involvement,
and the child(ren) were placed out-of-home. Contact logs for these cases provided
considerable documentation of efforts to protect the child through an out-of-home
placement, place child with kin, and, in two cases, reunification was achieved.

Surveys
Lived Experience survey respondents generally felt uninformed about the assessment
and decision-making process.

e 7 percent felt the decisions made during the assessment felt fair and consistent.

Open Text responses highlighted severe consequences of systemic failures, such as
children, youth and families being placed with abusers, repeated removals based on
false allegations, and long-term trauma. Many parents reported a complete loss of trust
in child welfare and related services, citing coercion, lack of resources, and decisions
driven by administrative convenience rather than family well-being.

Legal Survey results indicate that although some respondents perceive consistency in
decision-making, many question whether assessments are the primary basis for
removal decisions and whether guidance ensures unbiased and transparent practices.

e 8 percent agree that the assessment tools are applied uniformly across similar
cases to ensure equitable decision-making.

e 52 percent agree that the tools are the primary basis for making
recommendations about child safety and potential removal from a primary
caregiver.

e 22 percent believe the criteria within the assessment tools clearly differentiates
when removal is warranted versus when in-home interventions may be more
appropriate.

e 12 percent believe that practices are in place to ensure decisions about child
removal are evidence-based and free from bias.
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e 23 percent agree that the tools provide clear guidance for documenting the
rationale behind removal decisions, facilitating transparency in the process.

e 50 percent question the transparency of the process

Workforce Survey responses point to a notable disconnect between policy
expectations and practice, with workers reporting regular supervisory review of
assessment tools but expressing uncertainty about how documentation supports
consistency, clarity, and objectivity in guiding removal decisions.

e 70 percent indicated that their supervisors regularly review the tools to ensure
evidence-based, unbiased decisions about child removal

e 64 percent consistently use tools as the primary basis for child removal.

e Although 57 percent reported feeling confident applying them in the field, fewer
than half agreed (48 percent) that tools are applied uniformly.

e 50 percent thought that the assessments provided clear rationale for removal
decisions.

Focus Groups

Managers and Directors Workforce Groups: Focus group highlighted the challenges of
documenting accurate information to support accurate decision-making because of
unclear terminology and definitions.

Barriers in Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment tool implementation centered
around subjectivity in defining key tool terms, technology limitations, family engagement
challenges, and assessment timing considerations. Directors noted that definitions of
terms like vulnerability and caregiver functioning are confusing and vague. Related to
vulnerability, one manager noted: "I think more of a recent conversation that's been
coming up is that definition of vulnerability because you can have a kiddo who can self-
protect and not necessarily be considered vulnerable, but different. Situations they
might be more vulnerable than others.”

Two directors acknowledged the subjectivity in utilizing the safety criteria questions to
facilitate decision-making and felt that responses could easily be manipulated.
However, another director noted that the safety criteria questions are key to using the
tool effectively and can be incredibly helpful.

DCW leadership: They emphasized that families are often in crisis while caseworkers
are gathering information related to safety and risk assessments, and that the tool is
only as good as the information they are gathering. Because of this, caseworkers
developing strong engagement strategies is critical to ensuring accuracy in the
information documented.

Recommendations

1. Enhance narrative and contextual documentation by clarifying the procedure around
using narrative notes (e.g, ROC notes or incorporate narrative into assessments) to
capture the nuances of family circumstances that structured tools may miss.
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2. Increase transparency and accountability in removal decisions by establishing clearer
expectations for documenting the rationale for removal versus in-home interventions
and ensure that families and legal partners understand the basis for decisions.

3. Upgrade technology and documentation supports and explore tools that streamline
note-taking and integration of narrative information with assessment results.

Conclusions

A legislatively mandated audit of Colorado’s Family Safety and Family Risk Assessment
tools found that, although the tools align with policy standards, they are inconsistently
implemented and contribute to inequitable outcomes across the state. Key issues include
subjective or outdated items, challenges completing assessments in real time, county-level
variability, cultural and racial inequities, ineffective DV/IPV assessment practices,
inconsistent sharing of results, and documentation gaps affecting safety planning and
removal decisions. Training exists but does not consistently translate into practice.

The findings convey serious concerns about inconsistent implementation, inequitable
outcomes, and gaps that may compromise and impact child and family safety.
Stakeholders express worry, frustration, and at times fear that the tools do not work as
intended. These concerns are not directed at individuals, but at systemic issues:
inconsistent county practices, lack of technology infrastructure, unclear definitions, and
tool designs that do not match real-world practice. A persistent theme emerged--
compassion toward families who feel confused, judged, or harmed by the process, and
toward caseworkers who struggle with overwhelming workloads, inadequate training
alignment, and complex and unclear tool requirements.

The audit also identified several strengths, including tool alignment with Colorado policy,
clearly defined safety thresholds, and 19.5 hours of new-worker training that incorporates
opportunities to practice using the tool. Caseworkers demonstrated strong agreement on
clear safety threats (injury, substance use, sexual abuse) that warrant removal decisions.
Colorado benefits from a committed workforce capable of driving meaningful
improvements through targeted reforms.

System-level enhancements are still needed, particularly in tool design, statewide
consistency, training, cultural responsiveness, workforce support, and the incorporation of
best practices related to domestic violence and intimate partner violence. These
improvements are essential to ensuring safety decisions are equitable, consistent, and
transparent.

While the findings communicate a sense of urgency for action, they suggest comprehensive
reform rather than short-term fixes. These results highlight the areas where policy attention
and operational improvements will have the greatest impact.
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Appendix A. Detailed Results

Best Practice Research

The literature review conducted at project initiation identified 21 publications that provided
evidenced-based practices for safety and risk assessments relevant to this audit.
Additionally, 20 publications were incorporated throughout the project based on
recommendations from project stakeholders, ensuring a comprehensive and current
evidence base. The following section synthesizes this body of literature, which served as
the conceptual and methodological foundation for the audit design and analytic framework.
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FIGURE 1.—Safety and Risk Assessment Best Practice Research Review Process.
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Nationally, child welfare agencies rely on structured tools to support consistent safety and
risk decision-making. However, a review of existing literature demonstrates a lack of
research on validity, reliability, cultural responsiveness, and implementation fidelity of
safety and risk tools (Vial et al,, 2020; McNellan et al., 2022). A recent scoping review
synthesizing 25 studies concludes that evidence on validity and reliability remains
outdated, methodologically heterogeneous, and limited across demographic subgroups,
reinforcing the need for enhanced scrutiny and rigorous audit designs (McNellan

et al, 2022). However, a recent audit of inter-rater reliability of unsafe parenting, found that
variance was due to systematic rater differences, a phenomenon they describe as “noise”
that arises in child welfare when decisions rely on ambiguous information and discretion-
laden criteria (Nordmo et al.,, 2025).
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Definitions of Safety and Risk

Few publications in the literature review explicitly defined “safety” or “risk” in the context of
child welfare assessments. The National Association of Public Child Welfare Administrators
frames child safety as a condition in which “the threat of serious harm is not present or
imminent, or the protective capacities of the family are sufficient to protect the child.”
Under this definition, a safety decision determines whether a child is “unsafe” due to
imminent threats and insufficient protective capacities (National Association of Public Child
Welfare Administrators, 2009). In contrast, Casey Family Programs refers to safety as the
absence of “the immediate or impending danger of serious harm,” and a safety assessment
as the systematic collection of information about threatening family conditions and current,
significant, and clearly observable threats to the safety of a child.” Further, Casey Family
Programs defines risk as “the likelihood of future maltreatment,” noting it is “assessed on a
continuum from low to high risk” (Casey Family Programs, 2025).

Some research does exist that identifies constructs commonly used in safety and risk
assessments. However, additional insights into the reliability and validity of them are limited
due to small sample sizes.

TaBLE 1.—Key Constructs of Safety and Risk Assessments.

Key Constructs / Domains Source

Commonly measured: Sexual abuse, neglect, physical abuse,
domestic violence, caregiver substance use, caregiver negativity, Vial et al, 2020
refusal of access

Six common domains: Extent/nature of maltreatment, adult
functioning, parenting practices, disciplinary practices, child Child Welfare Information
functioning; most states use actuarial risk tools with neglect and Gateway, 2022

abuse indices

Core elements: Immediate danger, threats of harm, protective
capacities, vulnerability, risk analysis, safety planning, ongoing
monitoring

American Bar
Association, 2009

There are generally two types of assessment tools: consensus-based and actuarial.
Research indicates that actuarial instruments (e.g., Structured Decision-Making
assessments) show stronger predictive validity than consensus-based tools (D’Andrade et
al, 2008). Additional research highlights persistent tension between actuarial scores and
clinical judgment, and without clear integration guidance, jurisdictions either rigidly adhere
to scores or marginalize them, undermining standardization aims (Feely & Bosk, 2021).
Another audit highlights the limitations of relying on just intuitive decision-making and
suggests utilizing group decision-making whenever possible (Bartelink, C., van Yperen, T. A,

A-2



Evaluation of Colorado Family Risk Assessment
and Colorado Family Safety Assessment Tools: Appendix A February 27, 2026

& ten Berge, . J., 2015). A third approach, predictive analytics, involves using statistical
algorithms and historical data to forecast future outcomes like child maltreatment.

Some jurisdictions use a hybrid method in an attempt to mitigate the limitations of each
approach.

A growing body of research argues that many risk tools omit structural determinants such
as poverty, housing instability, and systemic racism, which allows proxy variables (e.g., prior
reports, number of children and youth) to stand in for race and socioeconomic status and
inadvertently reinforce disproportionality (Feely & Bosk, 2021). This aligns with earlier
research, which cautioned that risk tools may contain conceptual and methodological
problems and urged for empirically derived validity and reliability-tested criteria alongside
robust training and implementation supports for effective use (Hughes & Rycus, 2007). High
risk scores disproportionately affect Black, Indigenous, Latino, and other marginalized
families, which intensifies surveillance. (Feely & Bosk, 2021; Enosh & Bayer-Topilsky, 2015).

Additionally, accurately assessing domestic violence can be complex; one brief from the
Capacity Building Center for States (Center for States) emphasizes the importance of not
assuming perpetrator or survivor roles based on demographic factors. This brief also
underscores the importance of identifying domestic violence by looking for patterns of
coercive control or abusive behaviors (Capacity Building Center for States, n.d.)

Systematic reviews of predictive analytics in child welfare report strong predictive
performance in some models but give limited attention to ethics, bias, and fairness with
only 40 percent of studies in one review integrating equity considerations in predictive
analytics and with just 20 percent assessing performance across racial or socioeconomic
groups (Hall et al,, 2023). Critical perspectives warn that cognitive and structural biases can
be encoded in algorithms, especially when historical data reflect inequities; and calls for
codes of ethics, transparency, and a community-level focus to mitigate possible harm
(Capatosto, 2017). Case examples illustrate both utility and safeguards: Pennsylvania’s
Allegheny County Family Screening Tool uses integrated data to generate risk scores that
help prioritize investigations, coupled with external ethics review and community
engagement; Washington’s PRISM demonstrates savings and health outcomes but raises
concerns about bias and privacy (Heaton et al, 2025; The Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2017).
In Colorado, two counties are implementing or testing predictive analytics in child welfare,
Douglas County and Larimer County. Additionally, Arapahoe has a project using a
"consulting tool” for similar purposes.

Further, research underscores that assessment constructs are not the only factor affecting
outcomes. The “decision-making ecology” conceptualizes case decisions as influenced by
the continuum of decision points, workers’ psychological processes, organizational factors,
and the consequences of those decisions on families (Baumann et al., 2011). Survey work
has attempted to measure caseworker skills, job experiences, removal and disposition
decisions, and contextual factors to better understand decision dynamics (Dettlaff et al,,
2015). Within the decision-making ecology framework, “risk” is a primary case-level factor in
which the level of risk assessed by a caseworker is one of the strongest predictors of
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whether a child is removed from the home (Graham et al., 2020.) Empirical studies further
suggest worker attitudes, burnout, and secondary trauma are significantly associated with
risk assessment outcomes and indicate that personal characteristics can shape judgment
and merit attention in training and supervision (Clark et al., 2025; Benbenishty et al., 2015).
Practice briefs from the Center for States emphasize that, even with validated tools,
decision-making is influenced by worker experience and bias, organizational policies, and
service availability; therefore, agencies must ensure consistent use through policy
alignment, training/coaching, and quality assurance (Capacity Building Center for

States, 2025). Another brief identifies ease of use, validity/reliability, cultural
responsiveness, supervision, and fidelity as success factors in assessment implementation,
stressing that systemic factors external to the assessment constructs also influence
outcomes (Capacity Building Center for States, 2017).

Training

Effective child welfare training is critical for ensuring accurate safety and risk assessments
that protect children and youth and strengthen family outcomes (ACF, 2025). There is a
body of research that details key elements of best practice in child welfare training.

TasLe 2.—Key Elements of Effective Child Welfare Training.

Key Elements Details Source

Evidence-based, competency-focused
curricula building core skills: assessment,
engagement, permanency planning,
trauma-informed care.

Best Practices Havig et al,, 2020

Comprehensive onboarding and ongoing
professional development to reduce harm
and prevent crises.

Onboarding &
Development

Elgin et al,, 2025

Recognize how trauma influences behavior

and risk factors; improves child functioning Child Welfare Information

Trauma-Informed

Approach and reduces placement disruptions. Gateway, 2016
Cultural Incorporate practices ensuring equitable Paul, 2020;
Competence & | risk audits across diverse populations. Williams-Mgengue & Barbee,
Anti-Bias 2023
. Reflective supervision and coaching to Paul & Myers, 2021;
Coaching & o . . . )
G strengthen critical thinking and emotional Child Welfare Information
Supervision - . .
resilience for high-stakes decisions. Gateway, 2020
Leadership Leadership and‘emc?tlonal m"cglllgence' Perry et al, 2020
Support programs to guide risk-sensitive practices.
Flexible options (blended and virtual) for Kanak et al., 2008;
Learning Formats | accessibility and application across varied | Quality Improvement Center for
settings. Workforce Development, 2021
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Key Elements Details Source

Align training with legal and ethical
Compliance standards to uphold compliance and
safeguard children, youth, and families.

National Association of Social
Workers, 2013

Recent redesigned assessment models highlight participatory, trauma-informed
approaches. The Washington State Department of Children, Youth, and Families opted to
pilot the North Carolina Family Assessment Scale as part of broader transformation efforts
to guide case decision-making and deepen family engagement; while promising,
practitioners noted transformative change requires workload recalibration and broader
practice shifts (Heaton et al,, 2025). Colorado's revision of the High-Risk Victim
Identification Tool assessing human trafficking risk similarly addressed validity gaps, cultural
inclusivity, and modern risk factors (e.g., online exploitation) through a multidisciplinary,
developmental audit process; changes included moving away from binary responses,
adding concern scales with narrative context, and encouraging collaborative rather than
solely algorithmic decisions (Casamassima et al,, 2024).

Taken together, the literature suggests that while structured safety and risk tools can
support consistency and prioritization, their effectiveness depends on clear definitions and
organizational guidance, empirically validated measures, robust training and supervision,
and fidelity-aligned implementation that integrates ongoing continuous quality
improvement/audit processes. Equity and cultural responsiveness require explicit attention
to structural factors, participatory redesign, and transparent implementation. Future work
should strengthen cross-jurisdictional evidence on validity and reliability, integrate ethical
and equity performance standards, and align organizational practices to ensure tools truly
enhance safety while minimizing unintended harm.

Document Review Findings

Drawing on insights from the best practice research, the ICF team developed a
comprehensive rubric to evaluate Colorado’s safety and risk assessment tools, related
policy, practice guides, planning processes, and training methods. Details regarding
methodology and the rubric are provided in the Methodology section and Appendix C.
Document Review Rubric. The ICF team applied the rubric to all documents submitted by
Colorado, including the safety assessment and risk assessment tools, tool instructions, desk
guides, training curricula, and FAQs associated with the safety assessment and risk
assessment tools.
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Colorado Family Safety

. . Documents Reviewed
and Family Risk Assessment Tools

e Colorado Family Safety and Family

Tools are Codified: The team determined that Risk Assessment Tools and
the instructions accompanying the safety associated instruction/completion
assessment tool are consistent with the guidance
standards in Volume 7. These instructions * Policy and protocols (such as
. . . . . Volume 7)
provide guidance for implementation with . .

e ) o ) e Training materials from the
families, including timing of completion and Colorado Welfare Training System
strategies for addressing varied or multiple as well as select local counties
household configurations. Household definitions who shared their information

e Practice supports (e.g. desk
guides, FAQs)
e Colorado Family Safety and Risk

and illustrative scenarios are presented in table
format to support clarity and consistency.

Clear Conceptual Definitions: The Colorado Assessments: Validation and
. . . . Revisions; July 2013 Final Report;
Family Safety Assessment instructions include : .
o ] ] Revised Final Report: January 16,
definitions of danger and harm, delineating 2014
severity levels and offering guiding questions for e Colorado’s 2020-2025 Child &
assessment. Both the safety assessment tool Family Services Plan

e (Case review administrative data
provided by the Administrative
Review Division (ARD)

and instructions indicate that all five safety
threshold criteria must be present to warrant a

“yes” response for a determination of UNSAFE to e Colorado’s Round 3 Child & Family
be supported, triggering safety planning or Services Review (CFSR) report and
interventions by the caseworker or agency. associated Program Improvement

Following the 5 thresholds, Colorado’s tool Plan (PIP)

includes an additional 10 standardized Current or Impending Dangers in the instructions
and application scenarios. American Bar Association (ABA) guidelines include 15 Threats of
Danger and provide definitions noting that safety planning should occur when the presence
of 1or more of the 15 threats exist combined with the lack of sufficient protective capacity
of the parent/caregiver to control/mitigate the threats.

The review of the Colorado Family Risk Assessment tool, as referenced in Volume 7,
revealed that no explicit organizational definition of “risk” could be identified. While the
instructions provide general guidance—such as household definitions and criteria for
responding to items (e.g., “select yes if .."), they lack a clear conceptual framework for risk
and seem to contribute to confusion related to the instructions on the tool. On the family
risk assessment tool, directions say: “The Colorado Family Risk Assessment is completed
based on the household of the primary caregiver where the alleged abuse and/or neglect
occurred.” Instructions note the risk assessment is to be completed for one household only,
noting “the Risk Assessment should be completed on the caregiver’s household of the
alleged person responsible for abuse or neglect” and “if the alleged incident occurred
outside of the household (e.g., at a family reunion, holiday gathering, family celebration),
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then the Risk Assessment should be completed on the household of the legal caregiver who
was responsible at the time of the incident.” Like the Colorado Family Safety Assessment,
guidance exists for selecting the household to be reflected in the Family Risk Assessment.

Notably, the tool does include two questions related to “Recent or History of Domestic
Violence in Household” and “Caregiver(s) Involved in Disruptive/Volatile Adult
Relationships.” These questions are accompanied by clarifying information in the
instructions, though such detail is not in the actual tool itself to help caseworkers complete
the tool with families. The family risk assessment incorporates questions aligned with
conditions of neglect and abuse, providing clarification of the conditions for each and
allowing for separate scoring of each domain. These scores contribute to the “total” risk
score. Questions such as the number and type of prior reports, and income level of the
family are also included in the tool though overall, it's unclear how the tool is utilized in
decision-making or case planning.

Completion Method: Instructions note that “When completing Trails (the state data
system), the safety assessment tool will help guide you in understanding whether the 5
safety threshold criteria are applicable.” However, if a caseworker is completing the tool
independent of Trails or an online connection, the caseworker would need to rely upon the
18-page instruction manual to complete the tool.

Plain Language: Both the safety and risk assessment tools and the instructions are written
in plain language and read as free from organizational or agency jargon or acronyms.
Instructions for both the family safety assessment and family risk assessment note they
must be completed with the family. However, information including why, how, or where to
document the completion, and an explanation of results with the family, cannot be located
in the family risk assessment tool or instructions.

Caregiver and Child Factors: The family safety assessment contains sections for caregiver
strengths/capacities (Section 3) and caregiver functioning (Section 4). The associated
instructions from Volume 7 suggest areas for exploration, including general areas of
parenting and discipline. The tool asks staff to document currently existing child/youth
vulnerabilities and functioning for each child/youth in the household (Section 5) and notes
vulnerabilities including: age (under 6 years), verbal skill (non-verbal), diagnosed medical
condition, diagnosed mental health condition, diagnosed developmental delay, diagnosed
developmental disability, and limited physical capacity. Like caregiver questions, the
instructions associated with child/youth questions provide considerations for staff to
explore and gather information from the family and collaterals to complete the tool.

Overall, case caregiver characteristics are captured in the family risk assessment including
current and past marital history of the primary caregiver, annual household income and a
scale of associated financial stress, presence of public assistance (including type),
employment and status of the biological mother and father, and the caregiver’s level of
education.
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Safety and Risk Tools Training Documents

In its review of Colorado’s strategic planning, Colorado’s 2017 Round 3 Child & Family
Services Review (CFSR) and associated Program Improvement Plan (PIP), the ICF team
found that Colorado’s practice related to CFSR Item 3, Risk and Safety Assessment and
Management was found by the federal ‘Administration for Children, Youth & Families’
Bureau to be an area needing improvement that contributed to an overall finding of non-

substantial conformity for Safety Outcome 2: Children are Safely Maintained in their Homes
Whether Possible and Appropriate. In response, Colorado developed a PIP strategy focused

on safety and risk tools. Rather than modifying the tools themselves, the state opted to
strengthen practice supports, enhance implementation consistency, and provide staff
training.

