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Project Background

» 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 Office of the Colorado Child
Protection Ombudsman (CPO) conducted a competitive request for
proposals process and selected ICF as the independent evaluator to
conduct the audit.



House Bill 24-1046 Directives

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

ldentify 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.



CPO Procurement Process

> Request for Proposals (RFP) resulted in
three vendor applications

» Assembled an evaluation team with
diverse representation across key
stakeholder groups:

O

O

CDHS/Division of Child Welfare (DCW)
County Department of Human Services

Office of the Child’s Representative
(OCR)

Office of the Respondent Parents’
Counsel (ORPC)

Parent with lived experience in
Colorado’s child welfare system

» Proposals scored independently based
on predefined criteria using a
standardized rubric

» Alignment meeting resulted in consensus
among the evaluation team regarding the
top scoring proposal/vendor

» ICF selected as third-party contractor to
conduct audit



CPO’s and ICF’'s Roles

CPO’s Role*

* Oversight: Ensure the audit addresses the
critical dimensions outlined in state statute

* Access to Information: Assist the third-party
vendor in gaining appropriate access to
necessary data, case files, documents, and
assessment tools

 Colorado Context: Assist the evaluator in
understanding and navigating the Colorado
child welfare landscape

 Resource Allocation: Ensure the audit process
Is adequately staffed and managed

* Final Report: Submit the completed audit
report by March 1, 2026

*Supported by Ignite for Change

ICF’s Role

Conduct an audit of the Colorado Family Safety and
Risk Assessment tools and fulfill each directive;

* Tools for consistent implementation

* Real time completion of assessments in the field
* Impacts of geography when using the assessment

* Impacts of race and ethnicity using the assessment
over-represented in the child welfare system

» Best practices for sharing results with families and
legal professionals

» Evaluate best practices on training for assessments
« Evaluate best practices of assessments for DV/IPV
» Study inter-rate reliability for safety assessment

« Study required documentation for child removal

Complete and Submit Final Report by March 1, 2026
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ICF’'s Overall Audit Approach

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

Research Develop Tools:
National Best Evaluative

Practice for Rubrics, Metrics

Safety and Risk and Measures
Assessment

Review Existing
CO Tools and
Policies
Compare with
Best Practice

Review Current
CO Practice
Data Collection
(Surveys,
Interviews, Case
Review)

Final Audit
Report

Presentation
of Findings to
Stakeholders




ICF Audit Timeline & Summary of Activities

Mar-May 25 June-Aug'25 Sept-Nov'25 Dec'25-Feb'26

Begin weekly &
monthly meetings
with CPO

Kickoff meeting &
presentation

Workgroup
recruitment

Methodology

refinement

Best practice
research

Collect assessment
tool and related
documentation

Create rubric to
compare best
practice to CO
tools

Begin monthly
workgroup
meetings

Hold office hours

Develop annotated
bibliography
Develop survey,
focus group &
interview questions
& protocols

Continue
document review

Develop case
review rubric

Workgroups review
methods/measures

Review 16 valid
case files;
Complete inter-
rater reliability
testing

Surveys launched

Recruit & conduct
6 focus groups
and 2 interviews

Begin initial data
analysis

Final Workgroups
meetings held

Survey data
analyzed

Qualitative data
analyses
completed

Final Report
submitted

Present findings to
CPO




Engaging Stakeholders

Engagement of local stakeholders is critical to ensuring that findings are valid, reliable and representative.
ICF engaged stakeholders to:

* Contextualize audit findings

« Provide local, representative perspective (e.g., geography, race, ethnicity, workforce experience)

* Infuse lived expertise

« Complement ICF national expertise

Engagement Method Contributions
Two Ongoing Workgroups (monthly meetings)
* Lived Experience Workgroup

 Child Welfare Workforce Workgroup (i.e.,

Provided input for protocol and process
development

Shared experiences as part of primary data
collection discussions

caseworkers, supervisors)

Targeted Focus Groups, Interviews, Meetings
 County Human Services Directors, State
Leadership, and Key Partners

Provided context and input as results are
finalized

HB 24-1046 Items 2(b)(1), 2(b)(ll), 2(b)(Ill), 2(b)(IV), 2(b)(VI), 2(b)(VII), 2(c)(Il), 2(c)(ll)
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Workgroup Recruitment Process

* Formal invitation and interest form sent to potential Child Welfare Workforce Workgroup
membership. * 684 County Human Services Directors via
Colorado Human Services Directors
» Considerations for workgroup members: Association

o Type of lived experience (e.g., current or former foster youth,

D ) Lived Experts Workgroup
parent with lived experience, kinship provider, or other)

CDHS Family Voice Council

o Type of workforce experience (e.g., caseworker, supervisor, CDHS Division of Child Welfare Family
manager, director) Advisory Council
Colorado Office of the Child’s
o Familiarity with the Colorado Family Risk and Safety Representative, Lived Experts Action Panel
Assessment Colorado Office of the Respondent
Parents’ Counsel, Parent Advocate
o Race and ethnicity representation Program

llluminate Colorado Family Advisory Board
Colorado Partnership for Thriving Families
o Availability to participate Foster Alumni Mentors ,

Denver Parent Advocates Lending Support
Foster Source

o Regional representation

* Lived expert members were compensated for their time.

» Selected individuals engaged directly with ICF for

orientation. HB 24-1046 Items 2(b)(1), 2(b)(I1), 2(b)(Ill), 2(b)(IV), 2(b)(VI), 2(b)(VIl), 2(c)(Il), 2(c)(IlI) 5



Workgroup Membership

Lived Experience Workgroup Child Welfare Workforce Workgroup

8 selected 8 selected

mMetro mSE mSW =N * m Metro m SE m NE m NW m SW ‘J

m Parent with Lived Experience

m Caseworker m Supervisor
Former or Current Foster Youth

HB 24-1046 Items 2(b)(1), 2(b)(Il), 2(b)(Ill), 2(b)(IV), 2(b)(VI), 2(b)(VIl), 2(c)(I]), 2(c)(llI) 0



Workgroup Discussions and Input

Workgroups served as a primary source of Contributions
information from caseworkers, supervisors, Discussion guides utilized in the workgroups to

and lived experts. examine topics such as:

Barriers and suggestions for completing
assessments in real-time in the field

Using systematic data collection Impacts of race and ethnicity

orocesses, ICF utilized meetings to support Geographical variability in caseworker practice

information gathering for each area of Use of assessments for DV/IPV

Perceptions of tools and resources to support

analytic focus in the legislation. )
consistency

Use of assessments to support decision-making

Feedback on CO practice compared to best
practice

HB 24-1046 Items 2(b)(1), 2(b)(11), 2(b)(1l1), 2(b)(1V), 2(b)(V1), 2(b)(VII), 2(c)(1]), 2(c)(1l))



Research National Best Practices

Assess national best practices in implementation of,
practice with, and impact of safety and risk assessment
models or tools.
Review of peer reviewed journals, grey literature and national
organizations (e.g., Child Welfare Information Gateway, Kempe
Center, Casey Family Programs)

Research Selection Process (Initial Screening and Full-
Text Review)

Review titles, abstracts, and executive summaries to identify
and select relevant publications for full review using inclusion
criteria.

Data Extraction and Analysis

Key Information and Patterns: Extract data on study design,
sample size, assessment tools used, outcomes measured, and/or
key findings and identify recurrent patterns and gaps in literature

Comparative and Thematic Analysis: Summarized and compared
the effectiveness of best practice models and tools including
review of themes related to reliability, validity, cultural
appropriateness. and practical abplication.

Structured Decision
Making (SDM)

Signs of Safety
Risk assessment

Safety Organized
Practices

Imminent danger
assessment

Focus on child welfare
safety and risk
assessments

Academic publication,
formal program report,
white paper, or
commentary

Safety assessment
Safety tool

Action for Children’s
Safety Assessment
Family Evaluation

Solution based
casework

Predictive Analytics in
Safety & Risk
Assessment

Published before 2000

Focus outside of the
U.S.