Colorado Safety and Risk Assessment Tool Training Document Review

Training Overview

e Seven-module program includes Safety Through Engagement

e Focuses on assessing family safety, identifying critical factors, and evaluating protective
capacities

e Emphasizes child-centered, family-focused engagement, cultural responsiveness, and
incorporating the child’'s voice

Content and Resources

¢ Includes references to cultural considerations and organizational focus on race, equity,
diversity, and inclusion
e Provides video links on unconscious bias and critical thinking, plus a personality test for
self-reflection
Expectations for completing these resources are unclear.

Transfer of Learning

¢ New staff observe an intake assessment, complete safety and risk assessments, and
answer reflective questions

e Hybrid Fundamentals Practice Simulation reinforces competency in assessment tools

e Ongoing learning occurs through supervision

Additional Training

e Building Safety with Families Impacted by Domestic Violence hybrid course under
revision; targeted for September 2025

e Counties (e.g., Arapahoe, Mesa) provide supplemental training aligned with the Colorado
Welfare Training System

County-Specific Tools

e Arapahoe developed Global Assessment and Child & Youth Assessment to guide home
visits and documentation
e These tools are intended as supports, not checklists
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Colorado’s 2025-2029 Child and Family Services Plan Training Plan (See Appendix G)
requires new staff to complete “The Fundamentals of Colorado Child Welfare Casework
Practice,” a seven-module training totaling 109.5 hours. The training is offered for new child
welfare caseworkers and supervisors, with at least 30 cohorts offered per fiscal year and an
additional cohort for child welfare scholars. In many counties, new staff further complete
supplemental training to reinforce initial instruction, along with county-specific training on
local policies and procedures. Note: No training outlines or instructional processes for the
training were provided despite requests for such information.

Administrative Data

The ICF team reviewed a limited set of administrative data related to the findings of case
reviews conducted by the Administrative Review Division (ARD) team and also reviewed the
case review tools. ARD serves as an independent third-party review system managing
quality assurance and improvement programs for child welfare and adult protective
services systems. The ICF team spoke with the Director of the Administrative Review
Division, who provided an overview of the division’s processes as well as key findings from
the ARD team. ICF also requested additional administrative data, including information on
the race and ethnicity of Colorado’s child welfare population.

Data provided by ARD included the case review tools utilized throughout Colorado to
assess and monitor overall case management practice in accordance with Volume 7. The
Administrative Review team conducted independent statewide reviews of assessments
and cases using updated tools developed through collaborative initiatives around 2010.
These efforts engaged counties and external stakeholders researching both safety and risk
tools. The Administrative Review Division led the redesign process and a research audit that
evaluated enhancements to the risk questions and the use of vignettes in the tools.

ARD also responded to a request for intake data by county from Trails for SFY 2023-2024,
which included report counts, screened in counts, number or founded and unfounded
reports, number of differential response cases, risk level counts, number of cases with a
safety issue identified, and number of cases with a referral for removal. Although no context
or definitions for the data were provided, it appears 218,695 reports were received during
the review period. Nine percent of high-risk level cases resulted in a referral with removal.
Interpretation of these data is limited without more specific information related to case
determination. However, it appears that most of the cases that are screened receive a risk
assessment, the majority of which are determined to be of medium or high risk (79
percent). Only 3 percent of the total referrals resulted in a removal determination. This
could imply that efforts are made to address safety issues in the home and reduce child
removals.

The ARD Director confirmed that the current family assessment tools should capture what
safety issue is occurring now and might happen in the immediate future while the family
risk assessment is a more global look at the family’'s current and past information. General
findings of case review completed by the ARD team indicate that staff struggle in
dissecting discipline vs parenting, knowing discipline is part of parenting, in the safety
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assessment as well as reviewing and applying past information from past reports in the
current report. Following the review in a county, the ARD team meets with the worker
and/or supervisor to review the findings of the case review and meet with state and county
leadership to share overall findings. The ARD team can provide technical assistance to the
staff to increase awareness and understanding of documentation needs. The ARD team
works closely with DCW to ensure they're in alignment of practice guidance and share
findings/updates in regular metrics meetings.

Summary and Considerations

The review of Colorado’s child welfare training and assessment tools identified key areas for
improvement to ensure consistency, clarity, and equity in practice. Current training is
offered on a regular basis and incorporates Colorado’s Family Safety and Risk Assessment
tools into practice scenarios and transfer of learning activities for new staff but appears to
lack standardized outlines and formal instructional processes, creating variability across
counties. Developing structured training outlines and statewide alignment of resources
could increase consistency of tool implementation. For the family safety assessment tool,
Colorado could consider clarifying organizational definitions of safety, emphasizing
observable behaviors, and refining documentation requirements. Similarly, the Colorado
Family Risk Assessment Tool could add clearer definitions of risk and reassess the
information required to determine family risk level. Much of the historical information
currently required can automatically increase a family’s risk score by introducing potential
bias—particularly factors that may disproportionately impact families of color.

Case Reviews Findings

Eighteen cases were provided by DCW, sixteen of which had sufficient documentation to
be included in the sample. The Case Review Rubric (See Appendix D) developed by ICF
was applied to all cases, and results were recorded in Excel. A summary page was added to
the Excel workbook to provide an overall picture of the cases and results.

Case types reviewed included:

o Five cases that were closed at assessment where the tools were applied and there
was no determination of current or impending danger
e Five cases with an initial determination of current or impending danger and the
children and youth were placed in an out-of-home placement and the tools were
applied at assessment and throughout ongoing casework
e Six cases with an initial determination of current or impending danger and the
children and youth remained in-home with a safety plan and the tools were
applied at assessment and throughout ongoing casework
Cases were drawn from all six Colorado regions. As seen in Table 3, each region had at least
one county represented, while the Metro Area and Southeast Region each included five
counties.
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TaBLE 3.—Counties and Regions Represented in Case Reviews.

Counties Represented

Northwest Summit; Garfield; Lincoln

Southwest Delta; Mesa

San Luis Valley Conejos

Southeast Teller; Prowers; Pueblo (2)

Northeast Morgan

Metro Area Denver; Adams; Arapahoe; Larimer; Boulder

As seen in Table 4, the cases included a relatively even number of Hispanic and White
families.

TABLE 4.—Family Race/Ethnicity of Cases Reviewed.

Race/Ethnicity* Number of Cases

Hispanic 8
White 6
Unknown/Not 9
Documented

Note: *Federal categories used

Reasons for Referral

The reasons for referral included abandonment, sexual abuse, substance abuse, domestic
violence, sex trafficking, health and hygiene, suicidal ideation, physical and psychological
abuse, and violence involving guns. The ages of victims ranged from newborn infants to 15
years. Eight victims were female and seven were male, while the remaining case cited four
victims’ equally male and female. Allegations were most often characterized as “injurious
environment” with abuse and/or neglect.

Case Review Ratings

All the case files included at least one complete Safety Assessment and Colorado Risk
Assessment. Additional case documentation—such as Contact Logs, Initial Assessment
Summary, Case Safety Closure, and Referral Summary—were also included, providing rich
contextual and qualitative information.

Eight basic criteria were identified by ICF through research on best practice (see
Methodology section). Results were tabulated in an Excel summary page. Each case file
received a score ranging from O to 8 points if the criteria were met. As seen in Table 5, most
of the cases met all the basic criteria with the exception of one or two cases where tools
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were not completed within the expected time frame and that lacked sufficient
documentation. It should be noted that there was considerable variation in the amount and
level of detail in the case documentation.

TaBLE 5.—Ratings of Cases Reviewed on Basic Criteria.

Number of Cases

Basic Criteria

N=16
Safety Tool was completed 16
Risk Tool was completed 15
Criteria for threats to safety and danger were documented 15
Dates and actions are well documented 15
Tools completed within time frame 14
Tools completed in real-time in field 16
Caregiver Protective Capacities documented 15
Child Vulnerabilities documented 15

Although basic criteria were met in most cases, a thorough review of the case files
identified some gaps or areas for improvement which are summarized in the graphic below.

Seven case review themes were identified, including : implementation consistency, real time
documentation, redundancy, data gaps, risk assessment issues, interview gaps, and access
to information.
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FIGURE 2.—Case File Review: Summary of Gaps and Areas for Improvement.

Consistency and Quality Documentation and Redundancy and
of Implementation Real-Time Completion Time Burden
ias :

[ X
W é ( b
v— D
-
Some consistency but gaps in Uncertainty about real-time Repetitive and time-
documentation and action. completion with families and consuming processes.

inconsistent family participation
documentation.

Data Gaps and Risk Assessment Limitations
Subjectivity

Interviewing and
Investigation Gaps

2\ %e0 ~
o~ » ot
Inconsistent documentation “Moderate” risk ratings, late Missed private or full
of race/ethnicity, subjective assessments, and misalignment household interviews.
language, and unclear household with case actions.
references.

Access to Information

Staff have access to background data, but its use in tools is unclear.

Workgroups

Both the Lived Experience and Human Services Workgroups met monthly from July through
December 2025. Both workgroup types followed the same meeting curriculum. The kickoff
meetings focused on orienting members to the project, the legislative bill (HB 24-1046), and
the expected outcomes of the workgroup. Subsequent meetings centered on reviewing the
existing Colorado Safety Assessment and Risk Assessment tools, providing feedback on
content and language, and refining survey and interview questions to incorporate lived
expertise fully. This section provides a summary of key gaps, strengths, and broad
recommendations from workgroup members related to both tools.

Eight participants were selected for each workgroup through a collaborative process
between the ICF team and Ignite for Change project manager. Efforts were made to include
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individuals from each of Colorado’s five regions.® This was essential because each region
has unique economies, cultures, and geographic challenges. Workgroup participants’ role
and region in which they work or were involved with the child welfare agency are depicted

in figures 3-6.
FIGURE 3.—Workforce Workgroup Region. FIGURE 4.—Workforce Workgroup Roles.
Region Role
SW n=1
Supervisor
NW n=1 n=2
NE
n=2 Caseworkern=5
mMetro mSE = NE = NW = SW m Caseworker = Supervisor
FIGURE 5.—Lived Experience Workgroup Region. FIGURE 6.—Lived Experience Workgroup Role.
Region Role

Parent n=6

m Parent with Lived Experience
m Metro m SE SW N m Former or Current Foster Youth

An ICF team member was designated as the primary point of contact and lead for each
workgroup. The child welfare research specialist facilitated all communications and
meetings for the workforce workgroup, while the lived experience specialist led the
corresponding group for individuals with direct experience in the child welfare system. Each
workgroup met at mutually agreed upon times to maximize participation. Separate spaces
were intentionally maintained to foster a safe environment for members to speak candidly.
Participants were assured that all feedback related to assessment tools and project

5 Colorado is divided into five main geographic regions for services—Metro, Southeast, Southwest, Northeast, Northwest,
and San Luis Valley—with child welfare services managed at the county level by Departments of Human Services.
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methodology would remain anonymous. To ensure comparability, the workgroup leads
worked together to develop common agendas and meeting topics for each session,
ensuring consistency while maintaining the unique perspectives of each group.

Both groups met for seven 1-hour sessions over the course of the project. The Human
Services Workgroup met from June through December 2025, and the Lived Experience
Workgroup met from July 2025 through January 2026. The workgroup curriculum that both
groups followed is displayed in Table 6. Sessions 5 and 6 utilized a Discussion Guide (See
Appendix H) that aligned with the HB24-1046 bill items.

TABLE 6.—Human Services and Lived Experience Session Topics.

w

Project Introduction — Agenda items included member introductions, overview of bill
1 items, the ICF team'’s proposed methodology, and overview of members’ desired
workgroup topics

Safety Assessment Review Part 1 — The workgroup members reviewed the safety
2 assessment section by section (Sections 1-4) and members provided feedback on
implementation

Safety Assessment Review Part 2 — Members finished reviewing the safety assessment

3 section by section (Sections 5—8) and provided their perspectives on the tool

4 Risk Assessment Review — Members reviewed the risk assessment tool and provided
feedback on its implementation.
Discussion Guide: House Bill (HB) 10-2046 Bill tems Reflection Part 1 — Members
provided feedback on the first components of the bill:
HB24-1046 2.b.i. Identify tools and resources to ensure the assessment is carried out
consistently.
HB24-1046 2.b.ii. Identify gaps and solutions to enable caseworkers to complete the
assessment in real time while in the field

5 HB24-1046 2.b.iii. Examine the impacts of geography when using the assessment.
HB24-1046 2.b.iv. Examine the impacts of race and ethnicity when using the assessment
and how they impact communities overrepresented in the child welfare system.
Project methodology feedback: During this session, Workforce Workgroup members also
provided feedback on the inter-rater reliability scenarios that would be used in the
workforce survey And Lived Experience Workgroup members provided feedback on how
to frame the survey for individuals with lived experience. This feedback was important to
our survey design.
Discussion Guide HB24-1046 Bill Items Reflection Part 2 — Members provided feedback

6 on the last components of the bill

HB24-1046 2.b.V. Evaluate and recommend best practices for sharing the assessment
with families, legal professionals, and the judicial branch.
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Session Topic

HB24-1046 2.b.VI. Evaluate and recommend best practices for training on the
assessment.

HB24-1046 2.b.VIl. Examine the assessment for domestic violence or intimate partner
violence recommended best practices.

Project Results Review — Workgroup members reviewed a summary of the data collected
from their feedback, as well as preliminary results from focus groups and surveys.

Individuals with Lived Experience

The Safety Assessment was largely viewed as comprehensive in scope. The five safety
threshold questions, while somewhat repetitive, were considered important for consistently
highlighting key safety issues. Participants agreed that the tool’s structure allows for
capturing both risks and strengths and provides an organized framework. Editing its
language and assumptions could make it more inclusive, clear, and strengths based.

The workgroup identified several issues with the Safety Assessment tool. Terms such as
“primary” and “secondary” caregiver were considered oversimplified and potentially harmful
in custody or dispute contexts. Additionally, participants noted inconsistencies in how
other household members beyond caregivers are included in sections addressing current
and impending danger.

Table 7.—Safety Assessment Tool Gaps — Lived Experience Workgroup.

Key Issues Summary of Concern

Caregiver Terminology Current labels like “caregiver one/two are oversimplified and don't reflect
diverse family structures and roles (e.g., stepparents, grandparents, kin)

Question Focus Arbitrarily requiring # of relationships and mixing historical and current
behaviors create confusion; cultural context is missing.

Transparency Families rarely see the assessment, raising concerns about interpretation
and fairness.

Danger Language Phrases about domestic violence can sound victim blaming and fail to
capture the complexity of abusive and coercive relationships. Terms such
as 'vulnerable age’ are unclear.

Participants recognized that the Colorado Risk Assessment is intended to provide a
structured and standardized way to consider multiple aspects of risk and promote
consistency across workers and regions. When well-calibrated, such tools can help ensure
that similar situations are evaluated in similar ways. The Lived Experience Workgroup
participants elevated some key issues with the risk assessment, summarized in Table 8.
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TaBLE 8.—Risk Assessment Key Issues — Lived Experience Workgroup.

Key Issues Summary of Concern

No formal process exists to verify past reports, leaving
Historical Reports: unsubstantiated or falsified allegations in the record.
Accuracy & Influence Reliance on these historical reports can unfairly increase

current risk scores—even when conditions have changed.

Marijuana is treated the same as high-risk substances
(e.g. heroin), not reflecting differing impacts or norms.
Questions for primary caregivers are overly binary, while
secondary caregivers receive more nuance—creating
inconsistency. Prescribed medications have been used
against caregivers.

Substance Use Items
& Inconsistency

Tool emphasizes the primary caregiver and does not
sufficiently address needs/supports of all household
members.

Primary Caregiver Focus
Limits Context

Terms such as "disruptive volatile adult relationship” are
Subjective Adult- subjective and not always correlated with abuse or direct
child risk. Not all conflict or poor communication equates

Relationship Language
to danger.

Assigning at least moderate risk when a child has
previously been placed in protective services can
reinforce historical bias, rather than reflect current safety.

Automatic Scoring Rules
Reinforce Historical Bias

The workgroup also discussed the focus group questions that were adapted for individuals
with lived experience. The group identified three major themes:

1. Support and training for implementation of tools
2. Impacts related to race and ethnicity

3. The use of tools for domestic violence (DV)/intimate partner violence (IPV)
assessments

Supports and Training for Tool Implementation

Participants shared that positive experiences with case managers occurred when
caseworkers approached families as human beings first, engaging in conversations about
daily life before addressing difficult topics. This approach helped build trust and safety.
Respect, kindness, and acknowledgment of parents’ efforts made a significant difference,
particularly when caseworkers recognized resource limitations. Clear and honest
communication was highly valued, and families preferred when caseworkers were upfront
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about processes rather than withholding information. Conversely, negative experiences
were reported when caseworkers were unresponsive or dismissive after initial contact.

Training recommendations included:

e Parenting education for case managers, especially those without personal parenting
experience, to increase empathy and understanding.

e Mandatory training in trauma-informed care and language, with attention to
nonverbal communication and self-awareness to ensure families feel supported.

e Motivational Interviewing techniques to empower families to identify their own
solutions and take ownership of plans.

e Strengths-based approaches and reframing what families share are helpful in
making families feel heard.

e Parents of children and youth with specific diagnoses, such as ADHD, might benefit
from additional support or assessment themselves.

Effective communication about sensitive topics was another priority. Families preferred
caseworkers who approached them with curiosity and an open mind rather than
preconceived notions, and who demonstrated collaboration toward positive outcomes.
Providing choices, such as selecting different providers or seeking second opinions,
increased feelings of empowerment and safety.

Impacts Related to Race and Ethnicity

Participants stressed the need to reduce bias and reflect cultural strengths in assessments.
Tools should recognize and respect cultural practices, such as multigenerational or
communal living arrangements, and caseworkers should be open to learning about diverse
traditions, medicines, and practices, particularly among Tribal nations and marginalized
communities. Ongoing training in cultural humility was recommended to encourage
continuous learning and self-reflection rather than assumed competence. Building interest
in families’ cultural backgrounds helps reduce bias and better support families, while
understanding systemic patterns prevents biases from shaping case trajectories. Families
from marginalized backgrounds need to feel their traditions and structures are respected,
and space should be provided for them to share their stories in their own way.

Domestic Violence/Intimate Partner Violence Assessment

Lived Experience Workgroup participants provided rich feedback on how the tools are used
to identify DV/IPV. They stressed the importance of handling these cases with care,
discretion, and training. Common themes, descriptions, and actions suggested by the
workgroup members are summarized in Table 9.
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TaBLE 9.—DV/IPV Assessment — Key Theme, Descriptions, and Suggestions.

Theme

Sensitivity
& Privacy

Explanation

Conduct domestic violence
(DV)/intimate partner violence
(IPV) assessments in private,
one-on-one conversations;
prioritize confidentiality to avoid
increasing survivor risk.

Why it Matters

Mishandling
disclosures can
endanger survivors
and erode trust in
the system

Suggested Actions

Ensure private
interview spaces;
avoid documenting
sensitive details in
shared systems.

Comprehensive

Train caseworkers on all forms of
IPV; use direct, respectful
screening questions and make

Well-trained staff
can recognize subtle
signs of abuse and

Develop IPV training
modules; include

Trainin . . role-play and
J immediate referrals to respond pay
L . referral protocols.
specialized resources. appropriately
. Create language
. Use neutral, sensitive language; o :
Survivor- . Language shapes guidelines; train
enable survivor-led -
Centered . . .\ trust and willingness | staff on trauma-
conversations; avoid punitive or . )
Language . . to disclose abuse informed
blaming phrasing. I
communication.
. . . Prepare quick-
. After disclosure, act quickly: Survivors often feel
Immediate access resource

& Concrete
Safety Planning

connect to DV resources, secure
housing/shelter options, and
reassure confidentiality.

vulnerable after
disclosure; quick
action reduces risk

lists; establish
emergency housing
contacts.

Assessment/
Policy Updates

Focus items on the
presence/impact of violence
without implying consent or
blame; simplify to ~5th-grade
reading level; reflect diverse
family structures; reconsider
arbitrary numeric thresholds.

Clear, inclusive, and
non-punitive
assessments
improve accuracy
and family
engagement

Revise assessment
tools; simplify
language; remove
punitive or numeric
thresholds.

Share resource information even

Survivors may need

Distribute DV

Strengthen . ., time before leaving; | resource cards;
if the survivor isn't ready to act; .

Support ongoing support encourage safe
encourage safe use of . .

Networks . . builds trust and disclosure and
friends/family networks. .

safety support planning.
. . Better-informed Offer ongoing
Provide parenting classes for .
. workers and professional

newer workers; share plain-

Worker Support transparent development;

& Development

language summaries of
assessments to improve
transparency and trust.

processes foster
trust and improve
outcomes

provide
transparency tools
for families.
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Across all categories, participants emphasized the importance of human connection,
trauma-informed practice, cultural humility, sensitivity, honest communication, and
empowerment.

Human Services Workgroup

Initial sessions focused on reviewing sections of the safety assessment. Members noted
inconsistencies in how caregivers are defined and captured, particularly in cases involving
blended or non-traditional families. The assessment often duplicates information while
failing to capture critical details, and terms such as “vulnerability” were seen as unclear
since all children and youth are inherently vulnerable. Emotional and verbal abuse indicators
were underrepresented, and prompts could be better utilized to guide caseworker
conversations. Participants also highlighted challenges in distinguishing immediate safety
concerns from impending danger and determining whether assessments should reflect the
moment of the visit or the incident itself.

As the review progressed, concerns emerged about the risk assessment tool. Caseworkers
and supervisors described it as intrusive, judgmental, and ineffective, while families
reported feeling stigmatized by high-risk scores. Definitions of caregiver functioning and
vulnerability were unclear, and the tool lacked guidance for nuanced cases such as youth in
conflict, split custody, or nonverbal children and youth.

Training and Implementation Challenges

Workgroup discussions revealed that formal training on safety assessment tools is
insufficient. Academy training was described as limited and lacking real-world applicability.
While simulation-based learning is common, it can overwhelm new staff. In-person
workshops using real scenarios were considered more effective. Instructions for completing
assessments are complex and supervisors often bear the responsibility for interpretation,
yet errors persist. Completing assessments in real time during visits was described as
unnatural and challenging, leading many staff to rely on record of conversation notes after
the fact. Paper versions are still used in some counties but are cumbersome and time-
consuming to explain to families.

Geographic Variability and Systemic Barriers

Differences in county infrastructure, policies, and available services create inconsistent
application of tools across regions. Larger counties face complications when families reside
in multiple jurisdictions, while rural areas struggle with limited-service availability, hindering
effective risk mitigation. These disparities underscore the need for flexibility and clarity in
tool design.

Race, Ethnicity, and Cultural Considerations

The workgroup identified significant equity concerns. The risk assessment tool heavily
weights prior reports, disproportionately impacting minority families and perpetuating
systemic bias. Histories from other states often lack nuance, resulting in inflated risk scores.
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Minority families frequently carry deep mistrust and trauma related to child welfare
systems, which affect engagement. Language barriers further limit equitable participation,
as tools are only available in English and Spanish. Even for college-educated individuals, the
assessments were described as overly complicated, making it unrealistic to expect families
to understand them. Families often view the tools as government instruments, heightening
fear, and reluctance to participate.

Domestic Violence and Intimate Partner Violence

Assessing DV/IPV remains a challenge. Staff struggle to determine whether DV should be
evaluated based on past incidents or current circumstances, particularly when protective
orders exist. The risk tool inconsistently defines DV history, labeling any past incident—even
decades old—as recent, which inflates risk scores and penalizes survivors. The safety
assessment includes a DV section, but its use varies by county and does not adequately
capture complex family dynamics or protective efforts by non-offending caregivers.
Violence involving nonparental family members, such as grandparents or siblings, is
excluded under Colorado’s legal definition of DV, leaving gaps in assessment.

Transparency and Sharing of Assessments

Participants noted that families rarely see their assessments, and obtaining full records
requires formal requests that can be costly and burdensome. Some counties seldom share
assessments with judicial partners, and when they do, the documents are difficult to
explain. Attempting to share assessments during field visits can delay removals and create
confusion. Staff also reported stark differences in how tools are used by intake workers
compared to permanency workers, with risk assessments largely absent from permanency
cases.

Surveys

Legal Professionals

Surveys were distributed to legal professionals through multiple channels (see Methodology
section). Forty-eight surveys were submitted, of which thirty-one were completed and
valid for analysis. Not all questions were completed by respondents, so the number (n)
varies by question. Most respondents were female (95 percent; n=19/20), have a graduate
or professional degree (81 percent; n=17/21); and were between the ages of 34 and 44 years
old (52 percent; n=11/21) and 45 and 54 years old (24 percent; n=5/21). The majority of
respondents were affiliated with ORPC (45 percent; n=14/31), while the remaining roles
included GAL/Counsel for Youth (16 percent; n=5), attorneys (13 percent; n=4), judicial (10
percent; n=3), case consultants (10 percent; n=3), and the OCR (6 percent; n=2).

Most have been in the legal profession for more than 15 years (36 percent; n=11) and in their
current role for more than 8 years (39 percent; n=12).
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FIGURE 7.—Legal Respondents’ Role.
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FIGURE 8.—Number of Years in Legal Profession for Legal Respondents.
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Respondents worked in over 20 different counties throughout the state, and some worked
in multiple counties or statewide. All regions were represented, but most respondents were
from the Metro Region (55 percent: n=17/31), including Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Denver,
Douglas, Jefferson, Larimer, and Weld Counties. The Southwest Region was represented by
five individuals who worked in Delta, Grand Junction, Gunnison, Mesa, and Montrose
Counties; and the Southeast Region was represented by five respondents from El Paso
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County. One respondent worked in Conejos County in the San Luis Valley Region, while
another individual worked in multiple counties in the Northeast Region.

FIGURE 9.—Regions in Which Legal Respondents Work.
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Legal professionals were surveyed about their perspectives on implementing the Colorado
Safety and Risk Assessment tools. As seen in Appendix l. Legal Survey Results Table,
nearly all (94 percent; n=31) report that they are not involved in the implementation or
oversight of the Colorado Family Safety and Risk Assessment tools. When asked about how
assessment results are shared with them, most (76 percent) disagreed that a clear process
exists, and 68 percent felt caseworkers do not provide adequate clarification. Additionally,
76 percent indicated that results are not typically shared with families in a way that
respects cultural and literacy needs, nor has feedback from legal professionals improved

the sharing process.

While about two-thirds (65 percent) of the respondents think the implementation and
decision making of the assessments is somewhat consistent, only half (52 percent) agree
that the assessments serve as the primary basis for removal decisions. Nearly half (48
percent) doubt that the tools clearly distinguish between when removal is warranted versus
in-home interventions. Furthermore, two-thirds (65 percent) believe that there is no clear
guidance to ensure child removal decisions are unbiased, and half (50 percent) question
the transparency of the process.

Consistency across geographic regions is also a concern, with only 24 percent agreeing
that tools are applied uniformly statewide. Respondents were uncertain whether
inconsistencies stem from infrastructure issues—such as access to technology—or from

A-23
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unique regional population challenges. Most (58 percent) identified organizational barriers,
such as policies, resources, and leadership support, as obstacles to consistent
implementation. Real-time completion of assessments during field visits is rare, with only 6
percent reporting this occurs.

Guidance for addressing DV/IPV was another area of concern. Most respondents (60
percent) disagreed that staff receive clear guidance on using the tools to recognize and
respond to DV/IPV cases. Over half (54 percent) felt the tools lack cultural sensitivity, and
two-thirds (62 percent) were not confident that staff use the tools to identify both
immediate and long-term DV/IPV risks.

Finally, issues of equity and cultural responsiveness remain prominent. Although
discussions about racial and ethnic overrepresentation occur, few respondents believe the
tools adequately reflect cultural backgrounds or contribute to equitable outcomes.
Confidence in consistent application across racial and ethnic groups is low, underscoring
the need for improvements in cultural competence and fairness.

Overall, legal professionals surveyed expressed significant concerns about the
implementation and use of the Colorado Family Safety and Risk Assessment tools. Nearly all
respondents reported limited involvement in oversight, and most indicated that processes
for sharing assessment results with legal professionals and families are unclear and lack
cultural sensitivity. While some respondents perceive consistency in decision-making,
many question whether assessments are the primary basis for removal decisions and
whether guidance ensures unbiased and transparent practices.

Qualitative Findings
The open-text survey responses reveal significant challenges and inconsistencies in the use
and communication of family safety and risk assessment tools within legal systems.
Respondents report that assessments are
rarely integrated into routine practice; often

. - ) . “l have experienced multiple
withheld until discovery; and inconsistently

permanency caseworkers confidently
shared with families, legal professionals, and testify that they have never done a

courts. Communication is described as unclear, BECLESAJEIE EERLEN (1L 7410
lacking cultural sensitivity, and leaving families nothing wrong with this.”

confused and traumatized. Geographic
disparities exacerbate these issues, with rural areas facing

resource shortages and digital barriers. County to county variability leads to differing
practices. Additionally, respondents highlight systemic problems such as outdated
managerial approaches, a lack of transparency, and organizational resistance to
standardized tools, which undermine accountability and equitable outcomes.
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Further concerns center on accurately assessing DV/IPV, racial and cultural bias, and
barriers to real-time tool usage. DV practices are widely viewed as ineffective due to poor
documentation, unclear

guidance, and inconsistent “l recently had a caseworker testify that she could not
application, sometimes place a child who was in foster care with biological family

resulting in victim-blaming and because ‘the majority of adults in the home did not speak

unsafe environments. Race and
ethnicity reportedly influence
outcomes through subjective
interpretations and systemic disparities, with tools failing to account for

cultural strengths or prevent discriminatory practices. Colorado should consider mandatory
disclosure of assessments before removal hearings, bias and trauma-informed training,
clearer rules for tool completion, and systemic cultural change. Respondents also suggest
practical supports such as mobile tools; reduced caseloads; and leadership reform to
enable real-time assessments and improve transparency, consistency, and family

English.” | don't believe the assessment is unclear, | think
that caseworker bias is preventing its proper use.”

engagement.

Individuals with Lived Experience

Surveys were distributed to individuals with lived experience through multiple channels
(see Methodology section). In total, 22 surveys were submitted, of which 15 were valid for
analysis. Not all respondents completed every question; therefore, the sample size (n)
varies by question. All respondents were female parents. The majority were between the
ages of 35 and 44 years old (46 percent; n=7), followed by 45 and 54 years (26 percent;
n=4). As shown in Table 10, most respondents identified as White (n=5) or White/Hispanic
(n=4). Three respondents identified as Black/African American, while one identified as
biracial and one as American Indian/Alaskan Native.

TasLe 10.—Race/Ethnicity of Lived Experience Respondents.

Number of
Race/Ethnicity Respondents (n=15)

White 5
White/Hispanic 4
Black/African American 3
Biracial 1
American Indian/Alaskan Native 1
Missing 1
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Almost all respondents reported that their child welfare cases took place in counties within
the Metro Region (n=12). Two respondents cited counties in the Southeast Region, while one
respondent cited the Southwest Region.

TaBLE 11.—County and Region of Child Welfare Case — Lived Experience Respondents.

. Number of
County/Region Respondents (n=15)

Metro Region (Denver, Adams, Arapahoe, Jefferson, Boulder,

Larimer e
Southeast (El Paso) 2
Southwest (Montrose) 1

Individuals with lived experience were asked questions about their perspectives on the
Colorado Safety and Risk Assessment tools (see Appendix J). Most parents reported that
the assessment process was not clearly explained (80 percent; n=31). A majority disagreed
or strongly disagreed that the child welfare worker was open to answering questions before
the assessment (67 percent), or that they or their children and youth were given
opportunities to ask questions or share their perspectives (60 percent).

More than half of respondents (57 percent) did not feel comfortable sharing honest
opinions. Most parents indicated that the professional did not explain the assessment
results in a way that made sense (67 percent), and in a way that respected their values,
beliefs, and experiences during the process (60 percent). Only a small proportion (27
percent) felt the assessment process respected their family’s cultural history, race, and
ethnicity.

Additionally,

e most parents disagreed or strongly disagreed that they were provided with
information about what would happen after the assessment (73 percent), or

e whom to contact with questions (73 percent).

e Parents also perceived the decisions made during assessment as unfair and
inconsistent (80 percent), including

e how the process was applied to families in similar circumstances (60 percent) and
e across different geographic areas (67 percent).

Overall, parents described their experiences with the assessment process as confusing,
negative, disrespectful, and inconsistently applied. Although more than half (57 percent)
had experienced DV/IPV during their involvement with child welfare, all of those parents
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disagreed or strongly disagreed that the child welfare worker adequately assessed their
family for DV/IPV.

Qualitative Findings

The open-text survey responses reveal significant concerns from parents about cultural
insensitivity, lack of transparency, and systemic shortcomings in child welfare assessments.
Many parents reported feeling
misidentified based on race and
ethnicity, with little effort made to
understand their cultural background.
Respondents expressed frustration over being

excluded from decision-making processes, noting that assessments often ignored their
voices and family needs. There were repeated mentions of inaccurate assessments,
reliance on biased or incomplete information, and failure to comply with ICWA
requirements. Parents emphasized the need for cultural awareness training, better
communication, and inclusion of lived experience in designing assessment tools.
Suggestions for improvement included involving impartial advocates, enhancing staff
training, and creating alternative assessment methods to reduce stress during crises.

“It was horrible. The system failed me. Zero
trust for child welfare, DV services, and in the

people that work for these organizations.”

Additionally, respondents highlighted severe consequences of systemic failures, such as
children and youth being placed with abusers, repeated removals based on false
allegations, and long-term trauma. Many parents reported a complete loss of trust in child
welfare and related services, citing coercion, lack of resources, and decisions driven by
administrative convenience rather than family well-being. One youth responded, echoing
similar concerns, describing the process as outdated, demeaning, and dismissive of Tribal
connections and family support. They called for a complete overhaul of assessment tools,
better definitions, and stronger support for reunification efforts.

Overall, the feedback underscores a T ot s s o e s e

pressing need for reforms that prioritize determining appropriate level of care, but
transparency, cultural responsiveness, when you're in the midst of it, it's all very

and meaningful family engagement in confusing and scary.”
child welfare practices.

Workforce Survey Results

Survey Distribution and Respondent Profile

Surveys were distributed to child welfare professionals across various roles through
multiple channels (see Methodology section), yielding 160 responses. Respondents’ role
and tenure in current role are presented in the charts below.
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FIGURE 10.—Workforce Survey Respondents’ Current Role.
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Workforce Survey Respondents Years of Experience in the Child Welfare field:
Respondents represented a broad range of experience in the field:

e 26 percent had 8-15 years in the field.

e 23 percent had 1-3 years.

e 23 percent had over 15 years.

e 19 percent had 4-7 years of experience

e 8 percent had less than 1 year of experience.

Workforce Level of Education: Nearly all respondents (98 percent) have a college degree
or higher.

TaBLE 12.—Workforce Level of Education.

. Percentage
Education level
n=105

Graduate or Professional degree 44%
Bachelor’s degree 55%
Associate degree 5%
High School/GED 5%

College Major: Among those that shared their college major (n=106), the most common
fields were social work (33 percent), psychology (26 percent), and sociology (11 percent).
Smaller proportions majored in criminal justice (8 percent) and human services (5 percent),
with a few citing behavioral health, education, healthcare, political science, history, family
studies, and gerontology.

Demographics of Survey Respondents

Workforce Age: Of respondents who provided demographic information (n=110), most (90
percent) were under age 54 years, with the largest group aged 35-44 years (39 percent).
About one-quarter were 25-34 years (26 percent) or 45-54 years (25 percent). Only 10
percent were 55 years or older. Gender data showed a large majority of female
respondents (94 percent), with males comprising 6 percent.

Workforce race and ethnicity: Survey respondent race and ethnicity are displayed in the
table below.

TaBLE 13.—Race/Ethnicity of Workforce Survey Respondents by Number/Percentage.

. Number of Respondents Percentage Valid
Race Ethnicity 105 105
n= n=

White 75 7%
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n=105 n=105
White Hispanic 18 17%
Black or African American 8 8%
Asian 1 <1%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 1 <1%
Biracial 2 2%
Prefer not to answer or missing [55] -
County/Region

Survey respondents represented counties and regions across the state. The majority (70
percent) were from Metro Region counties, including Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield,
Denver, Gilpin, Jefferson, and Weld. Smaller proportions worked in the Southeast Region (17
percent: Chaffee, Crowley, El Paso, Fremont, Kiowa, Kit Carson, Park, and Prowers); the
Southwest Region (9 percent; Archuleta, Delta, La Plata, Mesa, Montezuma, and Ouray/San
Miguel); the Northeast Region (3 percent; Lincoln, Morgan, Phillips, and Weld); and the
Northwest Region (1 percent; Routt County).

FIGURE 12.—Workforce Respondents’ Region of Employment.
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Child welfare professionals were asked questions about their experiences and perspectives
related to the Colorado Safety and Risk Assessment tools (See Appendix K. Workforce
Survey Results Table for detailed findings). The majority of respondents (n=128/160; 80
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percent) are directly involved in the implementation and oversight of the Colorado Safety
and Risk Assessment tools.

Training

Almost all respondents (n=145; 91 percent) reported receiving the CWTS training. In
addition, about two-thirds (n=111; 69 percent) received county-specific training on the tools.
Most have received training on DV/IPV (n=94; 59 percent) and substance use/mental health
(n=94; 59 percent). Less than half have received training that was racially specific.

Perceptions of training quality and effectiveness varied. About two-thirds felt prepared to
use the tools (62 percent) and confident in applying them correctly (69 percent). The
reported strengths included supervision and coaching (66 percent), interactive learning
and role-playing (56 percent), and opportunities for self-reflection (52 percent). Areas
needing improvement included addressing implicit bias and cultural considerations (34
percent), supporting collaborative decision-making (35 percent), and updating materials
and resources (22 percent).

Real-Time Completion and Consistency

Most respondents (68 percent) reported being unable to complete assessments in real
time, citing technological access (30 percent), limited time during visits (26 percent), and
tool complexity (24 percent) as primary barriers. Environmental factors or client issues (21
percent) and travel (4 percent) were less significant. Only 4 percent believed other staff
could complete tools in real time with families.

On a positive note, 70 percent indicated their supervisors regularly review the tools to
ensure evidence-based, unbiased decisions about child removal. Most respondents (64
percent) consistently use tools as the primary basis for child removal, and 57 percent feel
confident applying them in the field. However, fewer than half agreed that tools are applied
uniformly (48 percent), clearly differentiate removal versus in—-home interventions (45
percent), minimize subjectivity (44 percent), or provide clear rationale for removal
decisions (50 percent).

Geographic and Cultural Considerations

Over half (57 percent) agreed tools are used consistently across regions, supported by
local policies and infrastructure (52 percent). Still, 32 percent cited unique regional
population challenges, and only 39 percent felt adequately trained to address these issues.
Regarding race and ethnicity, only 10 percent viewed them as barriers to tool
implementation, and just 36 percent were confident that tools are applied consistently
across groups. Nearly half (50 percent) felt tools fail to reflect cultural backgrounds, and 41
percent doubted they lead to equitable outcomes. Few respondents reported receiving
bias mitigation training (22 percent), routinely sharing data on overrepresentation (27
percent), or engaging in discussions about racial disparities (22 percent).
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Domestic Violence/Intimate Partner Violence

Effectiveness in distinguishing DV/IPV-related safety concerns was also limited—only 32
percent agreed that tools were effective, while 41 percent disagreed. Additionally, 51
percent felt tools lack sensitivity to cultural considerations of diverse populations.

Sharing Assessment Results

Communicating safety and risk assessment results to families, child welfare colleagues, and
judicial professionals is critical for transparency and informed decision-making. Most
respondents felt confident presenting information clearly (72 percent) and answering
questions (70 percent). Supervision and coaching supported this ability for 56 percent.
However, only 36 percent agreed the sharing process is well-defined and resourced, and 32
percent said training included practice delivering results to stakeholders. Just 24 percent
reported stakeholder feedback being used to improve processes and only 38 percent
agreed that results are routinely shared with families in culturally respectful and literacy-
appropriate ways.

Qualitative Findings
The open-text responses highlight additional concerns with the tools. Workers consistently
describe the tools as outdated, overly rigid, and disconnected from the realities of child
welfare practice. Training is perceived
as rushed and lacking practical
application. Respondents emphasize
that formal training sessions often

“Risk and safety [tools] try and make us put
things into boxes, as though situations are
black and white, but neither tool fully grasps

the circumstances of the families we work with
... . We often find ourselves having to word
things [a certain way] to make things fit or
make sense for the tools.”

cover only basic concepts and
hypothetical scenarios, leaving them
unprepared for nuanced cases involving
DV/IPV, substance use, or mental health
challenges. Many workers report relying heavily on supervisors, peers, and hands-on
experience rather than formal instruction, citing roleplay, case-specific discussions, and
direct feedback as the most effective learning methods. Job aids and written guides are
valued, but the absence of clear, consistent guidance across trainers and counties creates
confusion and frequent errors.

“This tool assumes partnership and trust
between the family and caseworker . .. you
just met the family . .. may be more useful for
ongoing case management.”

Beyond training gaps, respondents
highlight fundamental flaws in the tools
themselves. The safety tool is
considered vague and difficult to apply
across varied scenarios, and the risk
assessment is generally considered to

“When it comes to race, ethnicity, and culture,
the lines can become blurred when it comes to

be unnecessary. Workers express
frustration that risk scoring relies on
historical factors and can unfairly
penalize families and harm engagement.

something being abuse/neglect... . Are the
family's practices concerning to the point that
it generates genuine safety concerns that
require intervention?”
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Some respondents advocated for eliminating or redesigning the risk assessment tool
entirely to reduce unnecessary workload and improve family trust. Conflicting guidance
between Academy standards, ARD expectations, and county practices further undermines
safety assessment consistency. Many respondents call for significant revisions to both
tools and training, recommending clearer instructions; updated content; and integration of

real-world scenarios, simulations, and ongoing refreshers.