Safety focus not related
to child welfare

HB 24-1046 Items 2(b)(V), 2(b)(V1), 2(b)(VII)




Review of Colorado Documents

ICF used a systematic approach to review the Colorado Family Safety and Risk Assessment
tools as well as documents relevant to the audit. A Document Review Rubric was developed
based on best practice research and workgroup input. The review provided insights on the
tools and resources foundational to establishing case practice expectations.

Sampling Approach Contributions

ICF reviewed documents, such as:

* Colorado Family Safety and Risk Assessments
Tools

Understanding of sufficient infrastructure to
support caseworker effectiveness (e.g.,
training, coaching, etc.)

* Instruction manuals including: :
Support for consistent use of tools across

» Assessment Desk Guides, FAQs regions

« Supervisor Considerations when Assessing Support comparison of CO practice to best
practice

Safety and Safety Planning

. Policy and protocols (Volume 7) Development of the case review protocol

Informed survey development, interview

 CWTS training materials , : : _
guides, and workgroup guided discussions

HB 24-1046 Items 2(b)(1), 2(b)(V1), 2(b)(VI), 2(c)(lll)




Focus Groups & Interviews

ICF engaged State Leadership, Key Partners, and County-Level Front-line workers, with direct
experience with the Colorado Family Safety and Risk Assessment tools. It was essential to include the
voices and experience to gain:

* Key perspectives on the implementation of the tools
* Valuable insights for the understanding barriers to consistent implementation
* Context related to organizational capacity for implementation

Sampling Methods Contributions

: o : Perceptions of supports, barriers, geographic

conducted with: consistency compared to policy

DCW leadership Perspectives on targeted questions in alignment

Training representatives from CWTS with best practice (e.g., assessment of DV/IPV,

County Directors (2) training)

Provide insights into CO context related to the
sharing assessment with families, legal professionals,

Colorado Office of the Child's Representative and the judicial branch

Colorado Office of the Respondent Parents’' Counsel

Interviews with County Attorney & County Director Provide insights into training on the tools

HB 24-1046 Items 2(b)(1), 2(b)(ll), 2(b)(Ill), 2(b)(IV), 2(b)(V1), 2(b)(VI), 2(c)(l), 2(c)(Ill)




Surveys-Workforce, Lived Experience, Legal

To collect additional input, ICF developed and administered a survey using Likert rating
scales and open text items to:
* Gather key insights and perspectives
* Provide flexible opportunities for feedback Collect perceptions related to:
« Understand quality and frequency of specific
practices in relation to practice guidance and
policy expectations

Contributions

« Training and supports for consistent use of
assessments

Barriers and suggestions on possible solutions

R (e.g., completing assessments in real time with

Surveys were widely distributed using an open families)

survey link that could be shared with targeted Regional /geographic variability

sroups. Disproportionality and disparate outcomes

* Workforce (n=157) Assessment of DV/IPV
* Front-line staff
* Managers and Directors
 Legal Professionals (n=46) Alignment with best practice
* Individuals with Lived Experience (n=18)

Consistency in decision making

HB 24-1046 Items 2(b)(1), 2(b)(11), 2(b)(1l1), 2(b)(1V), 2(b)(V1), 2(b)(VII), 2(c)(1), 2(c)(Il)) __




Case Reviews

ICF reviewed 16 case records for:

» Consistent application of assessments . .
PP Contributions

« Alignment of observable, documented practice to
policies and protocols

« Available objective measures (e.g., timestamps for Case practice documentation compared to
assessment completion and documentation of case practice guidance and policy
notes)

Examine data related to:

Variance in safety and risk determinations

Sampling Methods Regional or geographical variability

Use of assessments and documentation of

Deidentified case files representative of: planning and rationale for decisions (e.g.l
removal)

Various case decisions (e.g., removal, reunification) . " ,
Documentation of factors that mitigate risk or

child vulnerability (e.g., protective capacities of

P lati ith di tionately high
OfRlEes B elisforefperle=g 7 s caregivers related to DV/IPV)

involvement with child welfare (e.g., race, ethnicity)

Inter-rater reliability
Geography

HB 24-1046 Items 2(b)(1), 2(b)(ll), 2(b)(Ill), 2(b)(IV), 2(b)(VI), 2(c)(Il), 2(c)(Ill)