TABLE 14.—Key Themes from Workforce Survey.

Theme

Training Coverage

Description

High participation in Child Welfare
Training System (CWTS) and
county-specific training, but gaps in
domestic violence (DV)/intimate
partner violence (IPV), mental health,
and racial equity training. Mixed
perceptions of effectiveness;
practical application and cultural

Examples from Survey

91% received CWTS training; more
than half (59%) trained on DV/IPV
and substance use/mental health.
Few received racially specific
training.

Workers said training was
“rushed” and lacked real-world

Considerations

ekl considerations need improvement. scenarios.
Supervisory re\{ie'w and c‘oaching 70% say supervisor review tools
supported decision-making; workers to ensure no bias in child removal;
had confidence in applying tools (64%) consistently use tools as
correctly. Interactive learning, the primary basis for child
roleplaying, and self-reflection removal.
improved implementation.

o 68% are unable to complete
Majority unable to complete assessments in real time.
. assessments during visits due to .
Real-Time . g . Barriers: technology (30%),
. technology, time constraints, and . . o

Completion . . . limited time (26%), and tool
tool complexity. Low confidence in . o

Challenges . . complexity (24%).
real-time use and uniform _
application. Only 4% belleve.d other_s could

complete tools in real time.
50% felt tools fail to reflect

Tools inconsistently address cultural backgrounds.

Geographic regional and cultural differences. Only 36% were confident that

& Cultural Many doubt equitable outcomes tools were applied consistently

and lack confidence in racial bias
mitigation.

across racial groups.

Few received bias mitigation
training (22%).

Tool Effectiveness
for DV/IPV

Effectiveness in distinguishing
DV/IPV safety concerns limited;
tools lack cultural consideration.

Only 32% agree that tools are
effective for DV/IPV, while 41%
disagreed.
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Theme Description

Examples from Survey

= 51% felt tools lack sensitivity to
cultural considerations of diverse
populations regarding DV/IPV.

Communication &
Transparency

communication.

Workers feel confident presenting
results but processes for sharing are
poorly defined. Limited stakeholder
feedback and cultural sensitivity in

= 72% confident when presenting
results; only 36% agreed sharing
process is well-defined.

= Only 24% reported stakeholder
feedback used for improvement.

= 38% agreed that results are
shared in culturally respectful

ways.
Update tools and training with real- | = Suggested clearer instructions
world scenarios, simulations, and and updated content.
Recommendations | refreshers. Improve clarity and * Integration of simulations and

from Respondents
historical risk scoring.

consistency and reduce reliance on

ongoing refreshers.

= Reduce reliance on historical risk
scoring to improve family trust.

Case Scenarios

As part of the survey, child welfare
professionals were presented with three
out five potential case scenarios (See
Appendix L. Case Scenarios) and asked
to determine if the child in the scenario
was in “impending danger” or not. The
purpose of the scenarios was to assess
how staff apply the safety tool and
whether their responses were
consistent with their peers’ ratings.

The safety tool includes 10 items for
worker assessment. These items are
intended to be compared with Section 2
of the Safety Assessment, Current or
Impending Danger, to identify situations
requiring immediate safety

planning. Current or impending danger
exists only when all five conditions
outlined in the safety assessment tool
are present. If all five thresholds are met,

Safety Threshold Criteria

All 5 conditions must be present for current
of impending danger to exist:

Safety Threshold 1: Specific and

observable threat (Danger is real, can be seen,
can be reported, is evidenced in explicit,
unambiguous ways.)

Safety Threshold 2: Out-of-control
(Individual and/or family conditions are
unrestrained, unmanaged, not subject to
influence or internal control)

Safety Threshold 3: Child who is vulnerable to
the threat of harm (A child is vulnerable to the
threat of harm due to his/her age, status,

etc.)

Safety Threshold 4: Harm is likely to occur if
not controlled (Without intervention to
control, the child will be harmed)

Safety Threshold 5: Potential of moderate to
severe harm (The consequences of the
maltreatment are at a level consistent with a
medium, severe, egregious, near fatal or fatal
level of physical abuse, sexual abuse, or
neglect)
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the worker is required to draft a safety plan with the family as instructed.

The survey presented 5 scenarios aligned with the 10 assessment factors. Respondents
were asked to determine whether each scenario indicated current or impending danger, as
they would in the actual safety assessment.

As seen in Table 15, there was a high level of agreement among respondents and the correct
determination on three of the five scenarios.

Results showed strong consensus on three scenarios:

e Scenario 1(impact of a caregiver's substance use on the child): 94 percent agreement
that there was impending danger

e Scenario 4 (moderate to severe physical injury to the child): 91 percent agreement

e Scenario 5 (child sexual abuse): 96 percent agreement

Agreement was lower for the remaining scenarios:

e Scenario 2 (living situation that was hazardous to the child): 63 percent agreement on
the correct determination

e Scenario 3 (caregiver failing to meet child’s basic needs): 59 percent agreement on the
correct determination

These last two scenarios depicted dangerous living situations for the children and youth
(primarily in the form of neglect) but did not meet the threshold for impending danger since
the caregivers were willing to improve the conditions. The ambiguity of these scenarios led
workforce respondents to place more weight on safety. More practice on distinguishing
abuse and neglect, impending danger vs dangerous conditions that could be improved
would be helpful.

TABLE 15.—Survey Respondents Assessment of Current or Impending Danger in
Scenarios.

Scenario — Key Respondent #/% Correct*
Assessment

1. Caregiver(s) substance use impacts ability to supervise, Yes=46; 94%*
protect, and/or care for the child/youth. ves No=3

2. Caregiver(s) and child/youth’s living situation is physically
hazardous and/or immediately threatening to the No Yes=14
child/youth'’s health or safety based on the child/youth’s No=24; 63%*
age or development.

3. Caregiver(s) is unwilling or unable to meet the child/youth's Yes=19
immediate needs for food, clothing, and shelter. No No=27; 59%*

4. Caregiver(s) or adult household member caused moderate Yes=42; 91%*
to severe physical injury. Yes No=4
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Scenario — Key Respondent #/% Correct*
Assessment
5. Caregiver(s) is unwilling or unable to protect ch|Id/you'Fh Yes=49; 96%*
from current danger of harm due to suspected or confirmed Yes No=2
o=

child sexual abuse.

Focus Groups

Focus Group Implementation

The ICF team conducted six focus groups and two stakeholder interviews via Microsoft
Teams, with participant consent for recording and transcription. All files were saved on a
secure, firewall-protected network, and data were de-identified before analysis using Excel
and Dedoose. Audio recordings were securely stored internally, and identifying information
was never linked to specific comments or views in any resulting documents. Data will be
safely stored for a period of time in compliance with data protection regulations and will
then be destroyed. Access to notes and materials was restricted to authorized ICF staff
through password-protected ICF intranet systems.

The ICF team employed a thematic coding approach across all qualitative data and
developed a codebook that aligned with the HB24-1046 bill requirements to map
conversations to key items. Analysis also included open coding, in which coders examined
transcripts to identify and label emerging concepts without imposing preconceived
categories. This inductive approach allowed the team to remain grounded in the data and
responsive to unanticipated themes. Transcripts were uploaded into Dedoose for cross-
validation of themes, enhancing the reliability and rigor of the analysis.

Six focus groups and two interview conversations consisted of dialogue related to audit
items. Conversations were tailored to the type of participant, with results presented below.

Workforce

Three categories of focus groups related to workforce were held and included participants
from DCW leadership, county agency managers and directors, and training system staff.
Results are presented in this section by each group type.

County Managers and Directors

The ICF team spoke with 12 county managers and
directors. These individuals reported engaging with “This one tool determines, ‘Are we
the tool in different capacities in more supervisory
roles, ranging from using the tool themselves
occasionally, providing support for staff on tool use, or occasionally engaging with the tool
day-to-day but more likely to discuss at a higher systems level.

going to remove children or not?’ ”
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TRAINING

Most managers and directors felt that while aspects
of the safety and risk assessment trainings were
helpful, they were overall insufficient in providing
staff with confidence and consistency in tool use. A
main reason cited for this was the lack of practical or
application-based components of training and the need for more case examples. One
director suggested training should incorporate more exercises that allowed participants to
review safety and risk assessment cases together, have the trainers critique
documentation, and repeat until caseworkers felt comfortable. Another challenge directors
noted was that caseworkers receive safety and risk training in the middle of many other
trainings and before substantive field exposure. A participant suggested that a large
amount of time should be devoted specifically to safety and risk assessments in training.

“...you could spend 3 days on this

if you could, and you should.”

IMPLEMENTATION BARRIERS
Barriers in safety and risk assessment “| think more of a recent conversation that's
implementation centered around been coming up is that definition of
subjectivity in defining key tool terms, vulnerability because you can have a kiddo

technology limitations, family engagement [ b i L UL TULE il LD
.. considered vulnerable, but different. Situations
challenges, and assessment timing

) ] ) where they might be more vulnerable than
considerations. Directors noted that others.”

definitions of terms such as “vulnerability”
and “caregiver functioning” are confusing and vague.

Two directors acknowledged the subjectivity in utilizing the safety criteria questions to
facilitate decision-making and felt that responses could easily be manipulated. However,
another director noted that the safety criteria questions are key to using the tool
effectively and can be incredibly helpful, emphasizing that the tool in its current form could
be much more functional if caseworkers better understood the safety criteria.

Numerous directors and managers noted e —
challenges related to family engagement and sometimes you're in the middle of a
assessment logistics. A manager expressed that cornfield.”

for some caseworkers, discomfort in asking
probing questions about sensitive topics such as
substance use or DV/IPV could lead to an inaccurate picture of the family’s circumstances.
Additionally, trying to maintain a level of trust and rapport with a family while working in
real-world circumstances can be difficult.

RACIAL EQUITY, CULTURAL, AND GEOGRAPHIC CONSIDERATIONS

All directors and managers across focus groups noted a difference in tool consistency and
application across counties. They described that a major component of this is due to the
distribution of community and workforce resources. Directors and managers of smaller
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counties noted they might only have a few instances of using the safety and risk
assessments over the course of months, whereas larger counties are more likely to “live and
breathe” the assessments as a result of the number of staff and referrals. Community
resources, such as access to health care or housing, play a large role in the support a family
has, and in rural counties resources are often sparser.

Additionally, several directors and managers " .

A safety assessment in a metro area
noted regional cultural considerations to play a that has 300 Medicaid providers . . . is
role in consistency across counties. One going to look very different than the
described how multigenerational households community that has 4 Medicaid
were very common in their county and also providers and 1 nonprofit.”
allowed for possible biases in assessment
implementation due to considering the history from more than one caregiver. Another
discussed how there were differences in hygiene standards that could vary by region or
individual, like how not showering regularly could be viewed differently depending on the
circumstance.

Several individuals emphasized that the risk e el s e @ e

assessment is a notable factor in perpetuating surfing once—now that is always going
inequity. One director acknowledged that there to be held against you on your risk
is already a cycle of overrepresentation of assessment.”

people of color in the child welfare system, and
the way the risk assessment relies on historical data may perpetuate these

outcomes. This can result in an intensification of impact for past instances of domestic
abuse or maltreatment, even if they were from a long time ago.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

Directors and managers described the
complexity in accurately capturing DV/IVP in “I think we believe families, people can
safety and risk tools, and how more supports  IEEICCUEL LAY LR CL LAl L

. can make changes and. .. .| want the tool
are needed to do so effectively. One .
) to be ... most helpful in the moment, not
manager mentioned how the tools flag going back like years and counting ... .|

domestic violence but not in a way that does BRI R o)l g-1el f-12- 3 s TeXA-Ne [e10] ) [-Xe |12V-4- 0
so accurately; they do not capture coercive
control behaviors over time. Another noted
how the risk tool flags domestic violence twice and how these “double dings” are harmful.

Additional obstacles to effectively addressing DV/IVP that were mentioned included
different definitions used by community partners (law enforcement, resource centers, etc.)
and tools not providing space for documenting survivor strengths. These individuals
emphasized that workers need guidance on language that assigns accountability to the
offender and avoids blaming survivors.
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COMMUNICATING ASSESSMENT RESULTS
When asked about how assessment results
are communicated to families, managers and
directors agreed that they are not effectively [#s treating the family as a family and as
communicated. Regarding communication to individuals and not as data being entered
legal partners, there was variation by county. BRIgIJCE{7 5

One manager mentioned that results are

regarded more often as internal documentation and not shared clearly with families. They
emphasized that broadly there should be more training on how caseworkers should
communicate results with families and legal professionals in plain language.

“| think it's more just learning about how to
communicate it in a way that feels like you

DCW Leadership

The ICF team engaged two staff members from DCW leadership in a focus group. These
individuals are involved with the broader systemic aspects of the safety and risk
assessments at the state level rather than using the assessments on a day-to-day basis.
Both participants had experience using the assessments in the past.

TRAINING

Leadership staff said that the trainings
offered through the New Caseworker
Academy (the Academy) are sufficient, but don’t know until you're out there practicing
numerous factors make transferring learning it.”

into practice difficult. First, timing and

application are major challenges. New caseworkers often receive training before they have
practical experience. Leadership staff also noted supervision and one-on-one support as
an important resource for putting training into practice. The state recently supported one
county in supplemental, county-specific training that offers caseworkers individual support
by taking them through every assessment step while shadowing a mentor. They highlighted
that ongoing learning is important in addition to the Academy, and that supervisors need to
normalize discussions about risk and safety to reinforce consistency. Leadership cited tools
such as the FAQ documents, which county management should reacclimate staff to
consistently.

“The Academy is great, but it gets you to
baseline ... . You don’t know what you

IMPLEMENTATION BARRIERS

Both leadership staff highlighted barriers to tool implementation related to real-time
implementation, technology limitations, and family engagement. One discussed how the
overall workload caseworkers have makes it difficult to complete assessments in a timely
manner, take all guidance into account, and then enter the information into Trails. Another
mentioned that this is made even more difficult by the assessment containing a lot of
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checkboxes and few opportunities for narrative.
A director remarked that it would be very helpful “It could be about family

to have more data integration, such as auto- circumstances. Can you sit down? Are
you invited in the house? Are you

opulating a family’s prior history, in both . . .
Pop g ) ysp ) Y . having to stand in the middle of the
assessments to improve implementation yard? ... is the family receptive to

efficiency. Technology plays a role in this having those conversations?”
implementation; caseworkers might not have
access to a computer or internet connectivity, so having a paper copy as a backup was
cited as important. A substantial aspect of this is that real-time circumstances are
dependent on the family.

They emphasized that families are often in crisis while caseworkers are gathering
information related to safety and risk assessments, and that the tool is only as good as the
information they are gathering. Because of this, caseworkers developing strong engagement
strategies is critical to ensuring tool effectiveness.

RACIAL EQUITY AND COMMUNICATION

Leadership shared they couldn't immediately “| know nothing’s been brought to our

think of issues with the tool related to racial attention about it and if it was, we
equity, but communication of tool results to absolutely would use that to inform
families could be strengthened. They also future plans.”

emphasized that there are substantial differences

in county-to-county implementation that can “It depends on who's sitting in front of

affect these factors. you. Do they want to see a paper copy
and know a little bit more about why

Discussing equity further, leadership explained . )
I’'m asking all these questions? For

how communicating assessment results in plain
language and ensuring transparency is necessary.
They recommended caseworkers should share
their thought process with assessments
whenever possible, explaining why they have
answered yes to any current or impending danger questions and talking through
aspects of the risk assessment transparently. One leadership staff noted how
communication should be tailored to each family.

instance, on the risk assessment, why
am | asking about income? How is that
my business?”

GEOGRAPHIC VARIABILITY

Leadership underscored that geographic variability and county-to-county differences
significantly influence how safety and risk assessment tools are implemented. Processes
vary greatly between counties, with rural areas operating very differently than urban ones.
In smaller counties, limited staff—sometimes just a single caseworker—and insufficient
technology or capacity often result in the development of informal practices.
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

Leadership stated that safety and risk assessment tools are generally effective at
evaluating DV/IPV. However, they acknowledged that given the complexity of these
situations, additional tools and ongoing support remain essential. To address this need, the
state is offering guidance through the Domestic Violence Playbook and training on the Safe
& Together model.

Child Welfare Training System Training Staff

The CWTS training focus group consisted of six participants who are staff members of the
CWTS as well as a DCW administrator. The CWTS individuals had varying roles related to
conducting, designing, and managing the training program. This conversation was more
tailored than the other workforce conversations to focus on training specifically.

TRAINING
Th(.a Fralnlng staff described how the. CWTS v i ey 0 o GEBE a5
training Academy works. They mentioned trained now—different than, you know,

how the program consists of a preservice many of us trained in the past. They are

training Academy, Academy participation seeing it as a tool, like truly a tool, not a

(where many aspects of being a caseworker IR AMEEATELEL L CR TR LIS
mark | have to do. It's a tool that I'm using to

in Co.Iorado are cove.rf'ec'j), and post .serwce el R e e A e G
learning transfer activities (shadowing, the family and what most directly is

unique onboarding based on county) as well [T e el A1, 0T 13 A R LR LT R A 1|
as opportunities for ongoing learning and and helping the family understand.”
development. On request, CWTS trainers
provide county-specific training such as optional supervisor training sessions for how to
support caseworkers who use safety assessments regularly. Areas for improvement
identified by the participants during the conversation included communicating more
frequently with staff about how the training is being received and integrating more lived

experience voices into the training.

CONSISTENCY ACROSS COUNTIES

The focus group participants remarked on various aspects of how the fact that Colorado is
a state-supervised, county-administered system affects safety assessment
implementation. They mentioned that tool usage varies across counties in documentation
and engagement. One staff member described how there is variation in each county’s
emphasis on the tool, like how a rural county caseworker may have used the same number
of safety assessments in 5 years as an urban county worker would use in 7 months. In
addition, they mentioned that a smaller county might have more staffing challenges, which
can make one-on-one supervision less feasible. Further, within each county, each
caseworker has their own workflow, which can lead to variation and affect how the tool fits
into each individual’'s engagement strategies.
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ENGAGEMENT AND COMMUNICATION

Trainers in the focus group described how they aimed to emphasize strategies to foster
transparency and trust with families. One staff member described how they try to
consistently improve the way that the training can better support caseworkers to pose very
personal and difficult questions. Multiple members voiced that from the training team'’s
perspective, the questions in the tool are solution focused and set caseworkers up to have
a relational exchange instead of transactional. Related to improvements, they expressed
how the CWTS team is working on incorporating more content related to reducing racial
disparities and biases in training.

Legal Professionals

Two focus groups consisted of participants affiliated with the legal community, the Office
of Child’s Representative (OCR) and the Office of Respondent Parents Counsel (ORPC). one
of which was also affiliated with individuals with lived experience.

Office of Child’s Representative

The OCR is an independent state agency created in 2000 to provide legal representation
to children in judicial proceedings, including cases of abuse, neglect, delinquency, and high-
conflict domestic disputes. It ensures children have a voice in court to protect their safety
and rights.

TRAINING

Participants agreed that while safety assessment “We can talk training ad nauseam. I'm
training is included in the caseworker Academy, not even sure if it's training as much
implementation in practice is inconsistent. as putting in mechanisms for
Supervisors often lack guidance on how to accountability.”

oversee proper use of the tool, creating gaps in
accountability. Several emphasized that training should go beyond technical instruction to
include equity, cultural humility, and bias mitigation.

BARRIERS TO IMPLEMENTATION
Systemic challenges undermine consistent use of safety assessments. High turnover among
caseworkers disrupts continuity, and there is no

standardized process for sharing results with The incredibly high turnover rate

o o o oo that’s just inherently built into these
families. Organizational policies, such as limiting systems has a huge impact.”

case filings to manage budgets, also influence
whether assessments are completed.

RACE, ETHNICITY, AND CULTURAL CONSIDERATIONS
The group highlighted that current tools fail to
account for cultural norms and intersectionality, “One person’s beating is another
leaving room for bias in decision-making. Practices
such as physical discipline vary across cultures,
yet the tool does not provide guidance for

person’s discipline . . . and that’s from
culture.”
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nuanced interpretation. Suggestions included equity checks and blind assessments to
reduce bias.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

Assessments were described as overly focused
on immediate safety indicators, making them
ineffective for identifying patterns of abuse. This doesn’t allow for any overtime
approach often results in victims being indicators.”

perceived as the problem due to coping
behaviors such as substance use. Participants recommended adding prompts for pattern-
based behaviors or linking to specialized assessments.

“Domestic violence and sexual abuse
are patterned behaviors . . . this tool

SHARING ASSESSMENT RESULTS

Families rarely see safety assessments, and sharing practices vary widely across counties.
Even when shared, the documents are too complex for families to understand, and timing
often coincides with moments of crisis, limiting comprehension.

Office of the Respondent Parents Counsel

Ten ORPC staff members participated in a focus group. The ORPC is a state-funded agency
that provides representation for parents and aims to fight for families to stay together. This
conversation centered around the family engagement aspects of safety and risk
assessment implementation.

TRAINING
Although training on safety and risk assessment tools is provided through the Academy,
participants reported that implementation in
practice is “horrendous” and erodes over time.
One ORPC staff member mentioned that Volume .
breakfast ... . It’s natural for drift to
7 guidance is often ignored, and many occur, but what happens to help bring
caseworkers mistakenly believe tools are only us back?”
used during intake rather than throughout the life
of a case. Supervisors fail to reinforce correct usage, contributing to systemic drift.
Participants expressed various training gaps including cultural humility, trauma-informed
care, de-escalation strategies, and understanding disproportionality. Judicial partners also
need training to ensure alignment. One ORPC staff member described the need for
systemic supports for training efforts.

“Culture eats training and strategy for

FAMILY ENGAGEMENT
Several participants highlighted that families are rarely informed about the purpose of
assessments or included in safety
planning. One participant highlighted
that parents often do not know that an
assessment occurred until their
attorney shares it during formal

“It feels like the conversation is not about

solving problems or building safety. It’s about
building a case.”
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discovery, weeks after removal. This lack of transparency fosters distrust and fear,
discouraging honesty. Throughout the conversation, individuals mentioned how power
dynamics and punitive consequences, such as removal after disclosure of struggles, make
parents feel coerced rather than supported.

IMPLEMENTATION CONSISTENCY
The use of safety and risk assessment

) ) . “You line up different supervisors with the same
tools varies widely across counties.

safety assessment tool, and their caseworkers
Tools are often completed after removal B EENVA L or ) VAT YN T RU A LT AT R XY (1312

rather than before, undermining their plan... . So, children are being removed before
they’re even being able to be safety planned

purpose. Supervisors approve et
(o] ¢

incomplete assessments, and safety
planning is rarely documented. This
inconsistency introduces subjectivity and bias into decisions, with some counties never
discussing assessments among legal teams.

RACE, ETHNICITY, AND CULTURAL CONSIDERATIONS

Participants highlighted significant gaps in cultural responsiveness and equity within
assessment tools and practice. Tools fail to account for cultural background, historical
trauma, and generational experiences,

particularly for Native American families “Most caseworkers don't even really know how
and families of color. One staff member to define culture, much less how to really assess

forit...”

stressed that ICWA compliance is poor,
and cultural humility training has been
removed from requirements. Marginalized populations, such as parents with disabilities and
limited English proficiency, are disproportionately impacted. Multiple staff highlighted how
disproportionality and racial equity needed to be better emphasized in training.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

Four participants highlighted how safety assessments frequently use victim-blaming
language and fail to reflect best practices for DV/IPV. Describing this further, one explained
how survivors are often penalized for an abuser’s actions, and recommendations such as
mandatory protection orders can escalate danger rather than improve safety. Caseworkers
lack nuanced understanding of domestic violence dynamics and trauma responses, leading
to harmful decisions. A staff member highlighted this lack of understanding.
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Appendix B. State Safety & Risk Assessments:
Descriptions and Effectiveness Research

“

Colorado Colorado Family Assessment and Actuarial
Colorado Family Risk Assessment Souniy AdiEres

California SDM Safety and Risk Assessment & Actuarial
California Family Risk Assessment (CFRA) = Consensus-based
California Family Assessment Factor
Analysis (CFAFA) County Administered
Safety Organized Practice (SOP)

lllinois Safety Assessment and Family Evaluation = Consensus-based
(SAFE)
Child Endangerment Risk Assessment
Protocol (CERAP) (California Model)

lowa Evident Change custom Structure Actuarial
Decision Making safety assessment

Kansas Child Assessment of Protective Consensus-based
Management (CAPM) Safety Assessment
for immediate danger and the Lasting
Safety Scale for future harm

Oklahoma Child and Adolescent Needs and Consensus-based
Strengths (CANS) Actuarial
Predictive Risk Model for Intensive Safety
Services (PREMISS)

Maryland The safety Assessment for Every Child
(SAFE-C) Consensus-based
Maryland Family Risk Assessment (MFRA)

Michigan SDM Actuarial
Safety and Risk Assessments

Minnesota SDM .

Actuarial

Safety and Risk Assessments

B-1

County Administered
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“

Nevada

New
Hampshire

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

Tennessee

Vermont

Family Risk Assessment Protocol

Structured Decision Making (SDM)
Safety and Risk Assessments

Independent Safety Assessment
Risk Assessment Profile (RAP)

Safety Organized Practice (Practice
model blending SDM, Signs of Safety and
Solution-Focused Casework)

North Dakota Safety Framework Practice
Model

North Dakota Safety Framework Practice
Model is the Safety Assessment and
Family Evaluation Model (SAFE)

Comprehensive Assessment Planning
Model, Safety Assessment

Comprehensive Assessment Planning
Model, Family Assessment

Oregon Safety Model (OSM)

Safety Assessment and Management
Process

Action 4 Child Protection (SAFE Model)
Action 4 Child Protection (SAFE Model)

Family Advocacy and Support Tool (FAST)
Structured Decision Making (SDM)

B-2

Consensus-based but incorporates some
elements of SDM

Actuarial

Hybrid system (counties with >1,000ppl -
County administered)

Actuarial

County Administered

Actuarial and consensus based

County Administered

Consensus-based

County Admin

Consensus-based

County Admin

Consensus-based

Actuarial for risk

Consensus Based

County Admin

Consensus Based

Both Consensus-based and Actuarial

Actuarial


https://action4cp.org/services/practice-model/
https://action4cp.org/services/practice-model/

Evaluation of Colorado Family Risk Assessment
and Colorado Family Safety Assessment Tools: Appendix B February 27, 2026

“

Virginia

Washington
State

Washington
DC

Wisconsin

Wyoming

SDM (Signs of Danger) Safety
Assessment for immediate danger

The Virginia CANS for ongoing
assessment

Evident Change SafeMeasures for data
analytics

Washington State Assessment Matrix

SDM with FACES.NET

SDM Danger and Safety Assessment tool
& the SDM Risk Assessment

SDM Model

Two-stage process: Access and Initial
Assessment. Supported by the Access
and Initial Assessment Standards

CANS-multipurpose tool

Child Assessment of Protective
Management CAPM Safety Assessment
Tool

Wyoming Practice Model is a solution-
focused, family-centered approach that
uses strategies and techniques that build
on the children and family's strengths to
find solutions that ensure safety,
permanency, and well-being for children
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Appendix C. Colorado Audit Blueprint

Please see the attached Excel version for full file.
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Appendix D. Document Review Rubric

Please see the attached Excel version for full file.



Evaluation of Colorado Family Risk Assessment
and Colorado Family Safety Assessment Tools: Appendix E February 27, 2026

Appendix E. Case Review Rubric

Please see the attached Excel version for full file.
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Appendix Fa. Lived Experience Survey

Lived Experience Survey Protocol: Perceptions of Child
Welfare Assessment Process

Methods

This survey will use a mixed-methods approach, combining quantitative scaled items with
qualitative open-text questions to capture a rich array of experiences and perceptions
from youth and caregivers who have been impacted by the Colorado Family Safety and Risk
Assessments. The survey will be distributed electronically to participants across multiple
counties in Colorado. The survey is expected to take less than 10 minutes to complete.

Survey questions will assess parent and foster youth perspectives, the impact of
assessment processes, and areas for improvement. To encourage participation, each
respondent will be offered a $20 gift card upon completion of the survey. Although the
survey responses remained fully anonymous and unlinked to any identifying information,
participants will be asked to provide contact information solely for the purpose of
distributing the gift card. This contact information will be collected through a different
survey and stored independently from survey responses to ensure confidentiality. At no
point will the survey answers be connected to the contact details provided. After the gift
cards are distributed, all contact information will be securely deleted from the survey
platform.

All participants will be informed of these procedures in advance and given the opportunity
to consent before proceeding. This process has been designed to ensure that honest and
confidential feedback can be collected while still allowing for incentives to be distributed.

Data will be compiled and analyzed using descriptive statistics for scaled items and
thematic coding for qualitative responses, ensuring both the breadth and depth of
perspectives are considered.

Participant Information
¢ In what way were you involved with the child welfare system?
o Parent with lived experience in the Colorado Child Welfare System
o Current or former foster youth of the Colorado Child Welfare System
e Areyou at least 18 years or older?
o Yes
o No [if no, respondent will be directed to the end of the survey]
e What is your age?
o Under 25
o 25-34
o 3b5-44
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45-54

55-64

65 or older

o Prefer not to answer

o O O

e What is your gender?
o Male
o Female
o Non-binary / Third gender
o Prefer to self-describe: _______________
o Prefer not to answer
e Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?
o Yes, Hispanic or Latino
o No, not Hispanic or Latino
o Prefer not to answer
e What is your race? (Select all that apply)
o American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
White
Other (please specify):

O O O O O

o Prefer not to answer

¢ In which county did your child welfare case take place?

Scaled Items
e Likert Scale Items

e Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:

o Questions for parents

February 27, 2026

» The safety and risk assessment process were clearly explained to me

during my involvement with child welfare services.
» The child welfare worker was open to answering

any additional questions | had before the assessment process.

= | felt comfortable sharing my honest opinions and concerns during the

assessment process.

* My child(ren) were given opportunities to share their perspective if

appropriate.

»= | was given opportunities to ask questions and share my perspective

during the assessment process.
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= The professionals involved explained the assessment results in a way
that made sense to me.

» The assessment process respected my family's cultural background,
race, and ethnicity.

e If not (response options 1-3) Open Text: Please tell us in your
own words what parts of the assessment did not respect your
family’s cultural, race, or ethnicity. What could have helped
make the process better for your family?

= | felt that my values, beliefs, and experiences were respected during
the assessment process.

» | was given information about what would happen next after the
assessment was completed.

= | knew who to contact if | had questions or needed support after the
assessment was completed.

* The decisions made during the assessment felt fair and consistent.

» | believe the same process would be used for other families in similar
situations.

» | believe the way my family’s safety and risk were assessed would
have been the same no matter where we lived (e.g,, city, suburb, rural
area).

* The child welfare worker seemed prepared to handle challenges that
were specific to my community or area.

» Have you or your family experienced domestic violence or intimate
partner violence during your involvement with child welfare?

¢ Yes/No

o Ifyes:

o The child welfare worker adequately assessed my family
for domestic violence issues.

o What would you recommend to improve the
identification and response to domestic violence in
child welfare cases? [open text]

o Please tell us anything else you would like to share
about your experience with child welfare and domestic
violence. [open text]

o Questions for current or former foster youth

* The assessment process had a positive impact on my life.

o If agree (response options 4-5) Open Text: Please tell us in
your own words how this positively impacted your life.

* The assessment process had a negative impact on my life.
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e If agree (response options 4-5) Open Text: Please tell us in
your own words how this negatively impacted your life.

= | felt that the people making decisions understood my needs and
concerns.

» The risk and safety assessment accurately captured my situation and
needs.

» The assessment process helped me feel safe and supported.

» | believe the assessment process should be improved for future foster
youth.

Open-Ended Questions

e Questions for parents

O

Were you informed or involved in any way when decisions about your child's
safety or placement were being made? If so, how?

Did you feel that your voice and perspective as a parent were considered
during the assessment process? Why or why not?

Did you feel that the people making decisions understood your family's needs
and concerns?

Were there any aspects of the assessment process that you found confusing
or unclear?

Do you think the risk and safety assessment process accurately captured
your family's situation? Please explain.

How could the risk and safety assessment process be improved to better
meet the needs of parents and families?

e Questions for current or former foster youth

O

Were you informed or involved in any way when decisions about your
child’'s/your safety or placement were being made? If so, how?

Did you feel that your voice and experiences were considered during the
assessment process? Why or why not?

Did you feel that the people making decisions understood your needs and
concerns?

In your opinion, what worked well about the assessment process?

What changes would you suggest to make the assessment process better for
future foster youth?

Is there anything else you would like to share about your experience with risk
and safety assessments in foster care?
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Contact Information

Thank you for your response. To receive your gift card, please enter your contact
information.

o Please enter your contact information below
* First and Last Name
= Address

Look and Feel

o Colors

e Logo

e Branding/Co-branding
o Invitation email

e Contact(s) for questions
o Technical - ICF
o Other?

Participant Recruitment

e The goal of the survey is to gather a diverse and representative sample that reflects
the range of perspectives relevant to the assessment process, beyond those
already participating in the workgroups. The survey gives us the opportunity to
gather input from individuals with lived experience in areas that are not already
represented through other methods, or to expand in areas where other methods do
not allow for enough representation. In addition to geographic regions, balance
should also be sought to include various racial and ethnic backgrounds, as well as
perspectives from parents and current or former foster youth involved with the
Colorado Child Welfare System.
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Appendix Fb. Legal Survey

Survey Protocol: Gathering Perceptions on
Implementation of Child Welfare Assessment Tools

Methods

This survey will use a mixed-methods approach, combining quantitative scaled items with
qualitative open-text questions to capture a rich array of experiences and perceptions
from legal professionals familiar with child welfare assessment practices. The survey will be
distributed electronically to participants across multiple counties in Colorado, targeting
individuals directly engaged in the implementation and oversight of the Colorado Family
Safety and Risk Assessments.

Respondents will be asked to rate various aspects of support and implementation of the
tools using a Likert scales, allowing for the aggregation and analysis of these perceptions.
Open-ended questions will provide opportunities for participants to elaborate on their
experiences and offer suggestions for improvement.

All responses will be collected anonymously to encourage candid feedback. Data will be
compiled and analyzed using descriptive statistics for scaled items and thematic coding for
qualitative responses, ensuring both the breadth and depth of perspectives are considered.

Participant Information

Job-specific Information
e Please respond to the following questions regarding your current position in child
welfare:
o What is your current role or job title?
= ORPC
» Council for youth/GAL
= County attorneys
» Judicial officers
= CASA
» Other (please specify): _____________
o How many years have you worked in child welfare?
» Less thanlyear
= 1-3years
= 4-7years
= 8-15vyears
= More than 15 years
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o How long have you held your current position?
= Less than1year
= 1-3years
= 4-7 years
= 8-15years
* More than 15 years
o Which county doyouworkin? _______________
o Are you directly involved in the implementation or oversight of the Colorado
Family Safety and Risk Assessments?
* Yes
= No
» Other (please specify):

Demographics

o What is your age?

o Under 25

25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 or older
o Prefer not to answer

O O O O O

e What is your gender?

o Male

o Female

o Non-binary / Third gender

o Prefer to self-describe: _______________
o Prefer not to answer

Barriers to Consistent Use
e Likert Scale Items
e Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:
1. Technology or system limitations have impacted the use of the assessment
tools.
2. There are organizational or system barriers (e.g., policies, resources, leadership
support, communication) that affect consistent use of the tools.
e Open Text:
3. Are there aspects of the assessment tools that are unclear or confusing?
Please provide examples.
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4. Please share any recommendations for addressing barriers and improving the
consistent use of assessment tools.

Real-Time Completion of Assessments: Gaps and Solutions
e Likert Scale Items
1. From your perspective, how often are staff able to complete the Colorado
Family Risk and Safety Assessment tools in real time during field visits?
- Always (5)
- Often (4)
- Sometimes (3)
- Rarely (2)
- Never (1)
- No opinion/Insufficient opportunity to observe
e Open Text:

1. What gaps have you observed for staff completing the assessment tools in real
time? Please share specific examples and possible solutions to address these
gaps.

2. Please describe any support (e.g., mobile devices, job aids, training,
supervision) that you are aware of to help staff complete the assessments in
real time in the field.

Geographic Variability
e Likert Scale Items
e Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:

1. Assessment tools are used consistently regardless of geographic location (e.g.,
urban, suburban, rural, remote areas).

2. Local infrastructure (such as access to technology, transportation, or reliable
internet) supports staff ability to complete risk and safety assessments as
intended.

3. The populations served in some regions create unique challenges to
conducting standardized assessments.

e Open Text:

1. In your opinion, how does geographic location influence the use and

effectiveness of these assessment tools? How so?

Impacts Related to Race/Ethnicity
e Likert Scale Items
1.  To what extent do you feel the assessment tools adequately reflect the cultural
backgrounds of the children and families served?
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- Fully (5)
- Mostly (4)
- Neutral (3)
- Minimally (2)
- Notatall (1)
3. How confident are you that the assessment tools are used consistently across
racial and ethnic groups? Would they know this?
- Very confident (5)
- Somewhat confident (4)
- Neutral (3)
- Somewhat unconfident (2)
- Not confident at all (1)

4. How often do staff receive feedback or ongoing training for mitigating implicit
bias in the assessment process? Would they know this?
- Very Often/Always (5)

- Often (4)

- Sometimes (3)

- Rarely (2)

- Very Rarely/Never (1)
- Unsure

5. To what extent do you feel the assessments contribute to equitable
outcomes for children and families of different racial and ethnic
backgrounds?

- Fully (5)

- Mostly (4)

- Neutral (3)

- Minimally (2)
- Notatall (1)

6. To what extent are data on race and ethnicity routinely shared with staff to
increase awareness of over-representation in the child welfare system?
Would they know this?

- Very Often/Always (5)
- Often (4)

- Sometimes (3)

- Rarely (2)

- Very Rarely/Never (1)

- Unsure

7. How frequently do discussions about over-represented racial and ethnic
groups in child welfare rely on data rather than anecdotal evidence?
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- Very Often/Always (5)
- Often (4)

- Sometimes (3)

- Rarely (2)

- Very Rarely/Never (1)

- Unsure

e Open Text

1. In your observation, do race and ethnicity impact the application of these
assessment tools? Do they inform practice? Please explain why or why not.
2. Share your o recommendations for promoting more equitable outcomes.

Use of Tools for DV/IPV Assessment
e Likert Scale Items
e Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:

1. The assessment tools effectively distinguish between varying levels of risk
and/or safety concerns related to domestic violence or intimate partner
violence (DV/IPV) within families.

2. Staff received clear guidance on using the assessment tools to recognize and
respond to domestic violence or intimate partner violence (DV/IPV). Would
they know this?

3. Current tools are sensitive to cultural considerations when assessing for DV/IPV
in racially and ethnically diverse families.

4. |feel confident staff are using the assessment tools to identify both immediate
safety concerns and long-term risk factors associated with DV/IPV.

e Open Text:

1.  How effectively do you think the tools are used to assess and address
domestic violence or intimate partner violence (DV/IPV)? Provide examples of
strengths or areas needing improvement. Redundant with first question —pick
one

Decision-Making and Consistency
e Likert Scale Items
e Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:
1.  The assessment tools are applied uniformly across similar cases to ensure
equitable decision-making.
2. The assessment tools are consistently used as the primary basis for making
recommendations about child safety and potential removal from a primary
caregiver.
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3. The criteria within the assessment tools clearly differentiate when removal is
warranted versus when in-home interventions may be more appropriate.

4. ltis clear that practices are in place to ensure decisions about child removal
are evidence-based and free from bias.

5. |feel confident that the assessment tools minimize subjective judgment when
determining the necessity of child removal. Is this redundant with previous
question

6. The tools provide clear guidance for documenting the rationale behind removal
decisions, facilitating transparency in the process.

Open Text:

1.

In your experience, are the assessment tools used consistently to inform
decision-making, including planning and removal of a child from their primary
caregiver? Redundant with question 2?

Describe any additional factors or barriers you have encountered that may affect the
consistent use of assessment tools in child removal decisions and suggest ways these
could be addressed.

Sharing Assessments with Families and Legal Professionals
Likert Scale Items

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:

1.

The process for sharing assessment findings is well-defined and supported by
appropriate resources.

4. In my experience, staff are typically able to answer questions and provide
clarification about risk and safety assessments.

5. Assessment results are routinely shared with families in a way that respects
their cultural background and literacy levels.

6. Feedback from families, legal professionals, or the judicial branch has led to
improvements in how assessment results are shared.

Open Text:

1. What best practices have you observed in communicating assessment
outcomes to families, legal professionals, or the judicial branch?

2. What challenges have you experienced or observed in communicating

assessment outcomes?
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Appendix Fc. Workforce Survey

Workforce Survey Protocol: Perceptions on
Implementation of Child Welfare Assessment Tools

Methods

This survey will use a mixed-methods approach, combining quantitative scaled items with
qualitative open-ended questions to capture a rich array of experiences and perceptions
from county staff, supervisors, managers, and directors involved in child welfare
assessment practices. The survey will be distributed electronically to participants across
multiple counties in Colorado, targeting individuals directly engaged in the implementation
and oversight of the Colorado Family Safety and Risk Assessments.

Respondents will be asked to rate various aspects of support and implementation of the
tools using a Likert scales, allowing for the aggregation and analysis of these perceptions.
Open-ended questions will provide opportunities for participants to elaborate on their
experiences and offer suggestions for improvement.

All responses will be collected anonymously to encourage candid feedback. Data will be
compiled and analyzed using descriptive statistics for scaled items and thematic coding for
qualitative responses, ensuring both the breadth and depth of perspectives are considered.