Overall Analysis Approach

The analysis reflects a systematic review and

triangulation of targeted data sources through: Survey,

Interviews,

* Reviewing Colorado’s tools and documents Workgroups

using a rubric and comparing with best
practices

 Employing qualitative thematic coding methods
to identify assessment strengths, areas for
improvement, and lessons learned Review of

CcO Case
 |ldentifying key overarching themes and Bl FrEe Reviews
highlighting commonalities across all data
sources

* Addressing all required elements of HB 24-1046
legislation
National
Best

Practice
Research




Findings and Context

Throughout the audit, ICF's approach was designed to create a 360-degree view
of Colorado’s Safety and Risk Assessment tools and the implementation of the tools within
the contexts in which they were being applied. ICF found:

Strengths Context

Staff are dedicated and committed to “getting * Funding and budgetary conversations and
it right” constraints are occurring that impact staff
Tools are aligned with Colorado policy. and community organizations at every level.
There are clearly defined safety thresholds.
New-worker training incorporates
opportunities to practice using the tool.
Caseworkers demonstrate 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 * Ongoing organizational changes
through targeted reforms.

* The structure of the child welfare system as
state supervised and county administered
introduces variability in local
implementation but also flexibility to
address local needs and adjust to resource
limitations.

HB 24-1046 Items 2(b)(1), 2(b)(11), 2b)(Il), 2(b)(1V), 2(b)(V1), 20)(VII), 2(c)(I), 2(c)(1H))




Directive One - Identity tools and resources to ensure risk and

safety assessments are carried out consistently

Findings Recommendations

* 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.

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

* Revise or replace the risk assessment

tool to reduce reliance on historical
* Inconsistent conceptual clarity, imprecise factors.

definitions, and reliance on historical
factors in the risk assessment introduce
potential bias and documentation burdens.

» Strengthen fidelity monitoring statewide.

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

* The tools do not fully support complex
family situations or Domestic
Violence/lntimate Partner Violence
(DV/IPV) dynamics or address cultural
considerations.

Workforce survey: 48% agreed tools are
applied uniformly

Legal survey: 66% disagreed the tools are
applied uniformly




Directive Two — Identify gaps and solutions to enable caseworkers to

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

Findings Recommendations

« Most caseworkers report being * Strengthen real-time
unable to complete the Colorado documentation capability via
Family Safety and Family Risk mobile/offline tools and simplified
Assessments in real time due to design.
technology limitations, time * Improve documentation of family
constraints, and tool complexity, iInvolvement with explicit fields and
leading to delayed aligned narratives.

documentation and reduced

transparency with families. Workforce survey: 32% reported being able to

complete assessment tools in real time during
field visits




Directive Three - Examine the impacts of geography when using risk

or safety assessments

Findings Recommendations

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

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

* 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.

Lived Experience Survey—67% did not think
assessments were implemented consistently
geographically

Legal Professionals Survey-24% agree that the tools

are applied uniformly statewide
Workforce Survey -57% perceive the tools are used
consistently regardless of geographic location




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

Findings Recommendations

« Colorado Safety and Risk Assessment * Standardize culturally responsive
tools and practices lack dOcumentation that ensures fam”y
cultural responsiveness and contribute h'Stof'?Sr strengths, and cultural
to inequitable outcomes, particularly for identities are captured accurately

families of color, tribal communities, and and respectfully.

marginalized populations. * Redesign tools to reduce embedded
bias by limiting reliance on outdated

» Historical risk factors included in the or disproportionate records.

Colorado Family Risk Assessment
disproportionately elevate scores for
families of color.

* Integrate and strengthen family
diversity and bias mitigation training.