Participant Information

Job-specific Information
e Please respond to the following questions regarding your current position in child
welfare:
o What is your current role or job title?
= Case worker
= Supervisor
* Manager
= Director
» Other (please specify): ___________
o How many years have you worked in child welfare?
= Less than1year
= 1-3years
= 4-7 years
= 8-15vyears
* More than 15 years
o How long have you held your current position?
» Less thanlyear
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= 1-3years
= 4-7years
= 8-15vyears
* More than 15 years
o Which county do you work in?

February 27, 2026

o Are you directly involved in the implementation or oversight of the Colorado

Family Safety and Risk Assessments?

= Yes
= No
» Other (please specify):

Demographics

What is your age?

o Under 25

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65 or older

o Prefer not to answer

O O O O O

What is your gender?

o Male

o Female

o Non-binary / Third gender
o Prefer to self-describe:

o Prefer not to answer

Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?

o Yes, Hispanic or Latino
o No, not Hispanic or Latino
o Prefer not to answer

What is your race? (Select all that apply)

o American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American

White
Other (please specify):

O O O O O

o Prefer not to answer

Fc-2
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O O O O O

O

High School Diploma/GED
Associate’s degree

Bachelor's degree

Graduate or professional degree

Other (please specify):

Prefer not to answer

For workforce only: What was your college major or primary area of study?
Social Work
Psychology

O

o O O O O O

Sociology
Public Health

Other (please specify):

Not Applicable

Prefer not to answer

Supports and Training for Tool Implementation
Likert Scale Items

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:

1. What training have you received relevant to the Colorado Safety and Risk

Assessment tools? (Check all that apply)

Child Welfare Training System (CWTS)
County-specific training

Domestic Violence/Intimate Partner Violence (DV/IPV)
Racial equity?

Other (please specify:

2. The training(s) | received on assessing risk and safety for child welfare cases

provided clear, comprehensive, and practical guidance that prepared me to
apply the assessment tools effectively in my day-to-day work.

If not (response options 1-3) Open Text: Please describe in detail the
specific aspects of the training you found insufficient or unclear (e.g.,
safety and risk training received through the academy, fundamentals,
supplemental county-specific training). What additional support,
information, or resources would have better prepared you to apply the
Colorado Risk and Safety Assessment tools effectively in your daily
work?

3. The training provides opportunities for interactive learning, such as role-

playing, case studies, or group discussions, to reinforce effective assessment
of risk and safety.
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4. The training addresses the impact of implicit bias, race, and ethnicity on risk
and safety assessment, and equipped me to apply tools equitably with diverse
families.

5. The training encourages reflection on my own values and beliefs, and how they
may influence risk and safety assessment practices.

6. The materials and resources provided during training are relevant, up-to-date,
and useful for ongoing reference in my practice.

7. Staff and Supervisors only: | am confident that | am using the tools correctly

o

Staff and Supervisors only: These tools support my decision-making
9. These tools support consistent decision-making across staff
10. Staff only: Supervision and follow-up coaching were available after initial
training to support consistent and effective use of assessment tools.
1. | received training on how to clearly communicate risk and safety assessment
results to families.
e Open Text:
1. Please describe any training or others supports that have been most helpful
(e.g. safety and risk training received through the academy, fundamentals,
supplemental county-specific training).

Barriers to Consistent Use
e Likert Scale Items
e Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:

1. Technology or system limitations have impacted the use of the assessment
tools.

2. Gaps in resources, follow-up support, or supervision hinder consistent use of
these assessment tools.

3. There are organizational or system barriers (e.g., policies, leadership support,
communication) that affect consistent use of the tools.

e Open Text:

1. What challenges or obstacles have you encountered when using the Colorado
Family Risk and Safety Assessment tools? Please describe the situations where
these challenges occur.

2. Please describe any specific situations where you found it difficult to use the
assessment tools consistently.

3. Are there aspects of the assessment tools that are unclear or confusing (e.g.,
expectations, the tools themselves, definitions, translating training to real-world
applications)? Please provide examples.

4. Please share any recommendations for addressing barriers and improving the
consistent use of assessment tools.
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Real-Time Completion of Assessments: Gaps and Solutions
e Likert Scale Items
2. For staff: How often are you able to complete the Colorado Family Risk and
Safety Assessment tools in real time during field visits?
- Always (5)
- Often (4)
- Sometimes (3)
- Rarely (2)
- Never (1)
3. What factors most commonly prevent you from completing the assessment
tools in real time while in the field? (Select all that apply)
- Limited time during visits
- Access to technology (e.g. laptop, tablet, internet connection)
- Client availability or willingness to participate
- Environmental distractions or safety concerns
- Complexity or length of the tools
- Travel distance or transportation challenges
- Other (please specify): ____________
4. How would you rate your confidence in using the assessment tools accurately
when completing them in real time in the field?
- Very confident (5)
- Somewhat confident (4)
- Neutral (3)
- Somewhat unconfident (2)
- Not confident at all (1)
e Open Text:

1. What gaps have you experienced when completing the assessment tools in
real time? Please share specific examples and possible solutions to address
these gaps.

2. Please describe any support (e.g., mobile devices, job aids, training,
supervision) that have helped you complete the assessments in real time in the
field.

Geographic Variability
e Likert Scale Items
e Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:
4. Assessment tools are used consistently regardless of geographic location (e.g.,
urban, suburban, rural, remote areas).
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5. Local infrastructure (such as access to technology, transportation, or reliable

internet) supports my ability to complete risk and safety assessments as

intended.

6. Local policies and practices support consistent and effective use of the risk

and safety tools.

7. The populations served in my region create unique challenges to conducting

standardized assessments.

8. lreceive adequate training, guidance, or support to address geographic

challenges in the use of risk and safety assessment tools.

e Open Text:

1. In your experience, how does geographic location influence the use and

effectiveness of these assessment tools? Please note any challenges or

differences observed by geography.

Impacts Related to Race/Ethnicity
e Likert Scale Items

2. To what extent do you feel the assessment tools adequately reflect the cultural

backgrounds of the children and families you serve?

Fully (5)
Mostly (4)
Neutral (3)
Minimally (2)
Not at all (1)

3. How often do you encounter race- or ethnicity-related barriers when

implementing assessment tools?

Very Often/Always (5)
Often (4)

Sometimes (3)

Rarely (2)

Very Rarely/Never (1)

4. How confident are you that the assessment tools are used consistently across

racial and ethnic groups?

Very confident (5)
Somewhat confident (4)
Neutral (3)

Somewhat unconfident (2)
Not confident at all (1)
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5. How often do you receive feedback or ongoing training for mitigating implicit
bias in the assessment process?
- Very Often/Always (5)
- Often (4)
- Sometimes (3)
- Rarely (2)
- Very Rarely/Never (1)
6. To what extent do you feel the assessments contribute to equitable outcomes
for children and families of different racial and ethnic backgrounds?
- Fully (5)
- Mostly (4)
- Neutral (3)
- Minimally (2)
- Notatall (1)
7. To what extent are data on race and ethnicity routinely shared with staff to
increase awareness of over-representation in the child welfare system?
- Very Often/Always (5)
- Often (4)
- Sometimes (3)
- Rarely (2)
- Very Rarely/Never (1)
8. How frequently do discussions about over-represented racial and ethnic
groups in child welfare rely on data rather than anecdotal evidence?
- Very Often/Always (5)
- Often (4)
- Sometimes (3)
- Rarely (2)
- Very Rarely/Never (1)
9. Information about over-represented populations is used to inform practice.
[Agreement Scale]
e Open Text
1. In your observation, do race and ethnicity impact the application of these
assessment tools? Please explain why or why not, and any recommendations
for improvement in equitable outcomes.

Use of Tools for DV/IPV Assessment
e Likert Scale Items
e Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:
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The assessment tools effectively distinguish between varying levels of risk
and/or safety concerns related to domestic violence or intimate partner
violence (DV/IPV) within families.

2. lreceived clear guidance on using the assessment tools to recognize and
respond to domestic violence or intimate partner violence (DV/IPV).
3. Current tools are sensitive to cultural considerations when assessing for DV/IPV
in racially and ethnically diverse families.
4. |feel confident using the assessment tools to identify both immediate safety
concerns and long-term risk factors associated with DV/IPV.
e Open Text:

1.

How effectively do you think the tools are used to assess and address
domestic violence or intimate partner violence (DV/IPV)? Provide examples of
strengths or areas needing improvement.

Decision-Making and Consistency
e Likert Scale Items

e Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:

1.

The assessment tools are applied uniformly across similar cases to ensure
equitable decision-making.

2. Staff and Supervisors only: | consistently use the assessment tools as the
primary basis for making recommendations about child safety and potential
removal from a primary caregiver.

3. The criteria within the assessment tools clearly differentiate when removal is
warranted versus when in-home interventions may be more appropriate.

4. Staff only: Supervisors regularly review my use of assessment tools to ensure
decisions about child removal are evidence-based and free from bias.

5. |feel confident that the assessment tools minimize subjective judgment when
determining the necessity of child removal.

6. The tools provide clear guidance for documenting the rationale behind removal
decisions, facilitating transparency in the process.

e Open Text:

1. To what extent are the assessment tools used consistently to inform decision-
making, including planning and removal of a child from their primary caregiver?

2. Describe any additional factors or barriers you have encountered that may

affect the consistent use of assessment tools in child removal decisions and
suggest ways these could be addressed.

Sharing Assessments with Families and Legal Professionals
e Likert Scale Items
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e Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements:

1.

The process for sharing assessment findings is well-defined and supported by
appropriate resources.

Training materials include examples or best practices and opportunities to
practice delivering assessment outcomes to key stakeholder groups (e.g.,
families, attorneys, CASAs, GALs, judges).

I am confident in my ability to present risk and safety assessment information
in a manner that is understandable.

| feel equipped to answer questions and provide clarification about risk and
safety assessments.

Assessment results are routinely shared with families in a way that respects
their cultural background and literacy levels.

Feedback from families, legal professionals, or the judicial branch has led to
improvements in how assessment results are shared.

Ongoing supervision or coaching supports my ability to effectively
communicate risk and safety assessments to all relevant parties.

e Open Text:

1.

2.

What best practices have you observed in communicating assessment
outcomes to families, legal professionals, or the judicial branch?

What challenges have you experienced or observed in communicating
assessment outcomes?

Fc-9



Evaluation of Colorado Family Risk Assessment
and Colorado Family Safety Assessment Tools: Appendix G February 27, 2026

Appendix G. Focus Group Facilitation Guide and
Informed Consent

Colorado Safety & Risk Facilitation
Discussion Guide

October 2025
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Part I: Overview Information

On May 28, 2024, the Colorado General Assembly passed HB 24-1046, a bill requiring an
independent evaluation of the Colorado Family Safety and Risk Assessment Tools used in
the child welfare system. Safety and risk assessment tools support child welfare staff in
evaluating the safety of children and making informed decisions to protect them.

Safety Assessments are designed to assess immediate threats to a child's safety, focusing
on current conditions and behaviors that could lead to maltreatment. Risk Assessments
evaluate the likelihood of future maltreatment based on various factors, including family
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dynamics and behaviors and help determine the appropriate level of services needed and
guide decision-making throughout the case.

The Office of Colorado’s Child Protection Ombudsman (CPO) has contracted ICF to
conduct this evaluation, with a final report due by March 1, 2026. You can find additional
information about the audit and legislation here: https://coloradocpo.org/special-
initiative/independent-audit-of-colorados-family-safety-and-risk-assessment-tools/

Role of ICF

As an external evaluator, ICF is excited to partner with the CPO to complete an evaluation
of Colorado’s safety and risk assessment tools. The purpose of this evaluation is to
complete an audit of Colorado’s family Safety and Risk Assessment tools as described in
House Bill 241046.

To better understand the implementation, application, and real time use of the safety and
risk assessment tools ICF is conducting semi-structured focus groups with a diverse group
of stakeholders who have had direct or indirect experience with these assessment tools.

Participants will include:

e Leadership from the Colorado Department of Human Services’ Division of Child
Welfare

e County Department of Human Services managers and directors

o Key representatives from the Colorado Child Welfare Training System

e The Colorado Office of the Respondent Parents’ Counsel (ORPC)

e The Colorado Office of the Child’s Representative (OCR)

Information gathered during the focus groups and interviews will be integrated and
analyzed with other sources of data, including surveys, case reviews, and best practice
research to provide an in-depth understanding and 360-degree view of the
implementation and effectiveness of the tools.

Purpose

The purpose of conducting focus groups with various stakeholder groups is to have tailored
discussions with each group to better understand their experiences with the tools and their
perspective on the strengths, impact, gaps, and recommendations for improvement. These
groups were identified with the intention of capturing a comprehensive and holistic
snapshot of the use and impact of the tools on Colorado’s families.

Part II: Focus Group Structure

The structure below was developed considerate of allocated time (90-minutes in total), strategic
flow, facilitator preparation, and the identified focus group questions.

e Welcome & Purpose (3 min)

e Consenting Process (2 min)

e Group Norms, Values, and Psychological Safety (5 min)
e Group Introductions (10 min)


https://coloradocpo.org/special-initiative/independent-audit-of-colorados-family-safety-and-risk-assessment-tools/
https://coloradocpo.org/special-initiative/independent-audit-of-colorados-family-safety-and-risk-assessment-tools/
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Part III: Discussion Guides (60 minutes)

The Discussion Guides are organized by target population (workforce, legal professionals,
OCR, CPO).

*References the targeted set of questions

This section outlines the questions selected for each focus group and serves as both a
guide for the flow of the conversation but also as an appendix of the questions intended to
be asked of group participants.

See Attached Questions for each target group

Part IV: Closing & Wrap-Up (10 minutes)

¢ Final Thoughts
e Summary of Key Themes
e Gratitude and Next Steps
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Focus Group Questions-Workforce

Supports &
Training for
Tool
Implementation

Do you feel the formal training and other resources provided are
sufficient for the consistent application of these tools? Why or
why not?

a. PROBE: Are there specific resources or supports that you've
observed to be most supportive of effective implementation?

b. PROBE: What additional resources or supports do you think
would help child welfare professionals use these tools more
effectively?

c. PROBE: Is there supervisory follow-up to observe whether
tools are being implemented as intended?

In your observation, are there situations that make completing
the assessment tools in real time difficult, if so, what are they?

a. PROBE: Describe any technical difficulties (e.g., device issues,

Real-Time connectivity, software glitches) of which you are aware.
Completion of b. PROBE: Describe any adaptive challenges (e.g., client
Assessments: engagement or environmental distractions) that make real-time
Gaps and completion of the assessment tools difficult.

Solutions c. PROBE: What solutions have you found to address these
gaps, if any? Or what suggestions do you have to support
caseworkers in completing the assessment tools in real time in
the field?

From your perspective, does the safety assessment help support
planning for removal? Does the tool ensure consistency in
. decision-making?
Decision a. PROBE: Do you believe the tools are applied uniformly across
Making and similar cases? Why or why not?

Consistency

b. PROBE: How could the tool be improved to better support fair
and informed decision-making?

In your experience or observation, does the application of these
tools appear to vary across different counties or regions? What

Gqur?[)hlc factors contribute to these geographic differences? Are these
Variability
factors able to be changed?
a. PROBE: Considering these factors, how might consistency be
improved statewide?
How do you perceive the assessment tools impacting
Impacts communities that are over-represented in the child welfare
system?
Related to

Race/Ethnicity

a. PROBE: Do you notice any disparities in outcomes or
application of the tools based on race or ethnicity?

b. Are data-informed insights related to race, ethnicity, and/or
over-represented populations systematically reviewed? If so,
how are findings from these reviews used to inform policy and
practice?

c. PROBE: Are there suggestions you have for making the tools
more equitable?
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Focus Group Questions-Workforce

Use of Tools

From your perspective, how is the assessment tool used to
evaluate domestic violence or intimate partner violence
situations? Are there specific strengths or limitations of the tool

Professionals

for DV/IPV in these cases?
Assessment a. PROBE: What additional training or resources would improve
this aspect of assessment?
How are assessment results communicated to families, legal
Sharing professionals, and the judicial branch?
Assessments a. PROBE: What challenges arise when sharing these
with Families assessments?
and Legal b. PROBE: Are there best practices or suggestions for improving

transparency and understanding?

Barriers to
Consistent Use

What challenges or barriers have you encountered or observed
regarding the consistent use of these assessment tools?

a. PROBE: Are there particular circumstances (locations, staffing,
family circumstances) in which these barriers are most
prominent?

b. PROBE: How have you seen staff typically address or work
around these obstacles?

c. PROBE: Do you have suggestions about how obstacles should
be addressed?

Domains

Focus Group Questions-CWTS

Supports &
Training for
Tool
Implementation

9. Do you feel the formal training and other resources provided are

sufficient for training the staff to implement the assessment tools
consistently? Why or why not?

a. PROBE: Are there specific resources or supports you observed
to support training for effective implementation?

b. PROBE: What additional resources or supports related to
training do you think would help child welfare professionals use
these tools more effectively?

c. PROBE: Is there supervisory follow-up to observe whether tools
are being implemented as intended?

Barriers to
Consistent Use

10. What challenges or barriers have you encountered or observed

regarding the consistent use of these assessment tools?

a. PROBE: Are there particular circumstances (locations, staffing,
family circumstances) in which these barriers are most
prominent?

b. PROBE: How have you seen staff typically address or work
around these obstacles?
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Domains

Focus Group Questions-CWTS

c. PROBE: What training or supports do you provide to help staff
navigate these challenges? Do you have suggestions about
how obstacles should be addressed?

11. In your observation, are there situations that make completing the
assessment tools in real time difficult, if so, what are they?

a. PROBE: Describe any technical difficulties (e.g., device issues,

Eﬁﬂ;:?tif)n of connectivity, software glitches) of which you are aware.
Assessments: b. PROBE: Describe any adaptive challenges (e.g., client

Gaps and engagement or environmental distractions) that make real-time
Solutions completion of the assessment tools difficult.

c. PROBE: What training, supports, solutions exist to address
these gaps, if any? Or what suggestions do you have to support
caseworkers in completing the assessment tools in real time in
the field? Do they use the FAQs developed for assessment?

Geographic 12. In your experience or observation, does the application of these

Variability tools appear to vary across different counties or regions? How
does the training address factors that contribute to these
geographic differences?

a. PROBE: Considering these factors, how might consistency be
improved statewide?

13. How do you perceive the assessment tools impacting
Impacts communities that are over-represented in the child welfare
?
Related to System?*

Race/Ethnicity

a. PROBE: Are you aware of any disparities in outcomes or
application of the tools based on race or ethnicity?

b. Are data-informed insights related to race, ethnicity, and/or
over-represented populations systematically reviewed? If so,
how are findings from these reviews used to inform policy and
practice?

c. PROBE: What suggestions do you have for improving the
training to make the tools more equitable?

Use of Tools

14. From your perspective, how is the assessment tool used to
evaluate domestic violence or intimate partner violence
situations? Are there specific strengths or limitations of the tool

for DV/IPV in these cases?
Assessment b. PROBE: What additional training or resources would improve
this aspect of assessment?
15. From your perspective, does the tool ensure consistency in
decision-making? If so, why or why not?
Decision c. PROBE: Do you believe the tools are applied uniformly across
Making and similar cases? Why or why not?

Consistency

d. PROBE: How could the tool and/or training be improved to
better support fair and informed decision-making?
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Domains Focus Group Questions-CWTS
How are assessment results communicated to families, legal
Sharing professionals, and the judicial branch?
Assessments c. PROBE: What challenges arise when sharing these
with Families assessments?
and Legal
Professionals d. PROBE: Are there best practices or suggestions for improving
transparency and understanding?

Domains Focus Group Questions-DCW Leadership

1. Do you feel the formal training and other resources provided are
sufficient for the consistent application of these tools? Why or
why not?

a. PROBE: Are there specific resources or supports you

Supports & observed to support effective implementation?

Training for

Tool b. PROBE: What additional resources or supports do you think

Implementation would help child welfare professionals use these tools more
effectively?

c. PROBE: What is the supervisory follow-up to observe whether
tools are being implemented as intended? Do you feel it has
been sufficient to ensure consistent application of tools?

2. What challenges or barriers have you encountered or observed
regarding the consistent use of these assessment tools?

. a. PROBE: Are there particular circumstances (locations,
Barriers to staffing, family circumstances) in which these barriers are
Consistent Use most prominent?

b. PROBE: How have you seen staff typically address or work
around these obstacles?

c. PROBE: Do you have suggestions about how obstacles
should be addressed?

3. In your observation, are there situations that make completing
the assessment tools in real time difficult, if so, what are they?

. a. PROBE: Describe any technical difficulties (e.g., device
Real-Time . tivit ft litch f which
Completion of issues, connectivity, software glitches) of which you are
Assessments: aware.

Gaps and b. PROBE: Describe any adaptive challenges (e.g., client
Solutions engagement or environmental distractions) that make real-
time completion of the assessment tools difficult.

c. PROBE: What solutions have you found to address these
gaps, if any? Or what suggestions do you have to support
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Domains Focus Group Questions-DCW Leadership

caseworkers in completing the assessment tools in real time in

the field?
Geographic 4. In your experience or observation, does the application of these
Variability tools appear to vary across different counties or regions? What

factors contribute to these geographic differences? Are these
factors able to be changed?

a. PROBE: Considering these factors, how might consistency be
improved statewide?

5. How do you perceive the assessment tools impacting
Impacts communities that are over-represented in the child welfare

7
Related to system?
Race/Ethnicity a. PROBE: Do you notice any disparities in outcomes or

application of the tools based on race or ethnicity?

b. Are data-informed insights related to race, ethnicity, and/or
over-represented populations systematically reviewed? If so,
how are findings from these reviews used to inform policy and
practice?

c. PROBE: Are there suggestions you have for making the tools
more equitable?

6. From your perspective, how is the assessment tool used to

evaluate domestic violence or intimate partner violence
situations? Are there specific strengths or limitations of the tool

Use of Tools for

DViiPv in these cases?
Assessment a. PROBE: What additional training or resources would improve
this aspect of assessment?
7. From your perspective, does the safety assessment help support
planning for removal? Does the tool ensure consistency in
. o
Decision decision-making?
Making and a. PROBE: Do you believe the tools are applied uniformly across
Consistency similar cases? Why or why not?
b. PROBE: How could the tool be improved to better support fair
and informed decision-making?
How are assessment results communicated to families, legal
Sharing professionals, and the judicial branch?
Assessments a. PROBE: What challenges arise when sharing these
and Legal : : : :
Professionals b. PROBE: Are there best practices or suggestions for improving

transparency and understanding?
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Domains

Focus Group Questions- ORPC and ORC

16. How would you describe your experience with the Safety and
Risk Assessment?

Safety and Risk
Assessment
Process

a. PROBE: Do families indicate that the assessment process
was clearly explained to them in a way they could
understand? Did they feel the child welfare worker was open
to answering questions before the assessment?

b. PROBE: Do you think families feel comfortable sharing their
honest opinions and concerns?

c. PROBE: Do you think the risk and safety assessment process
accurately captured family's situations? Do you have
suggestions about how the process could be improved?

Safety and Risk
Assessment

17. In your experience, during the assessment process, were the
caregivers and children given the opportunity to ask questions
and share perspectives?

Implementation

a. PROBE: Were they informed or involved in any way when
decisions about the child's safety or placement were being
made? If so, how?

b. PROBE: Do families feel that their voice and perspective as a
parent were considered during the assessment process?

18. Did you feel that the assessment process respected the family’s
cultural background, race, and ethnicity?

Cultural

Relevance a. PROBE: In your experience, did you feel that families’ values,
beliefs, and experiences were respected during the
assessment process? Was the child welfare worker aware of
challenges specific to the community or neighborhood?

b. PROBE: Do you have any suggestions for making the
assessment process more respectful of family’s cultural
background, race, and ethnicity?

19. Do you feel that the assessment process adequately and
sensitively identifies domestic violence or intimate partner
DV/IPV .
violence?
Assessment

c. PROBE: Do you have suggestions for improving the
assessment to identify DV/IPV?
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Colorado Risk and Safety Assessment
Informed Consent for Focus Group Participation

Participation is Voluntary: You are invited to join a group discussion about the Colorado Family
Safety and Risk Assessment Tools used in the child welfare system. You do not have to join if
you don’t want to; participation in this group is completely voluntary. If you do decide to participate,
you can leave the session at any time. Please read this document carefully and feel free to ask
any questions before making your decision.

Background of Evaluation: On May 28, 2024, the Colorado General Assembly passed HB 24-
1046, a bill requiring a third-party evaluator to conduct an audit of the Colorado Family Safety and
Risk Assessment Tools used in the child welfare system. The Office of the Colorado Child
Protection Ombudsman (CPO) was required to contract with the third-party evaluator and together
with an RFP evaluation team, selected ICF, International, to complete the audit. As part of this
effort, ICF will be conducting semi-structured focus groups with a diverse group of stakeholders
involved in the implementation of these assessment tools.

Evaluation Design: The ICF focus group facilitator will make sure that everyone feels safe and
supported while sharing their thoughts and experiences. The session group will last approximately
90 minutes and will focus on your experiences and perceptions regarding the implementation of
Colorado’s child welfare safety and risk assessment tools. Another ICF staff person will observe
and take notes to ensure we have an accurate and complete record to analyze later. Both the
leader and the note-taker will keep all your answers private.

Risks of Participating: Sharing your thoughts and opinions in the group may feel a little
uncomfortable at times. While we will try to ensure a supportive and respectful environment, you
may feel some discomfort when reflecting on personal or community challenges. You can skip
any question or leave the discussion at any time. If you need to talk afterward, you can meet with
your program director or supervisor for support.

Benefits of Participating: By joining this discussion, you might learn new things, feel heard, help
Colorado complete an audit of its safety and risk assessment tools, and provide critical feedback
on the implementation and effectiveness of the tools.

Privacy and Data Management: With permission, responses will be captured via audio
recording/transcription and note-taking and will be securely stored internally at ICF. The
transcription and notes will not be shared with anyone else other than the ICF staff responsible
for producing a written report. Your name and any other identifying information will not be attached
to your specific comments or views in any documents resulting from this focus group. Data will be
safely stored for a period of time in compliance with data protection regulations and then
destroyed. Sometimes we might share data with ICF and The Office of the Colorado’s Child
Protection Ombudsman(CPO) but only as required by law.

Data Retention Policy: We will keep all the information collected from the discussion group safely
stored for five years after the evaluation is finished. After five years, raw data will be permanently
deleted in accordance with data protection regulations. Only authorized people will be able to see
the stored data during this time.

Participant Guidelines:
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e Privacy: participants agree not to share anything discussed in the group with anyone
outside the session.

¢ No Recording: Participants will not be allowed to record the session (audio, video, or
screenshots). This is to protect everyone’s privacy.

Contact Information: If you have any questions or need support, please feel free to contact
ICF Project Director, Anne Graham at anne.graham@icf.com or Yumiko Dougherty at
ydougherty@ignitechangellc.org

Consent Form_ Statement: | understand what this consent form says, and the information
provided about the discussion group. | understand and accept that there may be some minor risks
involved. | had the opportunity to ask questions, and they were answered to my satisfaction. |
voluntarily agree to participate in this evaluation. This information was provided to me in a
language | understand.

| agree to the above statements and give my consent to participate in this discussion group.
Participant Name
(Printed):

Participant Signature:

Date:

This consent form is for informational purposes. You will provide your
consent at the opening of the focus group. We will review the consent
form at that time, and you will be asked to provide your consent in the
Group Chat.


mailto:anne.graham@icf.com
mailto:ydougherty@ignitechangellc.org
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Appendix H. Workgroup Discussion Guides

Workforce Workgroup Discussion Guide: Perceptions
on Implementation of Child Welfare Assessment Tools

1. Supports and Training for Tool Implementation
e Do you feel the formal training and other resources provided are sufficient for the

consistent application of these tools? Why or why not?
e In your experience, did the training provide opportunities for:
o Interactive learning, such as role-playing, case studies, or group discussions
o Addressing the impacts of implicit bias, race, and ethnicity
o Reflecting on my own values and beliefs and how they may influence risk and
safety assessment practices
o Are there specific resources or supports that have been most helpful for effectively
using these assessments?
o What additional resources or supports do you think would help child welfare
professionals use these tools more effectively?

2. Barriers to Consistent Use
e What challenges or barriers have you encountered regarding the consistent use of

these assessment tools? For example, limitations with technology, leadership
support, or communications; unclear policy or guidance; or barriers unique to the
location and/or populations you serve.
o What challenges have you experienced most frequently?
o Are there particular circumstances in which these barriers are most
prominent?
e Are there aspects of the assessment tools that are unclear or confusing?
e How do staff typically address or work around these obstacles?

3. Real-Time Completion of Assessments: Gaps and Solutions
e What gaps have you experienced when completing the assessment tools in real

time? What situations make completing the assessment tools in real time difficult?

o Describe any technical difficulties (e.g., device issues, connectivity, software
glitches) you've experienced.

o Describe any adaptive challenges (e.g. client engagement or environmental
distractions) that make real-time completion of the assessment tools
difficult.

e How do field conditions (such as time constraints, location, or lack of privacy)
impact your ability to use the assessment tools as intended?
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Are there specific scenarios where you or your colleagues have had to modify, skip,
or delay parts of the assessment process due to unforeseen barriers? If so, what
were those barriers? What was the outcome?

What kinds of support or resources have you found most helpful in overcoming both
technical and adaptive barriers during assessments?

Have you used workarounds or creative strategies to address gaps in real-time
completion? Which have been most effective, and why?

Are there features or changes to the assessment tools that would better support
field-based, real-time use in challenging circumstances?

Please share specific examples and possible solutions to address these gaps.

4. Geographic Variability

In your experience or observation, does the application of these tools appear to vary
across different counties or regions? What factors contribute to these geographic
differences? Are these factors able to be changed?

Are there aspects of local infrastructure (such as access to technology,
transportation, or reliable internet) that need to be considered in the application of
these tools? What specific suggestions do you have?

Are there local policies or policies that impact the consistent use of these tools?
Considering these factors, how might consistency be improved statewide?

5. Impacts Related to Race/Ethnicity

How do you perceive the assessment tools impacting communities that are over-
represented in the child welfare system?

Do you notice any disparities in outcomes or application of the tools based on race
or ethnicity?

o Are data-informed insights related to race, ethnicity, and/or over-
represented populations systematically reviewed? If so, how are findings
from these reviews used to inform policy and practice?

Have you encountered race- or ethnicity-related barriers when implementing the
assessment tools? If so, please describe.

Do you feel the assessment tools adequately address the necessary cultural
considerations of the children and families that you serve?

Are there suggestions you have for making the tools more equitable?

6. Use of Tools for DV/IPV Assessment

From your perspective, how is the assessment tool used to evaluate domestic
violence or intimate partner violence situations? Are there specific strengths or
limitations of the tool in these cases?

What additional training or resources would improve this aspect of assessment?

H-2
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How is information about domestic violence or intimate partner violence (DV/IPV)
typically gathered during child welfare assessments?

What indicators or red flags do you look for when assessing for DV/IPV in a
household?

How do you ensure the safety and confidentiality of survivors during the assessment
process?

Are there specific challenges in identifying DV/IPV when working with children or
non-offending caregivers?

How are the voices and perspectives of children incorporated when DV/IPV is
suspected or confirmed?

What role do multidisciplinary teams or community partners play in supporting
DV/IPV assessment?

In your experience, how do cultural factors influence the reporting or disclosure of
DV/IPV within families?

What protocols are in place if DV/IPV is suspected but not confirmed during the
initial assessment?

How are ongoing risks related to DV/IPV monitored throughout the child welfare
case?

Are there resources or supports you wish you had when conducting DV/IPV
assessments in the field?

What additional training or resources would improve this aspect of assessment?

7. Decision Making and Consistency

From your perspective, does the safety assessment help support planning for
removal? Does the tool ensure consistency in decision-making? Why or why not?

In your experience, are the assessment tools applied uniformly across similar cases
to ensure equitable decision-making?

Do you feel the criteria in the tools are clearly defined and help you differentiate
when a removal is warranted versus when in-home interventions may be more
appropriate? What about between immediate safety and long-term risk for families?
Do you feel like the use of these tools minimize subjective judgments?

How could the tool be improved to better support fair and informed decision-
making?

8. Sharing Assessments with Families and Legal Professionals

How are assessment results communicated to families, legal professionals, and the
judicial branch?

Are there clear expectations for sharing results? Are there supports for doing this
effectively (e.g., training materials, communications, opportunities for
practice/feedback, observation/coaching)?

H-3
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¢ What challenges arise when sharing these assessments?
e Are there best practices or suggestions for improving transparency and
understanding?

Lived Experience Workgroup Discussion Guide:
Perceptions of Child Welfare Assessment Process

Supports and Training for Tool Implementation

When thinking about how case managers are trained to assess safety and risk, what do
you wish they understood about the realities families face day to day? Are there
specific cultural or community factors that you feel should be emphasized during their
training?

Have you ever had a positive experience with a case manager that made you feel truly
heard or safe? What did they do differently?

If you could design a training program for new case managers, what areas would you
focus on to help them recognize and respond to family strengths as well as risks?

What kinds of questions or approaches would make you feel comfortable sharing your
story honestly and without fear of judgment?

How should case managers learn to communicate about difficult topics like safety
concerns or trauma in a way that feels sensitive and supportive rather than
intimidating?

What would you want case managers to understand about the impact of their decisions
on families’ daily lives and long-term well-being?

Are there voices or perspectives—like those of youth, siblings, extended family, or
community members—that you think should be included in case manager training about
safety and risk assessment?

What do you think makes a case manager trustworthy, and how could training help them
build trust with families in challenging situations?

Real-Time Completion of Assessments: Gaps and Solutions

When caseworkers visited your home, did they seem prepared to understand your
situation right away? If not, in what ways? From your perspective, what could have
helped?

What kind of technology or tools (like tablets, mobile apps, or voice notes) would make
it easier for caseworkers to complete the assessment in real time?

In your experience, are caseworkers able to manage completion of the assessment while
maintaining meaningful conversations (conversation that feel relatively comfortable,
normal, engaging)?
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How can caseworkers make sure they're capturing your voice and perspective while
completing the assessment in the moment?

Geographic Variability

From your perspective, do you think where you live (rural, urban, tribal lands, etc.)
influenced how child welfare services were delivered to your family?

Do you think the assessment works the same way in different parts of the state? Why or
why not?

What geographic barriers (like transportation, internet access, or service availability)
made it harder for your family to engage with child welfare?

How can the assessment be adapted to better reflect the realities of families living in
remote or underserved areas?

Impacts Related to Race/Ethnicity

Do you feel your race or ethnicity affected how your family was assessed or treated by
child welfare professionals?

What parts of the assessment could be improved to reduce bias or better reflect
cultural strengths?

How can caseworkers be trained to understand and respect cultural differences when
using this assessment?

What would help families from marginalized communities feel safer and more respected
during the assessment process?

Use of Tools for DV/IPV Assessment

How should caseworkers ask about domestic violence so that families feel safe and their
experience is private?

What risks do survivors face when DV/IPV is disclosed in an assessment like this? How
can those risks be reduced?

How can the assessment better distinguish between a caregiver who is a survivor and
one who is causing harm?

What supports should be offered immediately when DV/IPV is identified in the
assessment?

Decision Making and Consistency

From your perspective, is the safety assessment tool being used to ensure consistency
in decision-making? Why or why not?

Do you think this tool is effective at determining when a child should be removed from
their primary caregiver? Why or why not?
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Based on your review of the safety assessment and your own experience, do you
believe the safety assessment is being used to support planning for removal? Why or
why not?

How could the tool be improved to better support fair and informed decision-making?

Sharing Assessments with Families and Legal Professionals

How should caseworkers explain the assessment process or tools to families, so it feels
supportive rather than threatening?

What concerns do families have about how this assessment is shared with lawyers or
judges?

What would help you feel more in control of your story when the assessment is used in
court
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Appendix . Survey Results: Legal Professionals —
Percentages

oga v=5)

Sharing Assessment Results

1. Are you directly involved in the implementation or oversight of
the Colorado Family Safety and Risk Assessment?

2. The process for case workers sharing assessment findings is
well-defined and supported by appropriate resources.

3. In my experience, child welfare staff are typically able to answer
questions and provide clarification about risk and safety
assessments.

4. Assessment results are routinely shared with families in a way
that respects their cultural background and literacy levels.

5. Feedback from families, legal professionals, or the judicial branch
has led to improvements in how assessment results are shared.

Decision-Making and Consistency

6. The assessment tools are applied uniformly across similar cases
to ensure equitable decision-making.

7. The assessment tools are the primary basis for making
recommendations about child safety and potential removal from
a primary caregiver.

8. The criteria within the assessment tools clearly differentiate
when removal is warranted versus when in-home interventions
may be more appropriate.

9. ltis clear that practices are in place to ensure decisions about
child removal are evidence-based and free from bias.

10. The tools provide clear guidance for documenting the rationale
behind removal decisions, facilitating transparency in the
process.

Barriers to Implementation

1. Technology or system limitations have impacted on the
consistent use of the assessment tools.

Yes=6.5%

No=94%

Agree=10.3%

Neutral = 13.8%

Disagree/Strongly Disagree=75.8%
Agree=16.1%

Neutral = 16.1%

Disagree/Strongly Disagree=67.7%
Agree=3.4%

Neutral = 20.7%

Disagree/Strongly Disagree=75.8%
Agree=10.3%

Neutral = 13.8%

Disagree/Strongly Disagree=75.9%

Agree/Strongly Agree=7.6%
Neutral = 26.9

Disagree/Strongly Disagree=65.4%
Agree/Strongly Agree=51.8%
Neutral =7.4%

Disagree/Strongly Disagree=40.7%
Agree/Strongly Agree=22.2%
Neutral = 29.6%

Disagree/Strongly Disagree=48.1%
Agree=11.5%

Neutral = 23.1

Disagree/Strongly Disagree= 65.4%
Agree/Strongly Agree=23.1%
Neutral = 26.9%

Disagree/Strongly Disagree=50.0%

Agree/Strongly Agree=26.4%
Neutral = 57.9%
Disagree/Strongly Disagree=15.8%
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Loga (v=5)

12.

There are organizational barriers (e.g., policies, resources,

leadership support, communication) that affect consistent use of

the tools child welfare staff.

Real-Time Completion

13.

How often are child welfare staff able to complete the Colorado
Family Risk and Safety Assessment tools in real time during field
visits

Geographic Variability

Agree/Strongly Agree=57.9%
Neutral = 31.6%
Disagree/Strongly Disagree=10.5%

Often=5.9%
Sometimes=52.9%
Rarely/Never=411%

14. Assessment tools are used consistently regardless of geographic Agree=24%
location (e.g., urban, suburban, rural, remote areas). Neutral = 40%
Disagree/Strongly Disagree=36%
15. Local infrastructure (such as access to technology, Agree/Strongly Agree=25%
transportation, or reliable internet) supports child welfare staff's | Neutral = 41.7%
ability to complete risk and safety assessments as intended. Disagree/Strongly Disagree=33.3%
16. The populations served in some regions create unique Agree/Strongly Agree=43.4%

challenges to conducting standardized assessments.

Use of Tools for DV/IPV

Neutral = 21.7%
Disagree/Strongly Disagree=34.8%

17. There is clear guidance for child welfare staff on using the Agree/Strongly Agree=16%
assessment tools to recognize and respond to domestic violence Neutral = 24%
or intimate partner violence (DV/IPV). Disagree/Strongly Disagree=60%
18. Current tools are sensitive to cultural considerations when Agree/Strongly Agree=20.9%
assessing DV/IPV in racially and ethnically diverse families. Neutral = 25%
Disagree/Strongly Disagree=54.2%
19. |feel confident child welfare staff are using the assessment tools  Agree/Strongly Agree=15.3%

to identify both immediate safety concerns and long-term risk
factors associated with DV/IPV.

Race/Ethnicity and Culture

20. How frequently do discussions about over-represented racial

and ethnic groups in child welfare rely on data rather than
anecdotal evidence?

Neutral = 23.1%
Disagree/Strongly Disagree=61.5%

Often/Very Often=26.1%
Sometimes=39.1%
Rarely/Never=34.8%

21. To what extent do you feel the assessment tools adequately Mostly=14.3%
reflect the cultural backgrounds of the children and families Neutral = 38.1%
served? Minimal/Not at all=47.7%
22. To what extent do you feel the assessments contribute to Mostly=14%
equitable outcomes for children and families of different racial Neutral = 42.9%
and ethnic backgrounds? Minimal/Not at all=42.8%
23. How confident are you that the assessment tools are used Somewhat Confident/Very=14.3%

consistently across racial and ethnic groups?

Neutral = 23.8%

Somewhat unconfident/Not at all=61.9%
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Appendix J. Survey Results: Lived Experience

Respondents — Percentages

Questions for Parents

1. The safety and risk assessment process were clearly explained
to me during my involvement with child welfare services.

2. The child welfare worker was open to answering any additional

questions | had before the assessment process.

3. | felt comfortable sharing my honest opinions and concerns

during the assessment process. (n=14)

4. My child(ren) were given opportunities to share their
perspective if appropriate.

5. | was given opportunities to ask questions and share my
perspective during the assessment process.

6. The professionals involved explained the assessment results in

a way that made sense to me.

7. |felt that my values, beliefs, and experiences were respected

during the assessment process.

8. | was given information about what would happen next after the

assessment was completed.

9. lknew who to contact if | had questions or needed support

after the assessment was completed.

10. The decisions made during the assessment felt fair and
consistent.

1. Ibelieve the same process would be used for other families in

similar situations.

12. | believe the way my family’s safety and risk were assessed
would have been the same no matter where we lived (e.g, city,

suburb, rural area).

13.  The child welfare worker seemed prepared to handle challenges

that were specific to my community or area.