* Adopt engagement methods that
accessibility, and responsiveness to

) : Lived Experience Survey: 60% felt their values and beliefs
diverse family structures.

were not respected

Only 27% believed the process honored their cultural
history, race, and ethnicity




Directive Five - Evaluate and recommend best practices for sharing risk or

safety assessments with families, legal professionals, and the judicial branch

Findings Recommendations

* Colorado’s Family Safety and Family « Standardize statewide assessment-
Risk Assessment tool results are sharing protocols for families and legal
inconsistently shared with families partners.
and legal stakeholders, often lacking » Require timely, plain-language sharing
clarity, cultural sensitivity, of results directly with families.

or literacy-appropriate « Strengthen training and coaching for

communication. caseworkers in communication and
* Results are often not shared with cultural responsiveness.

legal professionals until the judicial
discovery process, nor are they e _
consistently shared with families who communication practices.

do not have court-involved cases.

* Promote transparent, family-centered

Lived Experience Survey -Only 13% felt the safety & risk
assessment process was clearly explained

Legal Professionals Survey -76% felt results are not shared
in ways that respect the cultural and literacy needs of
families




Directive Six - Evaluate and recommend best practices for training

on risk and safety assessments

Findings

* Training on the Colorado Family
Safety Assessment Tool 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.

Workforce Survey: 91% received CWTS training
43% had training on addressing racial and cultural

considerations
62% felt prepared to use the tools

Recommendations

* Expand application-based, real-world
training.
* Mandate training on cultural humility,

bias mitigation, and trauma-informed
skills.

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

69% felt confident applying tools



Directive Seven - Examine the risk and safety assessments for domestic

violence or intimate partner violence and recommend best practices

Findings Recommendations

« Enhance DV/IPV assessment items.
Remove victim-blaming language

* The current child welfare safety and

risk tools do not account for or

assess domestic violence (DV/IPV) in * Expand training on coercive control,
child welfare cases. trauma responses, and culturally

responsive DV assessment.
* 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

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

: , . . Lived Experience Survey -57% of parents reported
over time. This results in unreliable experiencing DV/IPV during child welfare involvement.

decision-making and inadequate 100% of parents disagreed that their family was

support for families. adequately assessed for DV/IPV
Workforce Survey —Only 19% felt the tools are sensitive to
cultural considerations when assessing DV/IPV in racially
and ethnically diverse families




Directive Eight - Audit the inter-rater reliablility of the safety

assessment

Findings Recommendations

. Inter-rater agreement on the » Strengthen guidance on assessing neglect
Colorado Safety Assessment and poverty-related risks
Tool ranged from moderate to high, * Expand training focused on impending
though variation interpreting danger criteria using high-quality case
neglect-related scenarios suggests examples.
persistent subjectivity. * Use More Robust Training Cases for Future

Interrater Reliability Checks

Workforce Survey only -The percentage of
agreement on whether impending danger was

present for each scenario ranged from 59% to
94%




Directive Nine - Audit the required documentation for the planning

and removal of a child from the child's primary caregiver

Findings Recommendations

» Colorado has clear policies and * Enhance narrative and contextual
documentation - to capture the nuances of

structured tools to guide safety and o
family circumstances.

risk decision-making, but inconsistent

documentation weakens their * Promote supervisory oversight and case
reliability and leads to uneven review routines.
decisions and reduced family trust. * Increase transparency and accountability in

removal decisions by establishing clearer

) ) - expectations for rationale.
Lived Experience Survey —Only 7% felt the decisions

made during the assessment felt fair and consistent * Ensure that famllles.and Iegal. Partners
Legal Survey —Only 22% believe criteria within the understand the basis for decisions.

tools clearly differentiates when removal is « Upgrade technology and documentation
supports.

warranted vs in-home interventions may be more
appropriate

Workforce Survey -64% report they consistently
use tools as the primary basis for child removal




Overall Recommendations

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

Strengthen training with practical, case-based learning, refreshed modules, and trauma-
Informed and equity-focused content.

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

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

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

Improve DV/IPV assessment by adding indicators of coercive control, removing victim-
blaming language, and standardizing aligned practices statewide.

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



% Thank you

Contact Us: Jordan Steffan Z:;m ikiaoughertT ite the Change Advisors, LLC = L/
ect Manager, Ignite the Change Advisors, —
Deputy Ombudsman, CPO J g .g 3 /ICF
ydougherty @ignitechangellc.org

JSteffen@coloradocpo.org
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