14. The assessment process respected my family's cultural
background, race, and ethnicity.

J-1

Strongly agree/agree =13.34%
Neutral = 6.67%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 80.0%
Strongly agree/agree = 26.66%
Neutral = 6.67%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 66.67%
Strongly agree/agree = 21.43%
Neutral = 21.43%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 57.14%

Strongly agree/agree = 26.67%
Neutral = 6.67%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 60.0%
Strongly agree/agree = 33.34%
Neutral = 6.67%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 60.0%
Strongly agree/agree = 6.67%
Neutral = 26.67%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 66.67%
Strongly agree/agree =19.97%
Neutral = 20.0%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 60.0%
Strongly agree/agree = 6.67%
Neutral = 20.0%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 73.33%
Strongly agree/agree = 46.66%
Neutral =13.3%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 73.33%
Strongly agree/agree = 6.67%
Neutral = 20.0%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 79.97%
Strongly agree/agree = 33.34%
Neutral = 6.67%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 60.0%
Strongly agree/agree = 20.0%
Neutral =13.33%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 66.66%
Strongly agree/agree = 13.34%
Neutral = 20.0%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 66.63%
Strongly agree/agree = 6.67%
Neutral = 66.67%
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Strongly disagree/disagree = 26.67%

15. Have you or your family experienced domestic violence or Yes = 53.33%
intimate partner violence during your involvement with child No = 46.67%
welfare?

16. The child welfare worker adequately assessed my family for Strongly agree/agree = 0.0%
domestic violence issues. (n=6) Disagree/Strongly Disagree= 100.0%

17. The safety and risk assessment process were clearly explained | Strongly agree/agree = 13.34%
to me during my involvement with child welfare services. Neutral = 6.67%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 80.0%
18. The child welfare worker was open to answering any additional  Strongly agree/agree = 26.66%
questions | had before the assessment process. Neutral = 6.67%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 66.67%
19. | felt comfortable sharing my honest opinions and concerns Strongly agree/agree = 21.43%
during the assessment process. (n=14) Neutral = 21.43%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 57.14%

20. My child(ren) were given opportunities to share their Strongly agree/agree = 26.67%
perspective if appropriate. Neutral = 6.67%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 60.0%
21. | was given opportunities to ask questions and share my Strongly agree/agree = 33.34%
perspective during the assessment process. Neutral = 6.67%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 60.0%
22. The professionals involved explained the assessment results in | Strongly agree/agree = 6.67%
a way that made sense to me. Neutral = 26.67%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 66.67%
23. Ifelt that my values, beliefs, and experiences were respected Strongly agree/agree =19.97%
during the assessment process. Neutral = 20.0%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 60.0%
24. | was given information about what would happen next after the = Strongly agree/agree = 6.67%
assessment was completed. Neutral = 20.0%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 73.33%

25. I knew who to contact if | had questions or needed support Strongly agree/agree = 46.66%
after the assessment was completed. Neutral =13.3%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 73.33%
26. The decisions made during the assessment felt fair and Strongly agree/agree = 6.67%
consistent. Neutral = 20.0%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 79.97%
27. | believe the same process would be used for other families in Strongly agree/agree = 33.34%
similar situations. Neutral = 6.67%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 60.0%

28. | believe the way my family’s safety and risk were assessed Strongly agree/agree = 20.0%
would have been the same no matter where we lived (e.g., city,  Neutral =13.33%
suburb, rural area). Strongly disagree/disagree = 66.66%

29. The child welfare worker seemed prepared to handle challenges | Strongly agree/agree =13.34%
that were specific to my community or area. Neutral = 20.0%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 66.63%
30. The assessment process respected my family's cultural Strongly agree/agree = 6.67%
background, race, and ethnicity. Neutral = 66.67%
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Strongly disagree/disagree = 26.67%

31. Have you or your family experienced domestic violence or Yes = 53.33%
intimate partner violence during your involvement with child No = 46.67%
welfare?

32. The child welfare worker adequately assessed my family for Strongly agree/agree = 0.0%
domestic violence issues. (n=6) Disagree/Strongly Disagree= 100.0%

J-3



Evaluation of Colorado Family Risk Assessment
and Colorado Family Safety Assessment Tools: Appendix K

February 27, 2026

Appendix K. Workforce Survey Results Table

Training: What training have you received relevant to the Colorado Safety and Risk Assessment

tools? (Check all that apply)

Child Welfare Training System (CWTS)

County Specific Training

Domestic Violence/Intimate Partner Violence (DV/IPV)
Racial Equity Specific

Child Welfare Training System (CWTS)

Substance Use/Mental Health Specific Training

Other (Caseworker Fundamentals; LGBTQ+; Safety and Risk Assessment;
Child Homicide and Suspicious Death; All but not assessment related)

The training | received on assessing risk and safety for child welfare cases
provided clear, comprehensive, and practical guidance that prepared me to
apply the assessment tools effectively in my day-to-day work.

The training provides opportunities for interactive learning, such as role-
playing, case studies, or group discussions, to reinforce effective
assessment of risk and safety.

The training addresses the impact of implicit bias, race, and ethnicity on
risk and safety assessment, and equipped me to apply tools equitably with
diverse families.

The training encourages reflection on my own values and beliefs, and how

they may influence risk and safety assessment practices.

The materials and resources provided during training are relevant, up-to-
date, and useful for ongoing reference in my practice.

| am confident that | am using the tools correctly.

These tools support consistent decision-making across staff

Supervision and follow-up coaching were available after initial training to

support consistent and effective use of assessment tools.

| received training on how to clearly communicate risk and safety
assessment results to families.

K-1

N=145; 91%
N=111; 69%
N=94; 59%
N=69; 43%
N=5; 3%

N=94; 59%
N=5; 3%

Strongly agree/agree = 62.2%
Neutral = 23.6%

Strongly disagree/disagree =14.2 %

Strongly agree/agree = 56.8%
Neutral = 27.7%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 15.5%

Strongly agree/agree = 41.2%
Neutral = 25%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 33.8%

Strongly agree/agree = 51.7 %
Neutral = 25.9%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 22.4%

Strongly agree/agree =44.8%
Neutral = 33.1 %

Strongly disagree/disagree = 22.1%

Strongly agree/agree = 68.5%
Neutral =17.7%

Strongly disagree/disagree =13.7 %

Strongly agree/agree = 39.5%
Neutral = 25.2%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 35.4%

Strongly agree/agree =65.5 %
Neutral = 20.2%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 14.3%

Strongly agree/agree = 47.6%
Neutral = 24.5%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 27.9%
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How often are you able to complete the Colorado Family Safety and Risk Often/Always = 32%
Assessments in real time during field visits Sometimes = 20.5%

Rarely/Never = 47.4%

From your perspective, how often are staff able to complete the Colorado Often/Always = 28.3%
Family Safety and Risk Assessments in real time during field visits Sometimes = 33.3%

Rarely/Never = 38.4%

Caseworker: Reasons that Prevent Completion _

Limited time during visits Yes = 25.6%
Access to technology (e.g. laptop, tablet, internet connection) Yes = 30%

Client availability or willingness to participate Yes = 21.3%
Environmental distractions or safety concerns Yes = 21.3%
Complexity or length of the tools Yes = 24.4%
Travel distance or transportation challenges Yes = 4.4%

Ot Sai Roasons that vt Gomplevien |

Limited time during visits Yes = 26.3%
Access to technology (e.g. laptop, tablet, internet connection) Yes = 23.1%
Client availability or willingness to participate Yes = 25.6%
Environmental distractions or safety concerns Yes = 20.6%
Complexity or length of the tools Yes = 20.6%
Travel distance or transportation challenges Yes =3.8%

Real-time and Consistency Yes = 3.8%
R
How would you rate your confidence in using the assessment tools Very/Somewhat Confident = 57%

accurately when completing them in real time in the field? Neutral = 21.5%

Very/Somewhat Unconfident = 21.5%

The assessment tools are applied uniformly across similar cases to Strongly agree/agree = 48.2%
ensure equitable decision-making. Neutral = 27.7%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 24.1%

| consistently use the assessment tools as the primary basis for Strongly agree/agree = 64%
making recommendations about child safety and potential removal Neutral = 211%

from a primary caregiver. Strongly disagree/disagree =14.9%

The criteria within the assessment tools clearly differentiate when Strongly agree/agree = 44.5 %
- )
removal is warranted versus when in-home interventions may be more Neutral = 24.8%
appropriate. Strongly disagree/disagree =30.7 %
Supervisors regularly review my use of assessment tools to ensure Strongly agree/agree = 70.2%
—_ O,
decisions about child removal are evidence-based and free from bias. Neutral = 21.9%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 7.9%
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| feel confident that the assessment tools minimize subjective Strongly agree/agree = 43.8%
judgment when determining the necessity of child removal. Neutral = 29.2%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 27%
The tools provide clear guidance for documenting the rationale behind Strongly agree/agree = 49.6%
removal decisions, facilitating transparency in the process. Neutral = 24.8%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 25.5%

Assessment tools are used consistently regardless of geographic Strongly agree/agree = 56.5%
- [o)

location (e.g., urban, suburban, rural, remote areas). Neutral = 29%

Strongly disagree/disagree =14.5%
Local infrastructure (such as access to technology, transportation, or Strongly agree/agree = 48.1%
reliable internet) supports my ability to complete risk and safety Neutral = 31.3%
assessments as intended. Strongly disagree/disagree = 20.6%
Local policies and practices support consistent and effective use of Strongly agree/agree = 52.3%
the risk and safety tools. Neutral = 30.8%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 17%
The populations served in my region create unique challenges to Strongly agree/agree = 31.6%
conducting standardized assessments. Neutral = 38.5%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 30%
| receive adequate training, guidance, or support to address Strongly agree/agree = 38.5%
geographic challenges in the use of risk and safety assessment tools. Neutral = 39.2%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 22.3%

How often do you encounter race- or ethnicity-related barriers related Often/Always =10.4%
to assessment tool implementation? Sometimes = 36.8%

Rarely/Never = 52.8%

How often do you receive feedback or ongoing training for mitigating Often/Always = 22.4%
implicit bias in the assessment process? Sometimes = 29.6%

Rarely/Never = 48%

To what extent are data on race and ethnicity routinely shared with Often/Always = 27.2%
staff to increase awareness of over-representation in the child welfare Sometimes = 33.6%
tem?
system Rarely/Never = 39.2%
How frequently do discussions about over-represented racial and Often/Always = 22.4%
ethnic groups in child welfare rely on data rather than anecdotal Sometimes = 43.2%
i ?
evidencet Rarely/Never = 34.4%
Information about over-represented populations is used to inform Often/Always = 29.6%
practice. Sometimes = 40.8%

Rarely/Never = 29.6%

To what extent do you feel the assessment tools adequately reflect the Mostly/Fully = 20%
cultural backgrounds of the children and families you serve? Neutral = 30.4%

Minimally/Not at all = 49.6%
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To what extent do you feel the assessments contribute to equitable Mostly/Fully = 22.4%
outcomes for children and families of different racial and ethnic Neutral = 36.8%
0o}
backgrounds: Minimally/Not at all = 40.8%
How confident are you that the assessment tools are used Very/Somewhat Confident = 35.5%
consistently across racial and ethnic groups? Neutral = 29.8%

Very/Somewhat Unconfident = 34.7%

The assessment tools effectively distinguish between varying levels of Strongly agree/agree = 32.2%

- [»)
risk and/or safety concerns related to domestic violence or intimate Neutral = 27.3%
partner violence (DV/IPV) within families. Strongly disagree/disagree = 40.5%
| received clear guidance on using the assessment tools to recognize Strongly agree/agree = 37.2%
and respond to domestic violence or intimate partner violence Neutral = 25.6%
(DV/IPV). Strongly disagree/disagree = 37.2%
Current tools are sensitive to cultural considerations when assessing Strongly agree/agree = 19%

- )
DV/IPV in racially and ethnically diverse families. Neutral = 29.8%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 51.2%

| feel confident using the assessment tools to identify both immediate Strongly agree/agree = 44.6%
safety concerns and long-term risk factors associated with DV/IPV. Neutral = 27.3%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 28.1%

The process for sharing assessment findings is well-defined and Strongly agree/agree = 35.5%
- 0y
supported by appropriate resources. Neutral = 38.8%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 25.6%
Training materials include examples or best practices and Strongly agree/agree = 32.2%
- (o)
opportunities to practice delivering assessment outcomes to key Neutral = 21.5%
stakeholder groups (e.g., families, attorneys, CASAs, GALs, judges). Strongly disagree/disagree = 46.3%
[ am confident in my ability to present risk and safety assessment Strongly agree/agree = 71.5%
information in a manner that is understandable. Neutral =17.9%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 10.6%
| feel equipped to answer questions and provide clarification about Strongly agree/agree = 70.5%
- (o)
risk and safety assessments. Neutral =18%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 11.5%
Assessment results are routinely shared with families in a way that Strongly agree/agree = 37.7%
respects their cultural background and literacy levels. Neutral =36.9 %
Strongly disagree/disagree = 25.4%
Feedback from families, legal professionals, or the judicial branch has Strongly agree/agree = 23.8%
led to improvements in how assessment results are shared. Neutral = 39.3%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 36.9%
Ongoing supervision or coaching supports my ability to effectively Strongly agree/agree = 56.3%
- 0,
communicate risk and safety assessments to all relevant parties. Neutral = 27.7%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 16%
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Technology or system limitations have impacted on the use of the Strongly agree/agree = 46.7%
assessment tools. Neutral = 30.8%

Strongly disagree/disagree = 22.5%

Gaps in resources, follow-up support, or supervision hinder consistent Strongly agree/agree = 40.8%
use of these assessment tools. Neutral = 30.8%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 28.3%

There are organizational or system barriers (e.g., policies, leadership Strongly agree/agree = 33.6%
support, communication) that affect consistent use of the tools. Neutral = 34.5%
Strongly disagree/disagree = 32%
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Appendix L. Case Scenarios for Surveys

Colorado Case Scenarios

The idea with the scenarios is that we're testing to see how staff apply the safety tool and
whether their responses match their peers.

In the safety tool, there are 10 safety items that are to be assessed by the worker. These
items are then intended to be compared to Section 2 - CURRENT OR IMPENDING DANGER
- to help staff identify situations that require immediate safety planning of some kind. In
order for current or impending danger to exist, caseworkers must be able to say that all 5
conditions listed here (directly from the safety assessment tool) are present in the family’s
situation. If all 5 thresholds are met, the worker is required to draft a safety plan with the
family (according to the instructions).

Safety Threshold 1: Specific and observable threat (Danger is real, can be seen, can be
reported, is evidenced in explicit, unambiguous ways)

Safety Threshold 2: Out-of-control (Individual and/or family conditions are
unrestrained, unmanaged, not subject to influence or internal control)

Safety Threshold 3: Child who is vulnerable to the threat of harm (A child is vulnerable
to the threat of harm due to his/her age, status, etc.)

Safety Threshold 4: Harm is likely to occur if not controlled (Without intervention to
control, the child will be harmed)

Safety Threshold 5: Potential of moderate to severe harm (The consequence of the
maltreatment are at a level consistent with a medium, severe, egregious, near fatal or
fatal level of physical abuse, sexual abuse, or neglect)

ICF drafted 5 scenarios here that align with the 10 assessment factors. The idea here is to
list the 5 thresholds above, pose the scenario, and ask workers and supervisors “Is this child
in current or impending danger?” and to check yes or no as they would on the actual safety
assessment.

Scenario #1 - associated with item 1 of 10: Caregiver(s) substance use impacts ability
to supervise, protect and/or care for the child/youth.

Child welfare receives several reports from neighbors about screaming, loud crashes, and
children wandering outside unsupervised late at night. When the caseworker arrives, 32-
year-old Elena is visibly intoxicated and confrontational. Through slurred speech, she allows
the worker in the home yelling that “you people should get a life” and that her neighbors
hate her and her kids and constantly report her. The worker finds the home is in disarray:
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broken furniture, laundry and trash piled up, empty liquor bottles, and spoiled food on the
counters and in the sink. Of the three children at home during the visit, the 10-year-old is
holding a crying 4-year-old, and the 7-year-old is playing with a broken toy on the floor.

Elena is known to the child welfare agency and has a history of untreated bipolar disorder
and substance abuse. In past assessments, Elena’s agreed to send the children to school
regularly, clean up and maintain the house, and attend her therapy sessions. Throughout
the home visit, Elena does not engage with the worker to safety plan and becomes
increasingly agitated.

This is a situation of current or impending danger to the children in that it meets the 5
threshold criteria above. CO workgroup member agrees with determination.

Scenario #2 - associated with item 6 of 10: Caregiver(s) and child/youth'’s living
situation is physically hazardous and/or immediately threatening to the child/youth’s
health or safety based on the child/youth’s age or development.

Ava, age 2, lives with her mother Kayla who is 17 years old, in a shared apartment with two
unrelated adult roommates. Ava is often left in the care of the roommates while Kayla
attends school and part-time work. The roommates are not vetted caregivers and have no
experience with young children. During a routine visit, Kayla's worker observes Ava
wandering near an open stairwell with no safety gate and finds cleaning chemicals stored
within her reach under the kitchen sink. The worker called Kayla who said she was just
leaving work and would be home in 10 minutes as she forgot about the scheduled visit with
her worker. Kayla reiterated she trusts the roommates to “keep an eye on Ava” but
acknowledges she thinks they sometimes leave her alone while they sleep or go out. Kayla
said she’d talk with them again and is still looking for a different housing option.

The roommate was interactive with the worker and moved the cleaning products and noted
they sometimes forget to latch the gate to the stairwell and offered to have the worker stay
in the home “looking around for anything else” while waiting for Kayla.

This is NOT current or impending danger as Kayla, nor the people in the home, are
demonstrating out of control behavior as described in threshold #2. CO workgroup
member agrees with determination.

Scenario #3 — associated with item 2 of 10 - Caregiver(s) is unwilling or unable to meet
the child/youth's immediate needs for food, clothing, and shelter.

Marcus is 6 years old and is living with his uncle Leo, who has temporary custody due to
both of Marcus’ parents being incarcerated. Marcus’ school reports frequent absences and
signs of neglect when he attends — dirty clothing, persistent hunger, and fatigue. The
assessment worker conducts a home visit, and finds Marcus home alone in the apartment,
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just watching TV, who says this happens “a lot.” The worker exits the home and waits
approximately 10 minutes to find Leo arriving home. He allows the worker into the
apartment where the worker finds the refrigerator is nearly empty, the trash bin overflows
with empty take out boxes and prescription pills on the coffee table. Leo becomes
emotional by reporting that he didn’t imagine “life like this at his age” and expressing anger
and sadness at Marcus’ parents for their poor choices that landed them in prison. Leo
doesn’t know how to parent as he never had children and promises he'll grocery shop, clean
up, send Marcus to school even when he doesn’t want to go, and “do better” because he
was in foster care as a child and doesn’t want to see this for Marcus, adding, “l fought for
him.”

This is NOT current and impending danger as described by CO’s guidance. The uncle, Leo,
is not out of control. CO worker agrees with determination.

Scenario #4 — associated with item 8 of 10 - Caregiver(s) or adult household member
caused moderate to severe physical injury.

Jordan, age 14, is autistic. He was sent to the school nurse after complaining of stomach
pain and appearing unusually withdrawn. The nurse observed multiple fading bruises on his
back and upper arms, as well as a healing burn mark on his forearm. When gently asked
about the injuries, Jordan whispered, “I get in trouble a lot at home. I'm not supposed to talk
about it.”

The school contacted child protective services. During the interview, Jordan says his
stepfather, Gary, hits him with a belt, makes him kneel on the heating grate “for a long time”
and forces Jordan to stand against the wall with his arms held out and that if he lowers his
hand, the “timer” starts again. Interviews with Jordan’s mother Ivy indicate she “lets her
husband handle discipline” and seemed fearful of her partner. lvy reports Gary gets
“frustrated” with Jordan and “goes too far” and “sometimes” there’s a mark later, but notes
Jordan is clumsy too, so she doesn’t know where any marks come from. lvy added that
maybe Jordan bumped into Gary’s cigarette and burned himself.

This meets the criteria of current or impending danger. There are observable bruises,
mother is not able to control/influence the stepfather and fears him, the abuse escalates
with a potential of moderate to severe harm if unchecked and, Jordan’s diagnosis of autism
places him at a higher vulnerability. CO worker agrees with determination.

Scenario #5 — associated with item 9 of 10 - Caregiver(s) is unwilling or unable to
protect child/youth from current danger of harm due to suspected or confirmed child
sexual abuse.

Lena, age 9, disclosed to her school counselor that her mother’s boyfriend, Todd, who lives
in her mother’s home, has been entering her room at night and touching her “under her pjs.”
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She stated this has happened “lots of times” and that recently, Todd touched her in a “new

"

way.

Upon interview at school, Lena confirms the information she told the counselor and says
she told her mother, Mary, so she'd get Todd to stop now that it's “changed” from touching
her over her clothes, to under, and now “inside” her. Lena reports “mom said not to talk
about it because it would ruin everything.” Lena regularly sees her father and expresses a
positive relationship with him, but she’s never told him because he’s in a biker gang she
thinks he'll “kill Todd.”

The case worker then meets Lena’s mother Mary, who refutes Lena’s claim she ever told
her, and says Lena, “makes things up all the time” and that Todd would never do that
because he loves her as his own. Mary says Lena must have seen something at her dad’s to
“put this in her head” because Todd's a great guy. Mary begs the case worker not to
contact Lena'’s father Barry who will take Mary to court and she'll lose Lena forever.

This meets current or impending danger at mom’s house, mom’s not demonstrating
actions that speak to severity and protecting her daughter. CO worker agrees with
determination.
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